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My name is Brian Kavanagh and I represent the 74th Assembly District, which includes parts of
the Lower East Side, Union Square, Gramercy, Stuyvesant Town, Peter Cooper Village,
Waterside Plaza, Kips Bay, Murray Hill, and Tudor City.,

I would like to thank Chairperson Tony Avella and the members of the New York City Council
Land Use Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises for the opportunity to present testimony this
morning. I would also like to acknowledge and thank Councilmember Rosie Mendez for her
leadership on this issue, the Department of City Planning and all the members and staff of
Community Board 3 for their tireless work, and all the groups and individuals who have taken
the time to be active in the shaping and reviewing—and sometimes criticizing—the many
iterations of the plan.

As you know, the plan before you today proposes to rezone 111 blocks, which makes this one of
the largest rezoning plans ever considered in New York City. I represent approximately 40
blocks in the proposed rezoning, as well as areas immediately to the north and east.

In many of the neighborhoods that would be rezoned, the current zoning laws are inadequate to
protect the essential character of the community. Most of the current zoning laws were drafted in
1961, a time when city planners could not have envisioned the circumstances and pressures we
face in our communities today and they often allow for the construction of buildings out of scale
with current usage. The rezoning proposal under consideration seeks to address this problem by
establishing contextual building height limits, while extending Sliver Law protections. The
proposed plan offers important safeguards against the market pressures that are driving new
development throughout our city, and threatening this community in particular.

Unfortunately, one pernicious consequence of this market pressure that the plan does not
adequately protect against is tenant harassment. The increase in allowable density in parts of the
rezoning area may exacerbate the already serious problem of harassment of rent regulated and
low-income tenants and spur the demolition of sound buildings, as developers seek to maximize
the number of market-rate apartments. Community Board 3 has proposed the inclusion of anti-



demolition and anti-harassment measures within the rezoning plan. Such provisions have been
successfully implemented in the Clinton Special District, and I support their inclusion here.

As you know, the rezoning plan also proposes to use inclusionary zoning to encourage
developers to build affordable housing. It is important that any new housing created by this plan
reflect the diverse range of incomes among current Lower East Side families. It is encouraging
that after receiving feedback to its original plan, City Planning expanded the areas where
developers could receive the bonus to include Chrystie Street and all avenues north of Houston
except Avenue B, This is a step in the right direction but more must be done to ensure that low-
to middle-income families continue to be able to afford to live in our community. I strongly
support Community Board 3’s call for 30 percent of all new housing units to be committed as
permanently affordable, I also urge the City Council and City Planning to examine the definition
of “affordable” used in this plan and to ensure that the housing created will truly be affordable to
New York’s working families.

Finally, I would like to note that there are community groups and individuals with serious
concerns about the boundaries of the proposed rezoning and its potential affects on neighboring
communities. Although I cannot speak to their specific issues, which for the most part affect
areas well outside the district I represent, I think it is important that their voices continue to be
heard and, where possible, their concerns should be addressed in the final plan.

There are, however, many important issues that have been raised during this process that will
undoubtedly not be addressed in this rezoning. I look forward to continuing to work with my
colleagues, community groups, and constituents to find solutions to these and the many other
issues confronting our community.

Thank you again for the opportunity to offer testimony.



Date: November 7, 2008 g?@ 0

To: City Council
250 Broadway
New York, NY 10007

Re: East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning

Dear City Council Members,

Resolution: In order to protect the Bowery's cultural diversity
and economic value as the low-rise convergence point for
Chinatown, Little Italy , NoHo, the East Village and the Lower East

Side the City Council should do one of the following:

1) Add the Bowery's east side to the EV/LES Rezoning Plan

2) Draft a FUCA (Follow Up Corrective Action) requesting that the
City Planning Commission immediately rezone the Bowery's
east side or add it to the Little ltaly Special District and
NoHo Historic District (which currently include the

Bowery's west side).

introduction.  As a hard-working 20-year public high school history teacher, and 25-
year resident of the Lower East Side , | have always been inspired and proud of the unique
history and culture of my community. Whether teaching about sweatshops, fenements, the
labor movement, or the Immigrant Experience in America  the textbooks are always filled

with photographs of the neighborhood. Though there are few historical plaques, histery is
writ farge in this neighborhood; it tells us who we are, where we came from, and how we got
here.

Unfortunately, that heritage is being destroyed at a dizzying pace, most especially along
the historic Bowery area, which is witnessing the helter-skelter rise of monstrously designed
skyscraper dorms, condos, and luxury hotels. This is causing skyrocketfing rents,
gentrification of tenants and small businesses, and the demise of the Bowery’s artisis’
housing. It's also causing a mass influx of bars and cubs that has made this the city’s
noisiest neighborhood. While the worst of this initially occurred on the upper Bowery, an
even worse demolition stampede
is developing on the jower, Chinatown section of the Bowery.

While the proposed East Village/ Lower East Side Rezoning is a step in the right
direction, it is seriously flawed and needs amending to include the east side of the Bowery
as well as other important Lower East Side areas that are equally threatened.

Historical, cuitural, and economic importance. Containing many of the city’s oldest
buildings, the Bowery is lower Manhattan 's only major north/south avenue not dwarfed by
skyscrapers. Convergence point of Little Italy, Chinatown, Greenwich Village , and the
Lower East Side, it was a major artery for waves of immigrants.

Before there was a Broadway, the Bowery was the city’s enterfainment mecca.
Home to Yiddish and burlesque theater in the 10th century, more recently it has been g base

for music and ofi-Broadway theaters, such as the Bowery Poetry Ciub and CBGB's, the
birthplace of punk.

The area has welcomed and inspired artists in many fields, including actor Edwin Booth,
Impresario P.T. Barnum, writers Stephen Crane and William Burroughs, poets Diane
DiPrima and Amiri Baraka, photographers Weegee and Robert Frank, arlists Fernand Leger
and Mark Rothko, the punk rock group The Ramones, and filmmakers Jim Jarmusch and
Martin Scorcese. Decades ago, the city established the area as living and working space

-for artists, though much of that housing is now threatened.



Since the 1800s, The Bowery Mission and several other shelters have ministered
to the welfare and rehabilifation needs of the homeless, jobless, and hungry.
in the 40s, 50s, and 60s, the Bowery was renowned for gritly, colorful dives like Sammy’s,
which was captured in the photographs of Weegee. Today the area is an important lighting
and restaurant supply district, and the lower Bowery confains one of the most active and
colorful parts of Chinatown , including a diamond districi. The beautiful Liz Christy Garden
(at Houston ) is the Lower East Side 's oldest community garden, and birthplace of the
Green Guerillas. At the avenue's northernmost end sits the venerable Cooper Union, a free
speech bastion and forum for speeches by Abe Lincoln, Emma Goldman and many others.

Why protecting and preserving the Bowery is in the best interests of the city.
Today, the Bowery is loved and aitracis many visitors because of its historic, low-rise
architecture and its unique, multi-cultural character. Allowing massively high, out-of-scale,
out of character development would destroy the historical and cultural value of the area.
From an economic standpoint, turmning i into just another ritzy canyon of glass and
steel would also completely contradict the reasons the area has become such a magnet
in the first place.

Why the Bowery’s current zoning is destroying the surrounding neighborhoods.
A year ago almost the entire Bowery was intact as a consisiently low-rise avenue. Asthe
convergence point for Litile ltaly, Chinatown, NoHo, the East Village , and the Lower East
Side , it blended in seamlessly with its surroundings. Today, developers are having a
ferocious feeding frenzy on the area and the landscape is becoming & helter-skeler clash of
styles and heighis as high-rise condos, luxury hotels, and dorms for rich kids begin to
darken the sky and the economic futures of the small businesses and multi-culitural
communities that five there.

The result is gentrification on steroids: Working and even middle class residents are
being priced out. According to the New York Times (5/9/08), investment firms, many of
them foreign-owned, are buying up the last remaining rent stabilized buildings and using

guerilla warfare tactics to evict tenants at dizzying rates. Near the Bowery, at 47 East 3%
Street, a landlord is trying to mass evict an entire building in order to, so he says, build a
mansion for his family; other mass evictions are accomplished through “phony demolitions.”
Needless fo say, cases of tenant harassment are soaring, but some politicians favor
weakening the few laws that protect them.

Small businesses in the area, too, are experiencing unheard-of rent increases.
As more and more luxury establishments and bars move in, more and more Mom and Pop
businesses are closing their doors. The Met Supermarket, for example, was recently told by
its landlord, NYU, that its rent was going to be tripled! At the same time the artists’ housing
on the Bowery is going, the art itself is becoming endangered. The Bowerie Lane Theatre
has closed its doors as has the beloved rock mecca, CBGB's.

Lastly, these high-rise luxury co-ops, hotels, and dorms are also causing an increase in
the number of upscale bars and clubs. The Sth Precinct alone has over 300 bars, and CB3
registers more noise complaints than any CB in the city. Those lucky enough to survive
gentrification still face a dismaying decrease in their “quality of life.”

The most notorious of the luxury towers rising on the Bowery is the luxury 22-story
. Cooper Square Hotel. Located between 5th and 6th street , it is being built between two
four story buildings dating from the mid-1800s. The neighborhood has been especially
upset by the hotel's plans to open 3 floors of indoor and outdoor bars, restaurants, and
clubs. Located as it is within 500 feet of 19 other bars, and across the street from the 150
senior/disabled residents of the JASA residence, many see this as the final destruction of
their “quality of life.”

The extreme height and disruptive nighilife plans of buildings like the Cooper Square
Hotel are possible only because it is located on the Bowery's east side, which isin a
Commercial Zone in which development is “as of right,” meaning the usual variances,
permits, and commupity input are not required. Equally troubling for the community is the
“selling of air rights,” a draconian Robert Moses era practice in which developers can
exceed the height limits on cne lot by buying up height aliowances of other lots, often
resulting in freakishly tall out-of-scale buildings. Using “Inclusionary Zoning” laws,
developers can get additional height and bulk by promising to include 20% of units for
“affordable housing,” a paltry sum that does litile io counterbajance the scorched earth
policy being wrought by the other 80% non-affordable housing. Wiih zoning conditions like
these, the construction of luxury high-rises and destruction of historic low-rise buildings
become virtually unstoppable.



Testimony of Edith Hsu-Chen

Director, Manhattan Office

New York City Department of City Planning

East Village-Lower East Side Rezoning

Subcommittee on Zoning & Franchises November 12, 2008

Good Moming, Council Members.

My name is Edith Hsu-Chen. I am the Director of the Manhattan Office at the Department of
City Planning. I am here with my colleague, Arthur Huh, to present to you the East Village /
Lower East Side Rezoning Proposal. We are also joined by our partners at the Dept of Housing
Preservation & Development.

As you may know, this rezoning proposal originated several years ago in the community, at the
grassroots level. Many concerned residents were alarmed that the existing zoning, which dates
back nearly half a century to 1961, was permitting the AOR development of mncredibly out-of-
scale buildings that were being (and continue to be) constructed in the neighborhood.

The City agreed that the area was under threat; that these towers among tenements detract from
the strong mid and low rise character of the EV & the LES. And so, for nearly four years now,
we at the Department of City Planning have been engaged in a thoughiful, collaborative process
with Community Board 3, civic groups, residents, business owners, local elected officials (Good
morning, Council Members Mendez and Gerson), and our counterparts at HPD to develop a
balanced rezoning proposal that supports two very important goals:

1) The 1st goal is to preserve & enhance the built character found throughout the EV & LES by
replacing the current zoning with contextual zoning districts. Under this proposal, zoning will
impose for the first time in these neighborhoods building height limits and other building bulk
controls.

2) The 2nd goal is to address the community and the city’s ongoing need for housing, and
certainly affordable housing, by identifying appropriate locations for moderate growth. Under
this proposal, and also for the first time in these neighborhoods, the Inclusionary Housing
Program will be made available to incentivize the development of affordable housing.

The EV / LES Rezoning has benefitted from active community and public participation that
helped shape the proposal since. The proposal before you today, is in fact, not the same as the
proposal that was certified in May. In direct response to requests made to us by Community
Board 3 and Council Members Gerson and Mendez, the Department modified the application to
include increased inclusionary housing opportunities along Chrystie Street and along wide
avenues north of Houston Street, and we also removed a provision that would have allowed the
return of long absent commercial storefronts in residential midblocks.

We are delighted to be here today to share this important proposal. Arthur Huh will now make a
brief presentation with more details about the Rezoning.

Thank you.
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GLOSSARY

affordable housing

Al
Build scenario
CECGR

coniextual zoning

pce
DEIS

density

displacement
downzoning
FAR

gentrification

HPD
P

Inclusionary Zoning
No Build scenario
NYCHA

RWCDS

upzoning

housing units that are affordable to people within a specified income
range; generally, for a unit to be affordable, the household would pay no
more than 25-30 percent of its annual income on total housing costs

Area Median Income
projected future development conditions under the proposed rezoning
City Environmental Quality Review

zoning districts that regulate the height and bulk of new buildings, their
setback from the street line, and their width along the street frontage, to
produce buildings that are consistent with existing neighborhood
character

Department of City Planning
Draft Environmental impact Statament

the intensity of development within a zoning district; in residential
districts, this is generally measured by the maximum number of dwelling
units permitted on a zoning lot

the involuntary movement of persons or businesses
reducing the permitied density or floor area ratio within a zoning district
Floor Area Ratio;

upgrading of a residential area, usually resulting in the displacement of
traditionally lower-income, working class populations

Department of Housing Preservation & Development

inciusionary Housing Program; permits an increase in the floor area of
residential developments in exchange for the provision of below-market-
rate housing {or affordable housing) for low-, moderate- and middle-
income households

zoning districts that encourage the development of affordable housing
projected future development conditions without the proposed rezoning
New York City Housing Authority

Reascnable Worst Case Development Scenario

increasing the permitied density or floor area ratio within a zoning
district



. OVERVIEW

Manhattan’s Community District 3 {Figure 1) covers the southeastern portion of lower Manhattan,
bounded by East 14" Street to the north, the East River to the east and south, and 4" Avenue, the
Bowery, and Baxter and Pearl Streets to the west. Originally, this area was generaily known as the Lower
East Side, famous for its long history as a working-class, immigrant neighborhood. It has since evolved
into several distinct yet connected neighborhoods, including Chinatown, Two Bridges (where the
Manhattan and Brooklyn Bridges enter Manhattan}, the

Bowery, the Lower East Side (now much smaller}, and the f / 7\///»

East Village.
g ‘; j-/ *sw(_:dee‘ls
The Community District is experiencing tremendous /) }; { j
. g T 7
development pressure on all sides, from the lower ;5 o Wf"‘"‘“ké‘f\q\
Manhattan business district to the south and Scho and aT "&é

Tribeca to the west. East River waterfront redevelopment
and hotel development on the Bowery and in the Lower
East Side are creating new pressures on land values and
rents, which threaten to displace many of the long-time
residents, businesses, and working-class families in this
diverse community. The most vulnerable residents are low-

income and working families, and the most vulnerable

businesses are those serving this population. Figure 1. Community District 3

The proposal by the NYC Department of City Planning (DCP) to rezone 111 blocks in the East Village and
a portion of the Lower East Side promises to help protect many of the residential structures in the area
from redevelopment pressures. The rezoning area is bounded by Bowery and Third Avenue to the west,
East 13" Street to the north, Avenue D to the east, and East Houston Street, Delancey, and Grand
Streets to the south (DEIS Figure 1-1). However, as argued in the following sections, the proposal
excludes most of Chinatown, the Bowery, and portions of the Lower East Side, and promotes
redevelopment in the blocks immediately adjacent to these vulnerable areas without offering them

adequate protections.

Under the city’s environmental quality review {CEQR}, DCP is required to prepare an environmental
impact statement {EiS) that discloses potential impacts of the rezoning. In accordance with guidelines in
the city's CEQR Technical Manual, the EIS must disclose a broad range of potential negative impacts,
including impacts on the environment, human health, neighborhood character, and socioeconomic
conditions. The disclosure is projected in accerdance with a hypothetical Reasonable Worst-Case
Development Scenario (RWCDS) that is supposed to consider the most severe impacts, thus erring on
the side of caution. These impacts must be compared with the hypothetical scenario of a future without
the project.

The Draft £1S {DEIS) for the East Village/Lower East Side rezoning is fundamentally flawed because on
several accounts it does not project the worst-case scenario. It understates the potential development

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning [3] Hunter College CCPD, August 2008



impacts. It fails to disclose that the greatest impacts will affect low-income working families and people
of color who currently live in the Lower East Side, Chinatown, and public housing properties that
surround the rezoned area. Because the secondary study area is limited to a ¥ mile radius from the
rezoning area, it fails to analyze the disparate impact of the rezoning an neighboring communities and
throughout Community District 3.

The following sections provide a critique of the DEIS, focusing on two important chapters:
Socioeconomic Conditions (Chapter 3) and Neighborhood Character (Chapter 9). While our analysis was
limited to these chapters, the problems and omissions that were identified relate not only to the
methodology and conclusions in the DEIS, but also reflect general failures in the rezoning proposal itself.
The proposal is considered by many residents of the area to be exclusionary, in that its boundaries
exclude the most vulnerable communities of Community District 3 while encouraging a process of
redevelopment and gentrification that will further harm those communities. Similarly, many residents
feel the planning process was not adequately inclusive to obtain input from all stakeholders. Residents
and community-based organizations — both in faver of and against the proposed rezoning — have
expressed concern about landlord harassment of low-income tenants, development pressures that
threaten to transform their neighborhoods into wealthier enclaves, and the loss of affordable housing
and rent-stabilized buildings. This anaiysis, therefore, is intended to alert decision makers and residents
to the shortcomings of the DEIS, which in turn reflect the shortcomings of the rezoning proposal and the
process by which it was developed.

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning [2] Hunter College CCPD, August 2008



. THE REZONING PROPOSAL

The proposed rezoning was initiated as a response to out-of-character development in and around the
East Village and Lower East Side. For many years, Manhattan Community Board 3 has been concerned
that existing zoning allows redevelopment that might create out-of-scale buildings, displace residents
and businesses, and affect the area’s historic character. DCP also shaped its proposal to create zoning
incentives for new development in the portion of the rezoning area it believed to be most appropriate
for new development. The result was a rezoning proposal that seeks to preserve the existing built
environment — particularly in the East Village and along narrow streets — and channei most new
development along East Houston Street, Delancey Street, Avenue D, and in general the area below East
Houston Street (see Appendix A for the proposed zoning map and text amendments).

The proposed zoning map amendments would create “contextual zoning” districts designed to limit
street wall and overall building heights so that new developments would reflect the existing scale and
character of the East Village and Lower East Side. All new construction within these districts would be
required 1o line up with existing buildings in order to maintain a consistent street wall. Under the
Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) Inclusionary Housing Program, some of
the streets and avenues would be zoned to allow density bonuses (increases in the allowable floor area
ratio) for new developments, provided that 20% of the residential floor area was used for units that
would be permanently affordable to residents making 80% or less of the area median income.
Modifications to the proposed rezoning were approved by DCP on July 3, 2008, which extended the
Inclusionary Zoning bonus to a portion of Chrystie Street south of East Houston Street, and to several of
the north-south avenues north of East Houston Street.

Although out-of-scale development has occurred throughout much of CD3, DCP did not propose
rezoning Chinatown and portions of the Lower East Side to the south, the Bowery to the west, East 14"
Street to the north, or public housing to the south and east.

The proposed zoning text and map amendments are summarized as follows. A comparison chart and
model diagrams of existing and proposed zoning can be found in Appendix A.

Residential/ community facility districts:

e Approximately 43% of the rezoning area would be changed from R7-2 to R8B
- 58 blocks {midblock portions only) along the streets north of East Houston Street
- Residential floor area (FAR} increases from 3.44 to 4.0
- Community facility FAR decreases from 6.5 t0 4.0

o Approximately 23% of the rezoning area would be changed from R7-2 to R7A
- 90 blockfronis along the avenues north of East Houston Street
- 17 blocks south of East Houston Street, north of Delancey Street, and between
Norfolk and Pitt Streets
- Residential FAR increases from 3.44 to 4.0
- Community facility FAR decreases from 6.5 10 4.0

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning [3] Hunter College CCPD, August 2008



- July 3, 2008 modification: Inclusionary Zoning along 1% Avenue, 2™ Avenue, and
Avenues A and C would decrease the base residential FAR from 4 to 3.45, with an
incentive that increases the maximum residential FAR to 4.6 provided that 20% of
residential floor area is used for permanently affordable units

e Approximately 5% of the rezoning area would be changed from R7-2 to R8A with
Inclusionary Zoning
- 23 blockfronts along East Houston Street, Delancey Street, Avenue D, and Pitt Street
- Residential FAR increases from 3.44 to 5.4
- Community facility FAR remains at 6.5
- Inclusionary Zoning sets base residential FAR at 5.4, with an incentive that increases
maximum residential FAR to 7.2 provided that 20% of residential floor area is used

for permanently affordable units

e Approximately 2% of the rezoning area would be changed from R7-2 to R7B
- 3 blocks (midblock portions only} south of Tompkins Square Park
- Residential FAR decreases from 3.44 to 3.0
- Community facility FAR decreases from 6.5 to 4.

Mixed commercial/residential/ community facility districts:

¢ Approximately 11% of the rezoning area would be changed from C6-1 to C4-4A
- 26 blocks between East Houston Street and Delancey Street (from Chrystie Street to
Essex Stréet), and between Delancey Street and Grand Street (from Chrystie Street
to Ludlow Street)
- Residential FAR increases from 3.44 to 4.0
-~ Community facility FAR decreases from 6.5 to 4.0
- Commercial FAR decreases from 6.5 t0 4.0

e Approximately 3% of the rezoning area would be changed from C6-1 to C6-2A with
Inclusionary Zoning

- 27 hlockifronts along East Houston Street, Delancey Street, and Second Avenue

- Residential FAR increases from 3.44 to 5.4

- Community facility FAR remains at 6.5

- Commercial FAR remains at 6.0

- Inclusionary Zoning sets base residential FAR at 5.4, with an incentive that increases
maximum residential FAR to 7.2 provided that 20% of residential floor area is used
for permanently affordable units

e July 3, 2008 modificaticn: Approximately 2% of the rezoning area would be changed from

C6-1 to C6-3A with Inclusionary Zoning
- 4 blockfronts along Chrystie Street

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning (4] Hunter College CCPD, August 2008



- Inclusionary Zoning sets base residential FAR at 6.5, with an incentive that increases
the maximum residential FAR to 8.5 provided that 20% of residential floor area is
used for affordable units

o - Commercial overlay over portion of R7A district
- 8 blockfronts along Second Avenue, between East 3" Street and East 7" Street
- Allows commercial use up to 2.0 FAR

The proposal also includes an HPD-sponsored residential and commercial development on the corner of
East 2™ Street and Avenue D, which would include 116 dwelling units, 23 of which wouid be affordable,
as well as over 7,800 square feet of ground floor retail. This is referred to as Projected Development Site
167 (see Appendix A}.

In this section we comment on four aspects of the rezoning proposal that have been widely discussed
but require more careful analysis: A) upzoning the East Village and Lower East Side, B) control of
building heights, C) Inclusionary Zoning, and D) the proposed HPD affordable housing project on East 2
Street and Avenue D,

A. Upzoning the Easi Viilage and Lower East Side

Contrary to the impression given in public discussions, the East Village/Lower East Side rezoning would
be an upzoning designed to promote new development. The East Village, north of East Houston Street,
would be largely protected by contextual zoning, and several blocks just south of Tompkins Square Park
would be downzoned.

The rezoned portion of the Lower East Side {south of East Houston Street) as well as Avenue D {north of
East Houston Sireet), would experience the highest upzoning to promote new residentiai and
commercial development. As we will demonstrate in the section below on Socioeconomic Impacts, the
populations most vulnerable to displacement are in the Lower East Side and the neighborhoods to the
east and south of the proposed rezoning.

One of the aliernative proposals developed by DCP (known as the Inclusionary Aliernative} was adopted
in July 2008. This modified proposal extends Inclusionary Zoning to the wide avenues north of East
Houston Street to encourage the construction or preservation of affordable housing in the East Village.
in the Lower East Side, however, these incentives would be limited to developments along Delancey
Street, Chrystie Sireet, and a portion of Pitt Street.

The East Village and Lower East Side have distinct population characteristics and are treated differently
in the proposed rezoning, in terms of development incentives. By failing to analyze these as separate
areas of the rezaning, the DEIS obscures the more dramatic effects of the upzening. To be more precise,
by looking at the two areas separately it is clear that the greatest upzoning occurs in the Lower East
Side, where protective, contextual zoning and Inclusionary Zoning are most needed to preserve existing
affordable housing.

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning [5] Hunter College CCPD, August 2008



B. Building Heights

While the new contextual zones to be mapped in the area have height limits, it is not true, as often
stated by proponents of the rezoning, that the existing zoning has no height limits. This deception is
used to “sell” the rezoning by playing on concerns about tall buildings. In fact, the rezoning is likely to
resuit in more tall buildings in some areas. Under the existing zoning, the FAR limits the amount of
building space on any given zoning lot; because of FAR limits, buildings can only be so tall. In general, the
existing buildings in the R7-2 zoning district are built at or close to their maximum FAR of 3.44. However,
under the rezoning, the maximum FAR in the R7A, for example, would be 4.0, a marginal increase but
enough to encourage redevelopment on a number of building sites in the existing R7-2 and C6-1.

The new developments in the R7A district can go up to a height of 75-80 feet, taller than most existing
buildings in the existing R7-2 district. Buildings in the existing R7-2 district are, on average, fewer than
five stories tall. In the upzoned R8A and C6-2A districts along East Houston Street, Delancey Street,
Avenue D, and portions of 2" Avenue and Pitt Street, new buildings may go up to 120 feet. Existing
buildings in these corridors are, on average, fewer than four stories tall. In the upzoned C6-3A along
Chrystie Street, new buildings may go up to 145 feet. Existing buildings along Chrystie Street are, on
average, fewer than five stories tall.

C. Inclusionary Zoning

The Inciusionary Zoning incentives in the rezoning will not necessarily produce any affordable housing.
Under the Inclusionary Housing program, the proposed actions would extend a floor area bonus for
developments within the R7A, R8A, C6-2A, and C6-3A districts, provided that 20% of the residential floor
area is used for permanently affordable units:

e The Inciusionary Zoning bonus is voiuntary — to be elected at the discretion of the developer.
Inclusionary Zoning incentives have proved effective in other cities where they are mandatory.”
There is no guarantee that developers will opt for the inclusionary bonus.

e Given the onset of what may well be another long-term budgetary crisis in city and state
governments, it is guestionable how much subsidy will be available to developers Lo assist with
the canstruction of affordable housing over the next decade. No one can predict, but the
requirement for a RWCDS dictates that the EIS clearly disclose that it is possible that few, if any,
inclusionary units will be built. The mixed affordable and market-rate housing site proposed for
development by an unknown private developer and HPD may zlso remain undeveloped due to
lack of funds.

e The criterion widely used in New York City to define affordability is 80% of the Area Median
Income {AM1). The AMI is calcuiated by the federal government based on income levels in the
city and surrounding suburbs. Since average incomes in the Lower East Side and surrounding

! policyLink and Pratt institute Center for Community and Environmental Development, Fall 2004. “Increasing
Housing Opportunity in New York City: The Case for Inclusionary Zoning.”
http://www.prattcenter.net/pubs/izreport.pdf
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neighborhoods are between 30-40% of AMI,? the potential affordable units are not likely to be
affordable to most current residents. (See discussion of affordability in section VI.)

e New development encouraged by the rezoning may very well displace more households living in
affordable housing (both public and private) than the number of units created under
Inclusionary Zoning. Since the DEIS does not consider the potential impacts of secondary
displacement, this possibility is not disclosed.

D. HPD-Sponsored Development

Included in the proposed actions is the development of a residential building with ground-floor retail,
located near the corner of Avenue D and East 2™ Street. This would require the disposition of City-
owned property located at 302 E. 2" Street and several additional tax lots. The DEIS lists which lots were
initially included in the proposal, but does not discuss their current ownership or use. A footnote states:

Information obtained directly prior to the issuance of the DEIS indicates that the HPD proposal
may be revised to include several additional tax lots than originally proposed, and could involve
the transfer of air rights from adjacent lots. Consequently, the assumptions for the HPD proposal
and the associated analysis will be updated as needed to reflect HPD's final development plans
between the Draft and Final EIS, however it is not anticipated to alter the conclusions in this
DEIS.?

As currently planned, the new development would include 7,844 square feet of ground-floor
retail space and 116 dwelling units, 23 of which would be affordable to low- to moderate-
income households. Table 2-1 provides general information about the sites listed in the DEIS
that would be assembled for the proposed development.

Table 1. Proposed lots to be assembled for HPD development on East 2" Street and Avenue D.
Source: DEIS Chapter 1, page 1-7.

Total Residential

Block Lot Owner Bidgs Units  Units Land Use
372 47  Gerena Realty Corp 1 1 0 Commercial/ Office Buildings
372 43 Simon Bergson & Jerry 0 0 0 Vacant Land

East Houston Street Dee
372 44  Realty, LLC 1 4 9 Commercial /Office Buildings
372 48  Jerry Bergson 0 0 0 Parking Facilities
372 49  Housing Preservation 0 0 0 Parking Facilities

NOTE: Additional lots may have been added to HPD proposal since the issuance of the DEIS.

? Based on US Census 2000 average median income levels.
: Chapter 1 of Draft Environmental Impact Statement, CEQR No. 07DCP078M, May 2, 2008.
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Since this project may change significantly in scope, the DEIS must disclose the reasonable worst case
scenario. The DEIS should also consider the possibility of a fully private, market-rate project. This site is
proposed for upzoning from R7-2 to R8A, which increases the residential FAR from 3.44 to 5.4, or as high
as 7.2 with affordable housing. As with all other potential inclusionary sites, developer interest and
budget limitations may result in a strictly private market-rate development.

The DEIS also fails to disclose the public costs of subsidizing this mostly private development, and other
private developments, through bond financing, tax incentives, and the conveyance of city-owned land at
below-market price.

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning (8] Hunter College CCPD, August 2008



lil. PROBLEMS WITH THE DEIS METHODOLOGY

In this section we present two basic problems with DEIS methedology: A) inadequate definition of study
area boundaries, and B} underestimation of the reasonable worst case development scenario (RWCDS}.

A. Inadeguaie Definition of Study Area Boundaries
The CEQR Technical Manual states that the study area:

...will encompass the project site and adjacent area within 400 feet, a quarter-mile, or a half-mile,
depending on project size and area characteristics. When the data to be used include geographic
units, such as census tracts or zip-code areas, it may be appropriate to adjust the study area to
make its boundaries contiguous with those of the data sets.’

There are three significant problems related to the study area boundaries that were applied in the DEIS,
particularly in the analysis of socioeconomic conditions and other chapters involving population:

1) The analysis does not include enough of the area likely to be affected by the proposed
actions;

2) The analysis does not demonstrate the variations in demographic, income, and housing
characteristics both within and outside of the proposed rezoning area; and

3) The primary and secondary study areas are not analyzed at the same geographic resclution.

The DEIS defines the primary study area as the area of the proposed rezoning. For the socioeconomic
analysis (Chapter 3), the secondary study area includes only a % mile buffer around the primary study
area (see DEIS Figures 1-1, 3-1, and 3-2), thereby excluding much of the population throughout
Community District 3 that is vulnerable to the impacts of rising housing costs and gentrification.

The secondary study area should have extended to at least % mile, as we demonstrate below. For
actions that inveolve a large area or encompass more than one site, CEQR guidelines encourage the
widest possible analysis of surrounding areas. The CEQR Technical Manual states:

Some actions may result in direct or indirect effects that are either beyond the half-mile boundary
or are such that typical site-specific study areas are not appropriate... there is no established
‘area’ for all socioeconomic analyses. A study areafs} should be developed that reflects the areas
likely to be affected by the action.*

The DEIS does not mention a rationale for excluding those communities beyond the quarter-mile
boundary that may be affected by the rezoning, including residents and businesses throughout the
Lower East Side, Chinatown, the Bowery, and public housing.

The % mile boundary for the secondary study area is inadequate because it excludes blocks that will
potentially face redevelopment pressures both in the future without the project and under the RWCDS.

* City of New York, City Environmental Quality Review: Technical Manual, October 2001, pp. 3B-3.
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There are several reasons why the secondary study area should have extended to at least % mile from
the proposed rezoning:

o This is the third largest proposed rezoning since passage of New York City's 1961 Zoning
Resolution. The scale and magnitude of this project dictates a larger secondary study area, as in
other very large projects.

e Since affordable housing units and potential development sites may be located within ¥z mile of
the proposed rezoning and throughout all of Manhattan Community District 3, those areas
should be included in the secondary study area.’

e Potential residential and business displacement could negatively impaci neighborhood character
and socioeconomic conditions, especially to the east and south of the rezoning area. Increases in
property values and rents resulting from the development opperiunities south of East Houston
Street will have a ripple effect in the most vulnerable surrounding areas. This is particularly true
around the Bowery and below Grand Street, where existing pressures are already affecting rents
for residents and businesses. The ripples to the north and west will be limited since these areas
have substantial regulatory protections. To the west, the Little Italy special district limits
development. To the north, Stuyvesant Town and the surrounding area are far from the Lower
East Side and unlikely to experience major new development. Thus the most significant impacts
of upzoning in the LES are likely to be to the south and east. At the eastern and southern edges,
the study area should therefore be expanded to ¥ mile, in accordance with CEQR guidelines.

e Business owners and residents who are displaced will seek to relocate nearby in order to
maintain ties to their communities, and thus the availability and affordability of space in
neighboring communities is a major concern.

e Recent press reports document the growing fiscal crisis of the New York City Housing Authority
{NYCHA) and the open discussions about the possibility of permitting new private development
in NYCHA projects.®” There are approximately 1190 units of NYCHA public housing within the
primary study area, 8,340 additional units in the % mile secondary study area, and another 5,680
units ouiside of the study area within ¥ mile of the rezoning {see man: New York City Housing
Authority Residential Properties}. None of these public housing facilities are addressed in the
DEIS.

* According to the DEIS, “Affordable units can be provided either on the same site as the development earning the
bonus, or off-site either through new construction or preservation of existing affordable units. Off-site affordable
units must be located within Manhattan Community District 3 or within § mile of the compensated development,”
{pp. 1-6to 1-7).

® Juan Gonzalez, June 6, 2008. “Housing Authority keeping thousands of units empty while many families wait.”
Daily News. http://www.nydailynews.com/ny_locai/2008/06/06/2008-06-06_housing_authority_ keeping_
thousands_of_u.htmi,

" Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer, August 2008. “Land Rich, Pocket Poor: Making the Most of New
York City Housing Authority’s (NYCHA) Unused Development Rights.”
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Furthermore, there is a significant methodological problem related to the socioeconomic study area
houndaries used in the DEIS: the primary and secondary study areas are not analyzed at the same
geographic resclution. The primary study area (the area of the proposed zoning} is not contiguous with
census boundaries and thus many of the affected census tracts do not fall entirely within the rezoning
boundaries. In order to better abproximate the boundary of the rezoning, the socioeconomic analysis
included 41 block groups, which are smaller than census tracts {see DEIS Figure 3-1).

The secondary study area also should have been analyzed at the block greup level, but instead the
socioeconomic analysis used data from 15 census tracts that best approximate a % mile buffer around
the proposed rezoning. Thus, much of the sociceconomic analysis was conducted at the census tract
level, even though more detaited information is available for the 83 block groups that lie within the
secondary study area. By using broader geographic units of analysis, the DEIS excludes seven census
block groups, or 37 Census blocks, from its analysis (see map: Census Blocks Excluded from Secondary
Study Area). This not only excludes a significant number of people living within the secondary study
area, but also compromises the validity of the analysis.® Furthermore, by examining variables such as
household income, household size, and rents using data at the census tract level, the study area is made
to appear to be far more homogeneous than it is. These differences can lead to erroneous conclusions
about the diversity of population characteristics and the range of income levels within a study area, a
problem that will be discussed in more detail in Section V.

QOur analysis includes an assessment of those census hlock groups that include both the primary study
area and a ¥ mile buffer around the proposed rezoning, many of which were excluded from the
socioeconomic analysis presented in the DEIS. While the ¥% mile buffer includes portions of Community
Districts 2, 5, and 6, the ¥ mile buffer also extends into Community District 1 {see map: ¥z Mile Study
Area).

By extending our sociceconomic analysis to include these areas, wé demonstrate how the proposed
rezoning would shift a disproportionate burden of development pressure toward areas with higher
concentrations of people of color and low-income households. There are considerable social and
economic differences between the portion of the proposed rezoning area that lies to the north of East
Houston Street (the East Village), the portion that lies to the south of East Houston Street {part of the
Lower East Side), and the communities to the south and east that were exciuded from the DEIS analysis,
The maps at the in this section illustrate the range and distribution of social and economic
characteristics throughout the impacted area (see maps: Asian Population, Black Population, Hispanic
Population, Median Household thcome, Median Contract Rent, and Average Household Size).

¥ John Iceland and Erika Steinmetz. July 2003, “The Effects of Using Census Block Groups Instead of Census Tracts
When Examining Residential Housing Patterns.” US Census Bureau, Housing and Household Economic Statistics
Division. <http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/housing_patterns/unitofanalysis.himl> Accessed luly 2008.
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B. Underestimation of the Reasonable Worsi Case Scenario

The environmental impact analysis for the EIS is based on the incremental difference between the
projected future conditions with the proposed rezoning (known as the “Build” scenario) and the
projected future conditions without the rezoning {known as the “No Build” scenario). These scenarios
identify the amount, type, and location of development expected to occur within the next 10 years. The
Build scenario that would occur under the RWCDS is outlined in detail in Chapter 1 of the DEIS {Project
Description); in addition, Chapter 23 (Inclusionary Alternative) describes the modifications to the
proposal that were adopted in July 2008,

To generate a RWCDS, DCP identified sites where new development is expected to occur, known as
projected development sites. DCP also identified sites where enlargements to existing structures are
expected to occur, known as projected enlargement sites. The projected sites include vacant lots, sites
with auto-related uses, commercial or manufacturing buildings that could be converted to residential
use, sites with buildings that are considered underdeveloped relative to the proposed allowable floor
area ratio (FAR), and other sites meeting the development criteria specified by DCP.? Table C-3 in
Appendix C of the DEIS lists the 186 projected development sites and 25 projected enlargements that
DCP considers very likely to be developed. In total, these prejected sites comprise 268 individual tax
parcels (see DEIS Figure 23-3). Additionally, Table C-4 in the DEIS lists 143 potential development sites
and 442 potential enlargements, which are “sites that could be developed but are assumed to have less
development potential than the projected development sites” (see DEIS Figure 23-4).

Clearly, the development or redevelopment of hundreds of sites within the rezoned area will have
significant environmental impacts. The key assumption used by DCP is that nearly all of the projected
development would not come about as a result of the re-zoning, but would take place over the next 10
years anyway. Were it not for this assumption, the projected development identified by DCP would
trigger the thresholds under CEQR for more detailed analysis in several of the DEIS chapters, including
the analysis of socioeconomic conditions and neighborhood character.

The DEIS provides limited information about the existing conditions on the projected and potential sites.
According to our own calculations based on city property data, the existing buildings on the 211
projected sites provide over 245,000 square feet of commercial floor area (the majority of which are
retail, office, and commercial storage spaces) and over 260,000 square feet of residential space.’® There
are 65 dwelling units on the projected development sites, 7 of which are rent-stabilized.!! The RWCDS
assumes that the units on these sites would be demolished for redevelopment and residents would be
involuntarily displaced. '

? See pages 1-9 to 1-10 of the DEIS for a more detailed list of development site and enlargement criteria.

% New York City Department of City Planning, Primary Land Use Tax Lot Output (PLUTO™) data files, November
2007-March 2008.

™ New York City Department of Finance, Fiscal Year 2009 Real Property Assessment Database (RPAD); New York
City Rent Guidelines Board, 2007 Division of Housing and Community Renewal {DHCR) Building Registration File.
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On the projected enlargement sites, there are 244 dwelling units, 162 of which are rent-stabilized.™ The
RWCDS assumes that residents and businesses on enlargement sites would be able to remain in their
units during the consiruction of enlargements and thus would not be involuntarily displaced.

Many of the sites considered by DCP to be underdeveloped are well-known buildings, churches,
playgrounds, and businesses that provide significant economic and social vaiue to the community, While
the number of existing businesses is not listed in the DEIS, our own field visits conducted during June
and July 2008 revealed that there are over 100 active businesses on the projected development sites, as
well as numerous community facilities and institutions.” Many of these sites hold significant cultural,
historic, and economic value, and should not be assumed to automatically be redeveloped under the No
Build scenario. By over-stating the development that would take place without the proposed rezoning,
the DEIS makes it appear that the relative impacts of the Build scenario are minimal.

Even if the assumptions underlying DCP’s development criteria are correct, the difference beiween the
Build and No Build scenarios appears to be undersiated and warrants more careful examination. This
possible underestimation would affect the assessments with respect to changes in neighborhood
character, local economy, and housing prices. There would be a net increase of over 1.57 million sq ft
of residential space and 4 net decrease of over 74,000 sq ft of commercial space compared to the
future without the proposed changes (Table 2}. This is more than an incremental difference and is
bound to have significant impacts.

Table 2. Summary of Build and No Build Scenarios for Projected Development and Enlargement Sites

Commercial Residential . Total
Floor Area Floor Area Floor Area™  Dwelling Units Affordable DUs
Existing 945,720 261,541 1,207,261 358 unknown
No Build scenario 496,680 2,530,291 3,498,267 2,600 0]
Build scenario 422,242 4,107,371 4,527,074 4,176 461
Increment -74,438  +1,577,680 +1,418,807 1,576 461
% difference -14,99% +62.35% +40.56% - -

Source: DEIS Chapter 1, Tables 1-3 and 1-4

2 bye to time constraints, field visits were limited to the 180 projected development sites listed in the original
rezoning proposal (prior to the adoption of the Inclusionary Alternative on July 3, 2008); all of the projected
development sites are located within the proposed rezoning area.

13 The Total Floor Area figures under the Build scenario are greater than the sum of commercial and residential
floor area. While the DEIS does not specify, the difference may be assumed to be residential lobbies or mechanical
space, or affordable housing units developed off site.
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Under both scenarios, DCP anticipates that 100% of the projected enlargement and development sites
would be converted to residential use, and all new commercial units would be developed as part of
these residential buildings, most likely in the form of ground-floor retail and office spaces. Commercial
space is projected to decline by 47% by the year 2017 under current zoning {the No Build scenario), and
by 58% under the proposed rezoning (the Build scenario). DCP assumes that no affordable residential
units would be constructed without the rezoning.

It is evident in both the RWCDS and the future without the proposed changes that development
pressures already threaten existing businesses and institutions in the area. The businesses that need the
most protection are those that serve predominantly low- to moderate-income residents, providing them
with goods, services, and employment. The proposed rezoning is not designed to preserve these existing
uses, but rather provides incentives that will accelerate the process of conversion from commercial to

residential use.

The DEIS concludes that a detailed socioeconomic analysis is not necessary, but this rests on the critical
assumption that all but one of the 211 projected development and enlargement sites would be
developed regardless of whether the proposed actions are adopted. Our analyses of sociceconomic
impacts and changes to neighborhood character, in the following sections, challenge this assumption.

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning {14] Hunter College CCPD, August 2008
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IV. SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS (CHAPTER 3)

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, potential socioeconomic changes must be disclosed if they will
affect land use and population patterns or community character.

A. DEIS Methodology

in the DEIS a preliminary assessment of socioeconomic conditions was conducied to determine the
potential for direct or indirect residential or business displacement. The analysis in the DEIS is based on
the incremental difference between the Build and No Build scenarios. These scenarios identify the
amount, type, and location of development projected to occur during a 10-year build-out period, both

with and without the proposed actions.

Population and housing assessments in the DEIS are based primarily on data from the 1990 and 2000
United States Censuses, which include the following parameters:

e Population - total population, age of population

e Household and income characteristics — total households, average household size, median
househeld income, average household incoeme, percent of households living below poverty level

e Housing characieristics — number of housing units, housing vacancy and tenure (owner- versus
renter-occupied units), median contract rent, median home value.

The Census data are supplemented with information from the New York City Depariment of Finance,
Real Property Assessment Database (RPAD). Estimated population growth since the 2000 Census is
based on the number of housing units added between 2001 and 2005, assuming the same average
household size (1.7 persons per household) and occupancy rate {95.7%) from 2000. Population
distribution and housing characteristics in the DEIS are analyzed across four different geographic areas:
the primary study area (proposed rezoning), the secondary study area (% mile buffer), the borough of
Manhattan, and New York City. Percent changes from 1990 and 2000 illustrate different rates of growth
in population and housing development between the primary study area and the rest of the city, as well
as changes in age and income distribution. The DEIS mekes no mention of racial compesition, or the
relationships between race, income, and housing conditions.

Based on its very general and methodologically flawed analysis of census information, the DEIS
concludes there would be no significant adverse sociceconomic impacts. Employing a strict reading of
the CEQR Technical Manual, the DEIS evades conducting a detailed analysis of potential direct and
indirect residential and business displacement under the proposed actions. In the following we
demonstrate that there are important sociceconomic differences between the subareas comprising the
primary and secondary study areas — especially north and south of East Houston Street — that warrant a
more detailed analysis of the potential for displacement. '
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B. Summary of DEIS Findings

Population Characteristics
Changes in population characteristics between 1990 and 2000 are summarized in the DEIS as follows:

e The primary and secondary study areas are experiencing faster rates of population growth than
the rest of the city.

o The % mile secondary study area had a much lower rate of population growth refative to the
primary study area: 2.3% for the secondary study area compared to 8.3% for the primary study

14

area.

e The population in the area is shifting toward a younger and more affluent demographic.”

e The DEIS makes no mention of race in its demographic profile.

Our analysis of population characteristics at the Census block group level includes an additional seven
block groups to better approximate the % mile boundary, and an additional 37 block groups to
approximate a % mile boundary (see Tables 3, 4, and 5). An analysis of different subareas and racial
composition yields important interpretations that were lacking the DEIS:

e The primary study area is predominantly white {58.1%), and the proportion of white residents
increased from 1990 to 2000. The vast majority of this increase occurred north of East Housten
Street. In fact, the proportion of whites in the rezoning area who live south of East Houston
Street decreased slightly from 1990 to 2000 while the proportion of whites in the rezoning area
who live to the north of East Houston Street increased to nearly 70% (Table 3). This suggests
that the historic ethnic diversity characteristic of the area is changing; the rezoning fails to
address this change and the DEIS fails to acknowledge it. In fact, the upzoning below East
Houston Street would tend to exacerbate the change.

e The proportion of Hispanic and Black residents decreased throughout the study area from 1990
to 2000. The largest shift in racial composition occurred south of East Houston Street. Again,
this suggests that the historic ethnic diversity characteristic of the area is changing, the rezoning
fails to address this change, and the DEIS fails to acknowledge it. The higher proportion of Asian
and White residents in the East Village reflects a higher-income, single population, compared to
a lower-income population with larger households in the Lower East Side and Chinatown.

% DEIS Table 3-1: 1990 and 2000 Population Characteristics
> DEIS Table 3-2: 1990 and 2000 Age Distribution and DEIS Table 3-3: Income Characteristics
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Table 3. Population Characteristics in Primary Study Area (1990-2000)

Total .
Population % White % Asian % Hispanic % Black
Rezoning Area
2000 ™ 66,544 ™ 58.1% N 23.6% 24.0% 7.9%
1990 61,464 57.8% 18.2% - 27.9% N 10.29%
North of East Houston Street
2000 4 46,776 N 69.9% N 13.5% 21.3% 8.5%
1990 42,872 £69.7% 9.0% S 22.1% v o9.6%
South of East Houston Street
2000 D 19,768 30.1% ™ 47.4% 30.5% 6.5%
1990 18,592 - 20.3% 39.5% ¥ 41.3% I 11.6%

Table 4. Population Characteristics in % Mile Study Area (1990-2000)

Total
Pepulation % White % Asian % Hispanic % Black
¥ Mile Study Area
2000 A 172,441 /N 53.8% P 28.2% 23.8% 8.3%
1990 168,585 53.6% 23.3% J 25.5% Jo9.4%
North of East Houston Street
2000 4 102,270 T 69.9% ™ 12.3% 22.6% 9.4%
1990 99,129 69.0% 8.0% & 23.3% £o9.7%
South of East Houston Street
2000 4 70,171 30.3% 4 51.4% 25.6% 6.8%
1990 69,456 N 31.7% 41.5% Vo 28.5% ¥ 8.9%

Table 5. Population Characteristics in ¥ Mile Study Area (1990-2000)

Total
Population % White % Asian % Hispanic % Black
¥ Mile Study Area
2000 N 243,094 54.4% P 29.5% 20.9% 7.9%
1990 236,221 ¥ 54.9% 24.7% Jo22.3% S 8.7%
North of East Houston Street
2000 4 135,317 73.7% ™ 11.6% 18.5% 8.1%
1990 132,589 o 73.9% 7.6% Y o18.7% \ 8.2%
South of East Houston Street
2000 A~ 107,777 30.2% T 52.0% 24.0% 7.6%
1990 103,632 L 30.7% 46.6% < 26.9% & oo.49

Source: US Census 1990 and 2000
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Income and Household Characteristics
According to the DEIS:

e Both the primary and secondary study areas experienced an increase in median household
income between 1989 and 1999, at a faster rate than Manhattan.

s Conversely, New York City as a whole experienced a decline in median househeld income.

e The primary study area maintained a lower median household income than the secondary study
area between 1989 and 1999. Median household income in the % mile secondary study area is
reported to be higher than both the primary study area and the city as a whole, but not higher
than that of Manhattan.

o Average household sizes'® in the primary and secondary study areas are reported to have
decreased by 2% and 3.4%, respectively, in the primary and secondary study areas.

Again, our analysis, conducted at a finer resolution and over a larger area, yields different conclusions:

o |tis misleading to simply state that median household income in the proposed rezoning area is
lower than that of the ¥4 mile secondary study area. The highest median household incomes are
north of East Houston Street, regardless of the study area boundary, while the jowest median
household incomes are south of East Houston Street (see Tables 6, 7, and 8).

o There is a significant difference in average household size between the areas north and south of
Fast Houston Street. Households south of East Houston Street are 45-50% larger than those to
the north.

¢ Average household sizes within the primary and secondary study areas decreased, but alf of that
change occurred south of East Houston Street; the average household size in the East Village did
not change between 1990 and 2000. The decline in household size in the Lower East Side is
indicative of the level of displacement of larger households due to intense development
pressures.

e The DEIS avoidance of a detailed displacement study is based only on the threshold criterion of
total population change, and ignores other critically important parameters such as household
size, affordability, and the availability of residential units that can accommaodate larger working
families. it also fails to link these household characteristics te demographic characteristics, and
fails to acknowledge the diversity in household types that we observed by examining different

subareas.

18 Average household sizes in the DEIS represent the weighted average household size of all census tracts, while
average household sizes in our critique represent the weighted average household size of all census block groups.
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Table 6. Income & Household Characteristics in Primary Study Area (1990-2000)

Average Median Household Median Contract
Households Household Size Income™® Rent*
Rezoning Area

2000 4 32,129 1.96 N 845,042 4 8968
1990 28,956 s 1,99 $37,083 $654

North of East Houston Street
2000 ™ 24,836 1,75 A 847,711 4 81,017
1990 22,991 1.75 538,938 5683

South of East Houston Street
2000 ™ 7,293 2.68 N 635,954 4 5801
1590 5,965 Jo2.91 $22,538 $418

Table 7. income & Household Characteristics in % Mile Study Area (1990-2000)

Average Median Household Madian Contract
Households Household Size Income® Rent*
¥ Mile Study Area

2000 4 80,422 2.07 P 853,588 N 55978
1990 75,965 o211 $45,767 $718

North of East Houston Street
2000 4 53,868 1.81 “n 563,383 "N 81,163
1990 51,480 1.81 $53,153 $820

South of East Houston Street
2000 D 26,554 2.58 A 833,717 8699
1990 24,485 2,72 $30,238 $515

Table 8. Income & Household Characteristics in % Mile Study Area (1990-2000)

Average Median Household Median Contract
Haouseholds Household Size Income™ Rent*
¥ Mile Study Area

2000 ™ 112,478 2.05 857,539 N 51,007
1990 106,992 Jo2.10 $51,023 $759

Morth of East Houston Street
2000 A 71,969 1.76 4 §70,072 A §1,205
1990 70,044 e 1.83 560,959 5895

South of East Houston Street
2000 N 40,509 2.56 /N $35,272 ™ 5668
1990 36,948 & 2.73 532,187 $519

Source: US Census 1990 and 2000

* Income agnd rent values are reported in the Census for the years 1989 and 1999, but have been converted to 2007
constant dollars using the U.S. Department of Labor’s unadjusted Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers
(CPI-U) for the New York-Northern New Jersey - Long Island, NY-NJ-CT Areq (reference date 1982-1984=100).

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning
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Housing Characteristics
The DEIS summarizes housing characteristics as follows:

o Demand for housing in the primary and secondary study areas is increasing at a higher rate than
the rest of the city.

e Between 1990 and 2000, both study areas experienced significant increases in the total number
of households, median contract rent, and total number of housing units.

e Both primary and secondary study areas have low vacancy rates relative to the rest of the city.
According to our analysis:

e Median contract rents increased in all of the study areas, but rents within the primary study
area went up the fastest. The highest rates of increase occurred in the proposed rezoning area
south of East Houston Street (see Table 9 above], where rents nearly doubled between 1990
and 2000.

e The southern portion of the proposed rezoning area has the highest proportion of renter-
oceupied housing units (i.e., the lowest rate of ownership) and the lowest vacancy rate. It also
has the highest proportion of rent-stabilized buildings that are built to less than 50-80% of the
allowable FAR, which is one of the criteria that DCP used in selecting potential development
sites (see map: Registered Rent-Stabilized Buildings and Associated FAR}). This southern portion
of the proposed rezoning area also has the highest concentration of projected development
sites (see DEIS Figures 23-3 and 23-4).

e Inthe % mile study area south of East Houston Street, although rents did not increase as sharply
as elsewhere, ownership levels jumped from 9.6% to 15.1% of occupied units between 1990 and
2000. This reflects the conversion of rental housing to condominiums and cooperatives, which
tend to serve higher-income populations. During that same time, this area went from having the
lowest vacancy rate to the highest vacancy rate, compared to the area north of East Houston
Street, and the % mile study area as a whole, (Table 11). These conditions reflect increasing
speculation in housing; vacancy rates increase when developers buy buildings and tenants are
forced to move. They do not reflect a decreasing demand for housing, but rather a changing

housing environment that the rezoning not only fails to address but abets.

In sum, the areas in the proposed rezoning that would gain the most conservative contextual zoning
protections are those with the highest proportion of whites and people of higher incomes. The DEIS fails
to disclose the disproportionate impacts of the proposed rezoning on the areas to south of East Houston
Street, especially with respect to displacement of low-income residents, larger families, and people of

color.
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Table 9. Housing Characteristics in Primary Study Area (1990-2000)

Owner Renter
Housing Units  Occupancy Rate  Vacancy Rate Occupied Occupied
Rezoning Area
2000 4t 33,562 ™ 85.7% 4.3% ™ 9.0% 91.0%
1990 31,178 92.9% ¥ 7.1% 6.0% Y 94.0%
North of East Houston Street
2000 ‘N 25,957 N 95.7% 4.3% ™ 10.2% 89.8%
1990 24,770 92.8% WS 7.2% 6.8% J93.2%
South of East Houston Street
2000 ™ 7,606 ™ 95.9% 4.1% T 4.9% 95.1%
1990 6,408 93.1% Vo 6.9% 3.1% S 96.9%
Table 10. Housing Characteristics in % Mile Study Area (1590-2000}
Owner Renter
Housing Units  Occupancy Rate  Vacancy Rate QOccupied Occupied
% Mile Study Area
2000 D 84,014 T 85.7% 4.3% A 14.0% 86.0%
1980 80,234 94.7% S 5.3% 10.8% N 88.2%
iNorth of East Houston Street
2000 A 51,146 4 95.8% 4.2% ™ 16.4% 83.6%
1990 49,985 93.7% ¥ 6.3% 13.4% V 86.6%
South of East Houston Street
2000 ™ 27,843 95.4% ™ 4.6% A 11.6% 88.4%
1950 25,489 Jo96.1% 3.9% 7.5% J 92,5%
Table 11. Housing Characteristics in % Mile Study Area (1990-2000)
Cwner Renter
Heusing Units Occupancy Rate Vacancy Rate Occupied Occupied
% Mile Study Area
2000 N 118,286 N 85.1% 4.9% ™ 17.0% 83.0%
1390 113,180 94.5% S 5.5% 13.5% J 86.5%
North of East Houston Street
2000 “~ 75,456 N B85.4% 4.6% A 18.1% 81.9%
1990 74,750 93.7% JV 6.3% 15.6% N 84.4%
South of East Houston Street
2000 N 42,830 94.6% A 5.4% 4 15.1% 84.9%
1950 38,430  96.1% 3.9% 9.6% Jo90.4%

Source: US Census 1990 and 2000
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V. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER {CHAPTER 9)

The Neighborhood Character chapter fails to disclose the potential negative impacts of the proposed
rezoning on neighborhood character, particularly on the Lower East Side, Chinatown, and the Bowery.
While this chapter of the DEIS does address the existence of subareas within the rezoning area, which
the socioeconomic chapter failed to do, it does not give consideration to the existing historic, social, and
physical conditions that defined the character of the neighberhoods within each subarea.

The Neighborhood Character analysis in the DEIS divides the study area into just two subareas: 1) East
Village/Alphabet City, and 2) Lower East Side. Instead of revealing differences between the areas, this
division obscures substantial differences and the disparate impacis of the rezoning on different parts of
the neighborhoods, for example, between the East Village, Alphabet City, the Lower East Side, and the
Bowery. |t also excludes any recognition of Chinatown’s neighborhood character and the close

association of the area with Chinatown.

1) There are major gaps in income, household size, and ethnicity between the East Village and
Alphabet City. Putting the twe together obscures these differences. The same is true for the
Lower East Side and Bowery subareas, which were combined in the DEIS analysis.

2) The DEIS includes only one paragraph on the Lower East Side subarea. Because new
development would most severely impact this subarea, the DEIS thereby fails to disclose
potential impact on neighborhood character in the very subarea that would be most
impacted.

3} The Lower East Side is one of the city’s oldest working class, immigrant communities
providing low-cost housing for large working families. The DEIS fails to disclose that the
rezoning will encourage new development that will feed the process of gentrification that
has already resulted in the transformation of parts of the East Village from a diverse,
working class, immigrant community to a community of single professionals with smaller
households and a more homogenous ethnic population. The DEIS does not discuss the
impact of the loss of Hispanic and Black populations in the area.

4) The Lower East Side subarea includes a very small portion of Chinatown, and is immediately
adjacent to Chinatown. These two areas have historically been closely connected to one
another. This is not acknowledged in the DEIS. Indeed there is no recognition of Chinatown
at all as having a unique neighborhood character with long historic ties to the Lower East
Side.

Construction-Related Damage to Historic Resources

The DEIS claims that potential damage to historic resources will be insignificant because of oversight by
the NYC Department of Buildings (DORB). The DEIS fails to disclose the recent dramatic failures of DOB
which led to several crane collapses, construction site deaths, and the resignation of the DOB
commissioner, The practice of self-certification of architects and engineers is being called into question.

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning [22} Hunter College CCPD, August 2008



Thus, the DEIS understates the worst-case scenario with regard to historic resources, underestimating
potential impacts on neighborhood character.

impacts on East Houston Street and Delancey Street

Under the rezoning these two major thoroughfares and some of the blocks surrounding them would
have major new residential and commercial development. More development will change the character
of the streets, encouraging higher-end commercial activity and substantially changing the character of
the Lower East Side to look more like Soho, which is now without low-income immigrant populations
that have historically defined the neighborhood.

Congestion and pedestrian safety on these streets is already a major problem, and sidewalk
overcrowding is a major problem on some blocks. The DEIS fails to discuss the potential impacts of the
rezoning on pedestrian safety.

Noise lmpacts

According to jocal elected officials and Community Board 3, one of the most frequent complaints by
residents over the last decade has been noise from the many new bars, cafés and entertainment
facilities that have opened up in the neighborhood. These facilities serve a largely younger population
who fill the streets at all times of night and day and crease noise problems. This trend is changing the
neighborhood character.

The rezoning is likely to continue this trend as more residential units are converted and the older
residents and population groups move out, and as older businesses are replaced by nighttime
establishments. Even though the rezoning may not directly lead to massive new construction, the
continuing apartment conversions, which the rezoning will not ameliorate but in fact abet, ére bound to
have a much deeper and long-term impact on neighborhood character.

Analysis of DEIS for Proposed EV/LES Rezoning [23] Hunter College CCPD, August 2008
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VI. MAJIOR OMISSIONS AND PROBLEMS WITH THE DEIS

The DEIS does not address the disparate impacts to Asian, Hispanic, Black, and low-income
residents.

The demographic analysis in the DEIS includes no mention of race, even though key sacioeconomic
characteristics (income, poverty status, household size) are strongly correlated with race, Thus, the most
vulnerable populations — those most likely to be impacted by the propesed actions — are overlooked
entirely.

Our analysis of census information reveals that the minaority and low-income populatiens in the area
tend 1o be concentrated south of East Houston Street and in the eastern and southern sections of the %
mile and % mile study areas (see maps: Asian Population, Black Population, Hispanic Population, Median
Household Income}. Between 1990 and 2000, the concentration of white, higher-income residents
increased within the proposed rezoning area, particularly north of East Houston Street, where whites
now make up nearly 70% of the population. During the same period, the concentration of low-income
minerities decreased.

Market trends in the study area are resuiting in the involuntary displacement of minority and low-
income households, as well as the businesses and jobs on which these populations depend. These
trends threaten to significantly transform not only the rezoned area, but the entire demographic profile
of the surrounding communities in the Lower East Side and Chinatown.

The DEIS does not disclose the discriminatory impacts of the proposed rezoning, which
disproportionately protecis areas that are predominantly white and higher-income, to the
exclusion of areas that are most heavily populated with low-income residents and people of
color.

While the proposed rezoning is described as a preservation plan, it actually increases the maximum FAR
by 16% throughout the majority of the rezoned blocks, 34% along all but one of the north-south avenues
in the East Village, 109% along Delancey Street, East Houston Street, and Avenue D, and 147% along
Chrystie Street {see map: Change in FAR). It only preserves or decreases the existing density on a few
select blocks in the East Village, which are 70-80% white. In contrast, the major corridors with the
highest upzoning are only 10-40% white.

The southern portion of the proposed rezoning area stands to experience the highest degree of new
development and rent increases, as evidenced by DCP’s map of projected development sites. This area,
south of East Houston Street, has the highest proportion of renter-occupied housing units {i.e. the
lowest rates of ownership} and the lowest vacancy rate. It also has the highest proportion of rent-
stabilized buildings that are underdeveloped relative to the maximum allowabie FAR {see map:
Registered Rent-Stabilized Buildings). Median household incomes in this area are 30% lower than the
median household incomes to the north of East Houston Street. These characteristics are indicators of
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vulnerable populations in rental housing that are threatened by rising rents and land values resulting
from zoning changes.

The DEIS lacks a detailed assessment of indirect residential displacement due to rising
housing costs, both inside and outside of the proposed zoning area.

The DEIS does not characterize housing as it relates to income level (e.g., low-, medium-, or high-income
housing, or the ratio of rent to income} and does not disclose how future housing costs under the
proposed actions would lead to indirect displacement of residents. Thus, the DEIS fails to look at the
disparate effects of the project on people with different income levels. An analysis of recent trends in
real estate values, property taxes, and rents would reveal that people with iower incomes are being
forced out of the neighborhood by rising rents and house values. These trends are encouraged in
particular by the upzoning along Avenue D and from East Houston Sireet to the south (see map:
Maximum FAR and Building Heights). Furthermore, because the chapter on sociceconomic conditions
erroneously concludes that the rezoning will not be the cause of indirect displacement, the DEIS lacks
any assessment of how displacement will change the character of the neighborhood.

The DEIS fails to disclose the full impacts of the rezoning on populations living cutside of the
rezoned area.

Due to massive scale of this project, the disparate effects of the proposed actions will extend far beyond
the rezoned area. According to developers, this rezoning will increase the level of speculation and
development in the Bowery and in parts of the Lower East Side and Chinatown, where there are no
protective contextual zoning requirements or incentives for affordable housing.

Our analysis indicates that existing trends are consistent with the developers’ forecasts. In a % mile
study area south of East Houston Street, ownership levels jumped from 9.6% to 15.1% of occupied units
between 1990 and 2000. This reflects the conversion of rental housing to condominiums and
cooperatives, which tend o serve higher-income populations. During that same time, this area went
from having the lowest vacancy rate to the highest vacancy rate (compared to the area north of East
Houston Street, and the ¥ mile study area as a whole). These conditions reflect increasing speculation in
housing; vacancy rates increase when developers buy buildings and tenants are forced to move. They do
not reflect a decreasing demand for housing, but rather a changing housing environment that the
rezoning not anly fails to address, but abets.

By limiting the secondary study area to ¥ mile, the DEIS draws inaccurate conclusions about
existing trends and development prassures throughout the area. Likewise, the study areas
should not have been analyzed as a2 whole but rather by subarea, as was done {though
inadequately) in the neighborhood character chapter.

The DEIS neglects to address the differences in demographic and housing characteristics between the
proposed rezoning area and the surrounding area. The socioeconomic analysis also fails to distinguish
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between the diverse subareas and neighborhoods that the study area comprises. For example, as
described earlier, socioeconomic conditions, housing, and market trends are markedly different north
and south of East Houston Street. Even within the rezoned area, median rents, income levels, and
household sizes vary widely from north to south and east to west (see maps: Median Contract Rent,
Median Household Income, Average Household Size).

Between 1990 and 2000, the demographic profile, housing tenure, and income characteristics of these
different neighborhoods changed dramatically. Intense development pressures and increased rents have
caused the number of lower income residents and larger families — mostly Hispanic, Black, and low-
income Asian — to move out of the proposed rezoning area, while a younger and more affluent
population has moved in. With the highest occupancy rates and highest rents inside the proposed
rezoning area and with most projected development to occur south of East Houston Street, existing
businesses and residents will be forced to relocate beyond the % mile study area, creating a ripple effect
throughout the Lower East Side and Chinatown.

The DEIS minimizes the effecis of business displacement on neighborhood conditions.

One of the considerations listed in the CEQR Technical Manual to determine if the extent of
displacement is considered significant is whether the businesses and institutions in question —
individually or collectively — have substantial economic value to the regien or contribute substantialiy to
the character of the neighborhood. The DEIS avoids disclosing significant business displacement by
assuming that that all but one of the 211 projected sites would be developed even without the
proposed actions, thereby circumventing the need for a more detailed analysis of involuntary business
displacement. Over 100 local businesses within the proposed rezoning area are projected to be
displaced, many of which provide unique goods and services that would not easily be found elsewhere
in the surrounding area, and many of which are minority-owned businesses.

Similar to the housing and demographic changes described earlier, the proposed rezoning would result
in a cammercial development scenario that is markedly different than what would occur without the
proposed actions. The RWCDS projects there would be 15% less commercial area and 62% more
residential space in the rezoned area. Fewer businesses would exist under this development scenario,
which is designed to sustain a larger and more affluent residential population.

Furthermore, the types of businesses that have traditionally catered to lower-income people of color
would be the first to be displaced, either directly (due to redevelopment) or indirectly {due to sharp
increases in commercial rents). These businesses contribute to the viability of existing commercial
corridors — for example, along Delancey Street, East Houston Street, and Grand Street — and yet the DEIS
states, “some discount apparel and convenience stores may be less likely to capture spending dollars
from new, more affluent residents and workers in the area.” They would likely be replaced by more
lucrative businesses and nighttime establishments. A more detailed analysis would reveal how this
business displacement, in turn, would impact the ability of long-time residents to continue to find food,
clothing, and other necessities affordable at thejr income levels.
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Please see each individual Inclusionary Housing district for maximum income requirements

LOW INCOME UNITS

(if gas is included in  {if gas & electric are

(if gas & electric

For households with incomes up fo 80% of AM! rent) included in rent) not included)
# of Bdrms Maximum # of Persons Max. Rent / Méx' Rent / M?K' Rent /
unit / month unit f month unit / month
0 1 3884 $931 $868
i 2 $945 $957 $927
2 4 51,138 1,196 51,119
3 6 $1,316 $1,383 $1,206

MODERATE INCOME UNITS

(if gas is included in  (if gas & electric are

(if gas & elaciric

For households with incomes at or below 125% of AMI rent) included in rent} not included)
# of Bdrms Maximum # of Persons Niz?x. Rent/ M?X' Rent / M?x. Rent/
unit / month unit / month unit / month
0 1 $1,442 51,488 $1,428
1 2 $1.543 $1,595 $1,525
2 4 $1,856 $1,014 $1,837
3 6 $2,145 $2,212 $2,125

MIDDLE INCOME UNITS

(if gas is included in  {if gas & electric are

(if gas & electric

For households with incomes at or below 175% of Al rent) included in rent) not included)
# of Bdrms Maximum # of Perscns | M?X' Rent / Méx' Rent/ M?K' Rent /
unit / month - | unit/ month unit / month
0 1 $2,062 $2,109 $2,046
1 2 $2,208 32,260 $2,190
2 4 $2,654 $2,712 $2.635
3 S $3,0687 $3,134 53,047

Figures based on HUD figures released 3/20/07, NY melro area median income of $70,900

NOTE: Initial rents must not exceed 30% of a tenant’s income. Although programmatic income
limits permit rents affordable fo those earning up to 80%, 1256% and 175% AMI, rents are shown
above at 6% less than these tiered limits to allow flexibiiity for marketing and lease-up purposes.

This will ensure that tenants will pay between 25%-30% of their income in rent.

Rent and income limits for individual projects may be lower and subject fo additional
restrictions, depending on the parficular project.

Source: New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development




The DEIS minimizes the contrast between the future economic conditions with and without the
proposed rezoning, and therefore conceals how the rezoning will impact the people, businesses, and
neighborhood character within the rezoned area and beyond.

The DEIS minimizes the effects of the rezoning on the ability of existing businesses to
successfully relocate.

Relocation requirements should be considered in any analysis of business displacement. Compared to
both existing cenditions and the future without the proposed changes, this rezoning would create a
relative shortage in commercial space that currently supports the neighborhood’s traditional low-
income ethnically diverse populations. With rising rents both within and outside the rezoning, partially a
result of the decline in retail space due to the rezoning, existing businesses would have a difficult time
finding alternative space in the neighborhood.

Yet the DEIS analysis of business relocation only addresses ten businesses that are located on the sole
projected development site linked to direct displacement under DCP’'s development scenario. It fails to
disclose the relative difference in market rents and commercial availability between the Build and No
Build scenarios, the effects of which would be experienced by aff of the businesses that are projected to
undergo involuntary displacement. Even if the major assumptions underlying the development scenario
were true, the economic conditions small businesses owners will face may be significantly different as a
result of the rezoning. This warrants more in-depth economic analysis and should be disclosed in the
DEIS.

The DEIS does not address the voluntary nature and unpredictable outcome of Inclusionary
Zoning, and fails to disclose potential impacts throughout Community District 3.

The DEIS assumes that the proposed actions with the Inclusionary Alternative will result in an increment
of 2,831 housing units to be built between 2005-2017, of which 642 may be affordable to low- and
moderate-income people. However, the inclusionary housing bonus is voluntary, not mandatory.
According to a recent study hy Policylink and the Pratt Institute Center for Community and
£nvironmental Development, more affordable housing is produced under mandatory inclusionary
Zoning programs than voluntary ones. Contrary to arguments against Inclusionary Zoning, this study
shows that mandatory programs “do not dampen development and are economically feasible for

#17

developers and property owners.

Under the proposed rezoning, there is no guarantee that any
affordable units will be built. :

The DEIS also assumes that any affordable units that are developed using the inclusionary housing bonus
will be built within the primary study area, when in fact the affordable units can be built within % mile of

v Policylink and Pratt Institute Center for Community and Environmental Development, Fall 2004. “Increasing
Heusing Opportunity in New York City: The Case for Inclusionary Zoning.”
http://www.prattcenter.net/pubs/izreport.pdf
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the new development or anywhere within Manhattan Community District 3. The DEIS fails to extend its
analysis to the ¥ mile area even though affordable units may be located there.

The DEIS does not address whether the majority of residents currently living in the area earn
enough money to qualify for the “affordable” units provided under the inclusionary housing
benefit.

“Affordability” is a very broad definition and fails to address the question, “affordable to whom?”

Under the proposed actions, developments are eligible for the inclusionary housing bonus provided that
20% of the residential floor area is used for units affordable to those earning up to 80% of the area
median income {AMI)}. According to the NYC Department of Housing Preservation & Development (HPD)
web site, “For 2008, 100% of the HUD Income Limit for a family of four in New York City is 576,800 and it
is $53,700 for a single person.”*® Thus, HUD income limits range from $43,000 {for a 1-person
household) to $61,450 (for a 4-person household).

Maximum rents for the Inclusionary Housing program are also established by HPD, which requires that
tenants pay no more than 25-30% of their income in rent.”® Given these restrictions, only about 25% of
D3 households fall within the income range to qualify for these units. Qver 45% of CD3 househelds do
not earn enough to qualify for these affordable units. Moreover, the average median income for CD3
households outside of the rezoned area is just over 525,600, far below the minimum income reguired
even for an “affordable” studio

apartment.®® Affordable housing
built outside of the rezoned area

would therefore displace existing

CD3 Housetolds thas Wo'uld residents,
Quatify for Affordable Units

CD3 Houselefds that Do Not An analysis that fails to define
£arn Enough to Qualify for * . L
Affordahie Units affordability within the context of
% CD3 Housclolds that Earn Too neighborhood income levels is
Much te Qualify for Affordab ¢

Uit . notadequate to disclose

potential impacts. The DEIS is

therefore defective in its analysis

of housing affordability.

¥ New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development, 2008. “Residential Tenants: Housing ncome
Limits.” http://home2.nye.gov/html/hpd/html/tenants/hud-income-limits.shiml

® New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development, Chart of HUD income Limits 2008,
“Residential Tenants: HUD Income Limits,” http://home2.nyc.gov/hpd/html/tenants/hud-income-limits.shtml,

% An average 2000 median household incomes was calculated for all of the block groups in Community District 3,
ouiside of the rezoning area, weighted according to the number of households in each block group. The affordable
studio apartment rent is 5884, which would require an income of 535,360 - $42,432 (for 25-30% of income to be
spent in rent). Adjusted to 2000 dollars, the income range would be $28,441 - 534,129.
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Public housing is not necessarily protected from impacts of the rezoning.

It may have been appropriate in the past to consider NYCHA housing to be protected from the effects of
rezoning and thus excluded from the study area. However, public housing is undergoing a serious
financial crisis and there is open discussion in policy circles of building private, market-rate housing on
public housing property.” There is also widespread suspicion that NYCHA is warehousing apartments for
an eventual conversion to market-rate units.? While portions of the East Village may be protected by
the proposed contextual zoning, the proposed zoning may create even greater pressures on NYCHA
housing, rent-stabilized units, and Mitchell-Lama middle-income housing. The DEIS fails entirely to
consider such possibilities.

The large population of Hispanic, Black, low-income, and elderly residents who live in NYCHA housing
and the local businesses that serve them will be impacted by the shortage of commercial space
described earlier. In particular, Avenue D is currently lined with small bodegas, discount stores, and
groceries that cater to low-income residents living in the Jacob Riis Houses, Wald Senior Center, and
Lower East Side NYCHA developments {see map: NYCHA Residential Properties). Approximately 40% of
the rezoned area on Avenue D is designated as Projected Development Sites. Existing development
along Avenue D has an average built FAR of well below 3.0, but the proposed FAR is 7.2; thus, the built-
in incentive for redevelopment along this corridor is enormous. The impacts this will have on the NYCHA
residents were not considered in the DEIS.

The DEIS incorrectly assumes that buildings with 6 or more residential units buiit before 1974
will be automatically be protected by rent-stabilization regulations.

in fact, New York City is experiencing a continuing loss in rent-stabilized units. When rents go beyond
$2,000 per month they may he deregulated. More significantly, however, are the conversions taking
place as a result of massive evasions of rent protections. As reported in the NY Times, only blocks away
in Stuyvesant Town, some 560 apartment units were converted to market rate in 2007 and another 670
are estimated to be converted in 2008.% The new owner of Stuyvesant Town is using methods that
many tenants are terming harassment to force tenants to move. Tenant organizations in New York are
alarmed at the growing trend of illegal pressure on rent-stabilized tenants by private equity funds, the
investment groups fueled often by foreign speculators who aim to convert rent-stabilized buildings to
new market opportunities for themselves.

The DEIS fails to disclose the number of rent-stabilized buildings within the rezoning. The most
vulnerable of those buildings — those built to less than 80% of allowable FAR — are concentrated south of
Houston (see map: Registered Rent-Stabilized Properties and Associated FAR).

*! Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer, August 2008. “Land Rich, Pocket Poor: Making the Most of New
York City Housing Authority’s (NYCHA) Unused Development Rights.”

2 Juan Gonzalez, June 6, 2008. “Housing Authority keeping thousands of units empty while many families wait.”
Daily News. hitp://www.nydailynews.com/ny_local/2008/06/06/2008-06-06_housing_authority_ keeping_
thousands_of_w.html.

2 Charles V. Bagli, “Stuvesant Town Revenues Have Falien, Report Says,” NY Times, July 23, 2008, B3.
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The rezoning would accelerate the trend of hotel construction and other out-of-scale
development in the areas immediately surrounding the primary study area to the south, in
Chinatown and the Lower East Side.

The proposed rezoning is intended to decrease the allowable development of commercial hotel
buildings within the primary study area. New hotels along the Bowery and other parts of the secondary
study area are raising land values and displacing businesses in Chinatown and the Lower East Side. By
limiting this type of development in one area, the rezoning shifts the burden of out-of-scale
development beyond the primary study area and fails to adequately regulate this development. The
DEIS does not address this subject in its analysis of indirect business displacement.

Census information is inaccurately reported because the study areas were not analyzed at the
same geographic resolution and do not have the same geographic boundaries.

Because the secondary study area was defined by census tracts, seven block groups (37 blocks) within %
mile of the proposed rezoning were not considered in the analysis of sccioeconomic conditions. The
total population in the secondary study area was underreported by over 14,500 people in 1990 and by
over 14,800 people in 2000. Thus, the methodology used in the DEIS socioeconomic analysis excludes
8.6% of the population living in the secondary study area.

Calculations in the DEIS are based on data averaged over the entire 111-block rezoning area,
even though more detailed information is available at the Census block group level.

The projected change in population under the RWCDS is based on the incremental difference in
residential dwelling units constructed under the Build scenario (1,383), multiplied by the average
household size {1.97} for the entire rezoning area, for a totalof 2,723 residents. The DEIS does not
indicate the expected change in population under the Inclusionary Alternative, even though this
alternative was adopted by DCP. If we apply the same methodology, the Inclusionary Alternative would
add 1,575 additional residential units, or 3,102 new residents.

However, housenold sizes vary dramatically by location; as discussed previously, many of the
househoelds south of East Houston Street are 45-50% larger than those in the East Village. It is possible to
get a much more accurate estimation of population change by multiplying the number of residential
units by the average household size of the census block group in which those units are located. Using
this methodology, the Inclusionary Alternative would add 3,506 new residents (a difference of 13% from
the DEIS estimate).

A similar methodology was used to estimate the recent population change (from 2000 to 2005} based
on RPAD data, applying the average household size and vacancy rates for the entire rezoning area,
rather than using more localized information. While these numbers may seem small, they indicate a
general failure of the DEIS to incorporate the full range of population and housing characteristics into its
calculations.
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VI. CONCLUSION

By limiting the extent of the study area, the DEIS fails to capture the full geographic impacts of the third
largest rezoning in New York City. The sociceconomic study area, in particular, should have been
extended to at least % mile to capture the population in Community District 3 that is likely to be affected
by the rezoning and subsequent changes in the cost of land, housing, and goods and services. The
neighborhood character study area should have been analyzed with a more detailed consideration of
the individual neighborhoods that collectively define the Lower East Side and East Village. The DEIS also
should have addressed the strong ties between neighborhoods in the rezoned area and the neighboring
Chinatown, Bowery, and Lower East Side communities.

By not examining the full range and distribution of income, race, housing characteristics, and other
socioeconomic factors, the DEIS makes the study area appear to be far more homogenous than it really
is, thereby minimizing the disparate impacts to low income residents and people of color. Furthermore,
the underlying assumptions regarding projected development lead to a gross underestimation of
business displacement and secondary residential displacement. In summary, the socioceconomic and
neighborhood character analyses that were prepared for the proposed rezoning fall short of the
requirements set forth in the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) regulations (Section 6-09 of
Executive Order No. 91) and do not provide the level of detail appropriate for a rezoning of this scale.
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APPENDIX A

Proposed Zoning Map, Text Amendments, and
HPD-Sponsored Project
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Comm. Fac. FAR: 6.5

@~ 3§ 6 Stories [

| (alk/a the “Sliver Rule"; see Z.R. 23-692).
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Residential FAR: 4.0
40’-65" Streetwall
80" Max Height
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Comm. FAR: 8.0

2 Stories Commercial Base

Res. FAR: 7.2
1 (Inclusionary Housing Max.)
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East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning
Proposed (Modified) Zoning Text Amendment

Matter in underline is new, to be added

Matter in sexikeout is old, to be deleted;

Matter within # # is defined in 12-10 or

* * * indicates where unchanged text appears in the Zoning Resoclution

3/26/08

23-144
In designated areas where the Inclusionary Housing Program is
applicable

In #Inclusionary Housing designated areas#, as listed in the
following table, the maximum permitted #floor area ratios# shall
be as set forth in Section 23-942 (In Inclusionary Housing
designated areas). The locations of such districts are specified
in Section 23-922 (Inclusionary Housing designated areas).

Community District Zoning District

Community District 1, Brooklyn R6 REA R6B R7A
Community District 2, Brooklyn R7A
Community District 3, Brooklyn R7D
Community District 7, Brooklyn R8A
Community District 3, Manhattan R7A RBA RYA
Community District 6, Manhattan R10
Community District 7, Manhattan Ron
Community District 2, Queens R7X
* Kk &
3/26/08
23-922

Inclusicnary housing designated areas

The Inclusionary Housing Program shall apply in the following
areas:

E
(i) in Community District 3, in the Borough of Manhattan, in the

R7A, RBA and RSA Districts within the areas shown on the
following Map 14:

Map 14: Portion of Community District 3, Manhattan
* kW
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The Plan:

B Protects and preserves the historically distinct low-rise character of
these unique vibrant neighborhoods that have been home to generations

of immigrants;
B Creates opportunities for new and affordable housing on wider streets;

Establishes building height limits for the first time throughout the area;

eMost building heights capped at approximately 7 stories

oBuildings on certain wide streets heights capped at 12 stories™*

Requires new buildings to “line up” at the sidewalk; and

Regulates building size, so that community facilities such as dormitories
or commercial developments cannot exceed the size of residential

buildings.

*Af the request of Community Board 3, Chrystie Sireet height limit is set at 145 feet fo
provide additional affordable housing opportunities

D
CITY PLANNING For more information on the proposed East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning contact
Arthur Huh at the Manhattan Office of the NYC Department of City Planning at (212) 720-3548, or
FOR MORE INFORMATION PLEASE VISIT

www,nyc.gov/planning

CITY OF NEW YORK
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TESTIMONY OF THE GREENWICH VILLAGE SQCIETY
FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION
REGARDING THE PROPOSED EAST VILLAGE/
LOWER EAST SIDE REZONING
November 12, 2008

Good morning Councilmembers. My name is Andrew Berman, and I am the
Executive Director of the Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation.
GVSHP is the largest membership organization in Greenwich Village, the East
Village, and NoHo. GVSHP advocates for sound planning and preservation
policies in our neighborhoods. Because our catchment area is north of Houston
Street on the east side, our testimony will focus exclusively on that section of
the proposed rezoning area.

The East Village desperately needs a rezoning. The current R7-2 and C6-1
zoning allow up to 6.5 FAR for community facilities such as dormitories with no
height limits or limits on air rights transfers, thus allowing buildings of even
greater bulk and size. Two such out-of-scale developments are the 16-story
tower above the Theater for the New City at 155 First Avenue and the 13-story
New York Law School Dorm at 81 East 3" Street (see attached figures). As
development parcels are being collected in the neighborhood and as large
potential development sites such as the Mary Help of Christians church complex
become available, more and larger such towers will become commonplace in
this neighborhood. Additionally, Second Avenue below 7™ Street also allows
commercial development such as hotels at up to 6 FAR, which is completely
inappropriate for this neighborhood.

The proposed rezoning will address many of these concerns. There will be
height caps for the first time ever throughout the East Village, which will not
allow buildings to exceed 6 to 8 stories in most areas. The zoning bonus for
dorms and hotels will be eliminated, and in most cases the maximum allowable
FAR will be reduced. And the environmental impact statement includes a
survey of historic resources in the neighborhood which identifies a broad range
of potential landmarks and historic districts, These are all necessary and
important steps in the right direction, and we do not believe that they can move
forward a moment too soon.

We do however believe there could be further improvements to the proposed
rezoning. The plan only reduces the allowable FAR on sidestreets to 3 FAR on
three blocks; we believe that many more sidestreets warrant this lower FAR.
We are concerned about the potential for loss of smaller two, three, four, and
even five story buildings on some of the major avenues. While we are grateful
that the current commercially-zoned district on 7" Avenue has been cut back
from 7™ Street to 3™ Street, and has been given contextual height caps and
envelopes, we believe that the higher-density commercial district should be
eliminated entirely from lower Second Avenue, and this street should be treated
the same as other avenues in the East Village. And finally, we believe that the
allowable height of buildings on Avenue D and Houston Street is too great, and



a lower, intermediate contextual height, such as proposed by Community Board
#3, would be preferable. All such revisions were included in Community Board
#3’s 11 Point Plan in response to the rezoning, which GVSHP strongly supports.

Finally, I would be remiss not to mention our deep disappointment that the
rezoning does not include the Bowery and Third and Fourth Avenue corridors.
These streets and their sidestreets, which are excluded from the rezoning, are
being decimated by a wholly inappropriate scale of new development, which
consists almost entirely of hotels, dormitories, and luxury residences. These
streets are rich in history and character which the current zoning is encouraging
the destruction of. GVSHP and a variety of elected officials and community
groups have been working with Community Board 3 to craft a reasonable
proposal for rezoning this area which would still allow development while
preserving its character and scale. I strongly urge that a contextual rezoning of
the Bowery and 3" and 4™ Avenue corridors, directly west of the proposed
rezoning, take place as soon as possible, and that the City Council do everything
in its power to pressure City Planning to agree to take such steps.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



36 Rivington Street

B

Locaior Map

LEGEND

EXISTING WALLS

DEMO'DVERIFY ACTIVITY

NEW CONSTRUCTION

BUILT-I CASEWORK

EXISTING TO BE RELOCATED

PLUMBING WALL

36 Rivington Street, New York, NY

aue Buialig

Rivington Sireet

Parallel Parking

/717 36 Rivington Street -Previous Condition

|

G

/

Scale: ¥4" = 1-0"

35 Rignglon Streat
e York, Y

ER studios

KUSHNER STUDIOS
300 BROADWAY Z

£TH FLGOR
NEW YQRK GITY
1013 E

2128585.0614
. PO CUSHAERSTU DS GO
. INFO 105.GO
v o

KUSHNERSTUDIOS COM

Clien:

Yi-Chene

168 Farsylls Slrest
Hew York

Havr York

10802

O tyshnor Stufiss Arehnectus « Detign, L.
2%
Al Rights Resorved
Tece o  he v Tho Comee o byt 8 S P gt i

AkFoite - i P& Fnaes s Pogut) Factos Tha Gatarg bae oy .
el o Comr e st s Bt
Fam o For L iha,

Lty  Towen P Thu it 12 Cubed Coraga i B0

o
o

e ok
e ot Th Gob
ot Wtk Pted Lk Rz,

AT L ronlfhuaim Pk o st

SPECIFICATIONS
SPEC1

REVY. ¥:
1
STRUCTURAL

DATE:

MECHANICAL
M1

-

-5

o

CC

| =

_SREALOA NI 2
esenee o) 15

[T}

oy

w

u

B5

[TT 175

x

[}

[72]

i}

= (o

g |&E

2=

s

i

£ <L

8

g

Z

PREVIOUS
CONDITION

COVER/SITE




Locator Map

LEGEND

EXISTING WALLS

DEMO'DAVERIFY ACTIVITY

NEW CONSTRUCTION

BUILT-IN CASEWORK

EXISTING TO 8E RELOCATED

PLUMBING WALL

i N

170 Forsyth St.

168 Forsyth St.

Commercial Parking Only

Rivington Street

36 Rivington Street, New York, NY

[ 1

Pedstrian Walkway
(V.LF))

|

aue Bulaug

Fo@y"[—h— Sireet

No Standing

@
{/?\ 36 Rivington Street -Current Condition €
VA2 / Scaler it =100
A

Photos Of Current Forsyth Street Gondition

36 Rivington Street

£ 212.565.0643
£, INFOCKUSHNERSTUDIOS COM
W VYA KUSHNERSTUDIOS COM

36 Rivigton Streat
Hew Yoru, NY [¥p]
16002 O
=
=
oy
o
KUSHRER STUDIOS m
380 BROADVAY 2
4TH FLOOR
HEW YORK CITY E
10012
212565014 :

Client:

Yi-Chene

168 Forsyth Straet
Hew York

Hew York

10002

& Kushner Stugios Archloeta + Detiyn, 2.C.
AR Rights Reserved

T

Doyt Coren byt O e T Vot St
) e
A ot

e
1 4P Tt Pty T
£ P Fr T Corr Lrek s kpyrpd B

e
O Fors. bt b Bkt P P, 10

SPECIFICATIONS

=)
=
n:
. ]
- ain
- 2
&=
1
|3
Ll
Sig

MECHANICAL
M1

ELECTRICAL
B

w
@
8
=
[ =151
wuy
€
3

g (e
£

s (=

5EEE g £\
EH-$-¢ ES £

A -+
- lEE

i [
|52 1
- -
;g z| @0 g7
28 &5 =S




36 Rivington Street

('

Big

Locator Map

LEGEND

EXISTING WALLS

CEMO'D/VERIFY ACTIVITY

NEW CONSTRUCTION

BUILT-IN/ CASEWORI(

EXISTING TO BE RELOCATED

PLUMBING WALL

36 Rivington Street, New York, NY

170 [:orsy{h St.

36 Rivigton Street
tiewi York, NY
1

ER studios

KUSHNER STUDIOS
320 BROADWAY Z

1 FLOCR
rJEvaoanm g

8

?,12955.0914
F.. 212.965.054 }
E. INFOQKUSHNEHSTUEI[US{D“
0 PR KUSHUERS TUDIOS CORE et

Rivington Street

168 Forsyth St

Commermai Parking Oniy

Fii

auer Buiang

Pedstrian Walkway
(V.LF.)

i"No Standing

,//1\\ 36 Rivington Street -Proposed Condition 3

| /] Scals: 114" = 1-0°
B

Photos Of Current Forsyth Street Condition

Client:

Yi-Chene

168 Forsyth Slreet
New York

New York

10002

@ Kushhet Stuios Architockure + Design, P.C.
i3
Al Rights Resarved
Tt oare e Tors Gty it 1Ot S Lo st 23t
B A e e Y
e ea Ert e T oy o k[ ArpueRlrs . St
mev..a.wnr, T

S 2 T A o Colak e bt
mumuwumm.-..u?w Foviaen P A
O F e, BAatn 4 ottt

SPECIFICATIONS
SPEC !

-
-
o
« =
= j227
- =
k- =
= =
7
|8
&
als

HECHANICAL
M1

ELECTRICAL
Et

SCHEDULES
S5G1

“
=
2
=
=
oz &
wo =<
@
O =
55 :
g
T8 gs
[=]
o




155 First Avenue

The Theatre for the New City’s new building is set back
from the sidewalk and breaks the cohesive streetwall.
Its height is out-of-context with the historic East Village.

This

Allowed under
current zoning

Contextual
development
allowable under
proposed
rezoning




81 East 3rd Street

NY Law School’s 13-story dorm towers over the East Village.
Is this what we want our historic neighborhood o turn into?

ulid not be all

13 stories
allowed under
current zoning

Contexual

rezoning would
allow only == == ==
6-8 stories




ASIAN AVIERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATION FUND
99 HUDSON STREET, 12th FL, NEW YORK, NY 10013-2815 212 966-5932 FAX 212 966-4303

November 12, 2008

Tony Avella

Chairman

Subcommittee on Zoning
City Council Chambers
New York, NY 10007

Dear Chairman Avella and City Council Members:

The Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund (AALDEF) urges
you to vote against the East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning due to its
disparate and discriminatory impact upon Asians, Hispanics, Blacks, and
low income residents. AALDEF promotes civil rights of Asian Americans
through litigation, advocacy, community education, and organizing.

This rezoning will divide neighborhoods in Community District 3 (CD 3)
and will result in the involuntary displacement of residents, small
businesses, and their employees within the rezoned area and throughout CD
3 covering the Lower East Side and part of Chinatown. Many, if not most of
those displaced, will be people of color, the most vulnerable to
gentrification. Under the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR),
displacement is defined as involuntary whether it is direct or indirect
displacement while gentrification is an urban planning term describing the
upgrading of a residential area, usually resulting in the displacement of
traditionally low income and working class populations.

Under this rezoning, the construction of so-called “affordable housing”
would be unaffordable to 45% of the residents of CD 3. Most of these are
residents are persons of color, many with children attending local public
schools. These families of color will be pushed out as the area undergoes
gentrification due to rising rents since their apartments will be unprotected
by rent stabilization once their rent exceeds $2000 month triggering
deregulation and conversion to market rates.

The rezoning will accelerate development and thus involuntary displacement
along Chrystie Street and Avenue D where the tallest or bulkiest buildings

T



would be built. More specifically, the accelerated development along
Avenue D would lead to involuntary displacement of small businesses
providing goods and services catering mainly to local low-income residents
and families of color, in particular those living in public housing. Also,
many businesses vulnerable to displacement are minority owned and
operated, traditionally patronized by neighborhood residents within the
rezoned area and throughout CD 3.

Overall, more than 100 local businesses within the rezoned area would be
involuntarily displaced. Many of these small businesses are operated by
Asians and Hispanics and also employ Asians and Hispanics. Many provide
unique goods and valuable services for those living and working in these
neighborhoods. Without these businesses, such goods and services would be
difficult to find in the surrounding area.

This rezoning creates an upzone area by increasing building density by 16%
throughout the rezoned blocks and 34% on most of the avenues in the East
Village; however, this rezoning maintains or decreases building density only
on blocks that are 70-80 % white while the biggest jump in building density
of 109% occur on Delancey Street, East Houston Street, and Avenue D. On
Chrystie Street the upzoning increase is 147%. The highest upzoning takes
place on blocks that are 60% to 90% people of color, resulting in disparate
and discriminatory impact.

If this rezoning is carried out, it will accelerate development and
gentrification resulting in disparate and discriminatory impacts beyond the
rezoned area. Attached 1s a report entitled “Analysis of Draft Environmental
Impact Statement East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning” prepared by the
Hunter College Center for Community Planning & Development. It
compares the rezoning and the impact within the rezoned area, % mile study
area, and Y2 mile study area.

For all these reasons, I urge you to vote against the East Village / Lower
East Side (EV/LES) Rezoning.

Yours truly, M

Stanley Mark
Senior Staff Attorney



61 East dth Street, New York, N.Y. 10003 - (212) 228-8210

Testimony to the City Council
November 12, 2008

I'm Georgina Christ, and I’'m on the Board of the Cooper Square Committee. I live on East 12t
Street near 1% Avenue in the area to be rezoned under this ULURP action. I’m here to express
support for the rezoning of the East Village and Lower East Side. Our community needs contextual
zoning to preserve the low rise and historic character of our community. Imposing 80 foot height
limits along the avenues and 75 foot height limits midblock north of Houston Street will help to
preserve our community for future generations. I’'m glad that the rezoning is creating more
incentives for residential development and reducing the incentives for developing dorms and hotels
north of Houston Street by reducing commercial and community facility Floor Area Ratio (FAR).

I strongly support inclusionary zoning on all of the Avenues north of Houston Street as well as on
Houston Street, Delancey Street and Chrystie Street. | sincerely hope that inclusionary zoning will
result in hundreds of additional permanently affordable low income units being developed in the
years to come.

As someone who has lived in this community for many years, [ am concerned that there are few
opportunities for young people with moderate incomes to move into our community. Meanwhile,
low income people are being pushed out by rising rents and harassment. Given that there are very
few city-owned sites remaining in our community where new affordable housing can be developed,
inclusionary zoning provides an important tool to create incentives for developers to build new
mixed income housing. Without it, this community will become increasingly homogenous and
upscale.

In adopting inclusionary zoning, I ask the City to also undertake a Follow-Up Corrective Action
(FUCA) to add language in the zoning text that prohibits demolition of structurally sound buildings,
and provide stronger anti-harassment protections for tenants. The Cooper Square Committee sces
countless tenants facing harassment currently, and we don’t want to see landlords in the rezoned
areas force tenants out so that they can tear down their building and build a larger one to take
advantage of the increased Floor Area Ratio (FAR).

If a property owner is found to have engaged in harassment, they must be required to set aside 28%
of FAR for permanent affordable housing in the building where the harassment finding was made.
They must also be made ineligible for government subsidies, including 421a, to do new construction
on any sites they own unless they are developing mixed income housing.

Finally, I want to urge that the City continue to work with our community to rezone the Bowery and
the 3™ and 4™ Avenue comridors as soon as possible. I ask that the City Council draft a Follow-up
Corrective Action (FUCA) requesting that the City Planning Commission initiate an immediate
rezoning of this area or an extension of the Little Italy Special District from the west side of the

Bowery to the east side of the Bowery. Thank you for providing me an opportunity to testify.

Cooper Square Community Development Committee and Businessmen’s Association
“Here Today. .. Here to Stay!”



it appears the M.O. of Bloomberg and that of other city officials is to ignore the voices of NYC
residents, whether it be on the issue of term limits or the passing of destructive rezoning and
development plans across this city. Although these officials are to represent the people, they
continue to further their own personal agenda, whether it be the appeasement of special interest
groups, maneuvering for political gain, or the need to stroke one’s ego.

The plan to rezone the Lower East Side is a bad plan from its inception. The borders of the plan
promotes and encourages segregation that has continued to plague this city for generations.
instead of viewing District 3 in its entirety, it segregates neighborhoods into three parts; pitting
whites, hispanics, and chinese against one another. Support for the plan gains its strength by
dividing people through misinformation and lies. It is the wholesale sellout of one community for
another. Now there are ialks to create a separate Chinatown plan. It's amusing to me that a
separaie plan for Chinatown is being viewed as an acceptable alternative and solution in
quieting public unrest. But | do recall the US Supreme Court decision of Brown vs Board stating,
and | paraphrase, “that separate was not equal”.

DCP claims there are no racial motivations in the drafting of this plan, yet the DEIS fails to
examine the ramifications rezoning will have on people of color or that of lower income, The
issue of race is never explored and so DCPs claims are either fabricaied or based on
conjecture. There are clear relationships between low income, race, and family size within
District 3 and the plan will have a definite influence on these demographic shifts in the future.

DCP asserts that NYCHA will not be efiected, yet the DCP and DEIS do nof take into account
that NYCHA is broke and currently looking to sell off undeveloped air rights as well as privatizing
some of its assets.

DCP talks about affordable housing, but doesn’t guarantee any will be created. And should it be
created, the affordable housing would NOT be affordable for most of the low income residents in
CD3. The word “affordable” is ambiguous and misleading.

DCP praises inclusionary zoning (1Z), but fails to inform the public on the city's failure to create
many afiordable units since iis infroduction. Siudies have shown that in order for IZ 1o be
effective, current affordable housing needs to be preserved, as well as new units must be
mandatory. The plan fails on both points.

DCP says the plan is a downzoning, but this is a half-truth. On top of height caps, the plan calls
for a massive upzoning of aimost the entire East Village for residential buildings. The plan
actually promotes luxury development, while pushing over- and out-of-scale development from
the East Village into Chinatown and the Lower East Side.

I can’t say enough on how bad this plan is, yet city officials continue to push it onto the populace
like a snake oil salesman trying to push their poison. They claim the plan will preserve
neighborhoods and protect its people, but the fact is it is more likely to displace people of color
and those of lower income. it will make the rich richer and the poor poorer. It promotes
development under the guise of humanitarianism, an illusion to blind the people. | implore you to
see the plan for what it is, poison. Please vote it down. Thank you.

- Malcolm Lam
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THE SOCIETY FOR THE ARCHITECTURE OF THE CITY

East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning Fails to Regulate the Bowery Corridor
City Council Committee on Zoning and Franchises, LU 0923, 0924-2608, November 12, 2008

Although this rezoning has been hyped as an action preserving neighborhood character, it
does provide a great deal of latitude both for new construction and for expansion of existing
buildings—even while it limits tower construction and provides some protections for street
walls.

A major planning error is the decision to omit the Bowery from the rezoning area. The
Bowery is one of our oldest thoroughfares; it appears on the Manatus Maps of 1639, but dates
back to prehistory as a native American trail, running crooked against the 1811 Manhattan street
grid. Still today, much of the Bowery retains a special 19" century character and scale. The
Lower East Side grew up around it over the centuries. To map contextual zoning adjacent to the
Bowery while leaving the Bowery corridor itself subject to the old, out-dated, standard C6-1
mapping clearly invites new buildings to break the street wall and the skyline with tower-on-a-
base construction of the maximum possible height. Examples of such intrusions into the
neighborhood have already outraged New Yorkers from the area: the intrusions have also
astonished many who use the Williamsburg Bridge, and can hardly believe the inappropriate new
buildings they are seeing.

We would like to thank the DCP Environmental Assessment and Review Division for the
extensive discussion of historic preservation issues in the EIS—a chilling, 95 page account of the
numerous historic properties in the rezoning area, and the negative impacts this rezoning will
have on them. Of special concern are the 61 buildings found eligible for local or state protection
but not yet landmarked or listed. They are in the path of destruction, because of the latitude for
new construction and expansion mentioned above. The City Planning Commission and the
Landmarks Preservation Conmumission seem to need direction here. The agencies are moving in
the wrong order: preservation action should precede, not follow, what is in fact a veiled up-
zoning paired with a failure to act on the Bowery corridor.

Administration policy was perhaps reflected in the original EIS draft scope, which
omitted the Bowery from consideration, in clear violation of CEQR Rules. We urge council
members to seek Landmarks Commission action on the unprotected eligible historic properties
identified in the FEIS. Further, we believe the Council should require follow up corrective
action on the Bowery corridor zoning. Segregating the Bowery from the rest of the Lower East
Side make no sense, historically or urbanistically. It is not neighborhood preservation: itisa
formula for tearing a neighborhood away from its roots.

Christabel Gough, Secretary

45 CHRISTOPHER STREET APT. 2E, NEW YORK, N.Y, 10014 (212) 741-2628
Ronald Kopnicki, President » Matt McGhee, Treasurer » Christabel Gough, Secretary
The Society for the Architecture of the City, lnc. publishes the review, Village Views
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_Testimony: Phyllis Banek

. My name 1s Phyllis Banek, and I'm a member of the Bowery Alliance of Neighbors. [ am 70 years old. Presently,
I live at 200 East 5™ Street, the JASA Cooper Square residence for seniors and disabled people.

The one and only entrance to my building faces the side entrance and exit door of the Cooper Square Hotel. This
22-storey, luxury hotel has its main entrance on the 3 Avenue corridor.

The Hotel plans to have a supper club and two interior bars. Also, they intend to install two outdoor dining and
drinking areas.

Our block association fought for 2 years with the owner of this hotel in order to limit use of the side door as well as
modify use of the outdoor areas.

On January 8, 2008, we presented our final requests to the SLA to grant the stipulations in the above-mentioned
statement. The Cooper Square Hotel will be opening shortly, and we shall see.

Before I came to 200 east 5™ Street, I lived a few buildings down the block with my daughter for 30 years. [ lived
on the 3" floor and was always awakened by revelers around 4 o’clock in the morning, honking horns and
screaming. Accompanying this mayhem was the continual presence of smoke invading my space, even with the
windows closed. Now I live on an upper floor and the situation is the same, perhaps even worse, as a result of the
rampant growth of bars in the commumty.

Many people in my residence need access to ambulances, ambulettes, meals-on-wheels, and other emergency
services. 1, along with my fellow residents, must have this access 24/7.

The Cooper Square Hotel will not only have to accommodate its guests, but also it’s many bar and restaurant
patrons, creating excessive congestion with the cars, taxis, car services and limousines. My building already has
an access problem and the Hotel will make it far worse.

The Bowery and 3™ Avenue corridor is most often used as an emergency route for this entire neighborhood and the
surrounding area; and the addition of the vehicular congestion from the growing number of hotels is dangerous.

Massive structures, such as Cooper Square Hotel, are already destroying the culture, diversity, quality of life, and
infringing on the needs of all in this community.

[ implore you to add the east side of the Bowery to the Rezoning Plan. The zoning on the east side of the Bowery
should reflect that of the west side, which is the Little Italy Special District. If these measures are taken now,
perhaps the historical and architectural integrity of this community will survive., My concern is for all citizens.
Please don’t steal the visual history from my grandchildren and their peers.

Nothing can duplicate standing in front of buildings that have been witness to our past.
Phyllis Banek

200 East 5% Street
New York, NY 10003
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City Council

Zoning and Franchises Subcomrnittee
Tony Avella, Chair

City Hall

New York. New York 10007

Re: East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning

Good morning Chairman Avella, other Councilmembers.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify before your subcommittee, My name is Aaron Sosnick, I'm a
founder of the East Village Community Coalition, a member of the Community Board 3 task force on
rezoning, and a member of LESCAZ, the Lower East Side Coalition for Accountable Zoning. I wish to
express my sirong support for the East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning along with changes and city
commitments sought by LESCAZ, the Lower East Side Coalition for Accountable Zoning, Community
Board 3, Councilmember Mendez, and other local elected officials. This rezoning provides many
important protections for my community and cannot be enacted soon enough. 1 wish to thank all the
members of LESCAZ, CB3, Councilmember Mendez, Borough President Stringer, other elected
officials, the Department of City Planning, and all those who have worked so hard in support of this
rezoning.

it is important to emphasize that while I support rezoning other inappropriately zoned city blocks and
neighborhoods, there is no reason to wait on this rezoning. It should be passed immediately with all
areas included. The zoning districts certified by City Planning must be adopted. The areas both above
and below Houston street are threatened. The Lower East Side was recently listed as one of the eleven
most endangered places by the National Trust for Historic Preservation. This rezoning can immediately
protect many of these blocks. I note that approval of the full rezoning area with these zoning districts
was unanimously voted for by Community Board 3.

Please also work to provide the additional anti-harrassment and affordable housing measures that are so
important to our community.

Thanl vou. <
~ ™~ i
S
| AV
Aaron Sosnick
Secretary



(Good morning. My name is Joyce Ravitz. I live on the Lower East Side. My grandparents

immigrated to the Lower East Side. My parents lived on the Lower East Side. My children
cannot afford to live here. | am one of the CB3 members who voted for this rezoning plan
because | love the Lower East Side, and it pains me to see the current wave of large hotels
drowning the diverse community that I love.

I’m the Co Vice-Chairperson of the Cooper Square Committee. Our organization has
worked to sponsor preservation and development of over 600 units of low income housing during
the past 25 years. We, like other low income housing preservation organizations, are finding few
opportunities to develop new low and moderate income housing on the Lower East Side. As you
know, relatively few city-owned sites remain.

The privately owned housing stock has become prohibitively expensive and thousands of
affordable rent stabilized apartments have been deregulated in the past decade, leaving our
community with less and less affordable housing. In this environment, government must use
every tool at its disposal to promote the preservation and development of affordable housing.
Zoning is one such tool.

[ urge you to vote in favor of the ULURP application for this rezoning plan developed in
partnership between the Dept. of City Pianning and Community Board 3, not just because it will
apply much needed height limits, but because it will apply inclusionary zoning to the wide
avenues in our community from 2nd Avenue to Avenue D north of Houston St. as well as
Houston St., Delancey St. and Chrystie St. DCP projects that nearly 500 low income housing
units will be developed in these inclusionary zones over the next decade because of the zoning
bonuses they will provide to developers who build mixed-income housing. Without inclusionary
zoning, there will be few opportunities to create low income housing in our community in the
coming years.

I also want to urge the City Council to help our economically diverse community to
develop more affordable housing than just these 500 low income units in the inclusionary zones
by identifying city-owned sites (not including Seward Park) where at least 700 additional units of
low, moderate and middle income housing can be developed.

In addition, I urge you to adopt stronger anti-demolition and anti-harassment provisions
as part of this rezoning plan. We need concrete protections, and they must be enforced, if'a
property owner is found to have engaged in harassment, they must be required 1o set aside 28%
of FAR for permanent affordable housing in the building where the harassment finding was
made. They must also be made ineligible for government subsidies, including 421a. to do new
construction on any sites they own.

Finally, I want to urge that the City continue to work with our community to rezone the
Bowery and the 3rd and 4th Avenue corridors within the next couple of years. We need the
resources to conduct an Environmental Impact Statement for these areas which are not included
in the current rezoning plan. With regard to Chinatown, we and other LESCAZ members are
happy to support any good faith efforts to rezone Chinatown, if that is what the community wants
and we urge the City to provide the necessary planning resources to facilitate such a process.

Thank you for providing me an opportunity to testity.
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Re: Rezoning the Lower East Side E-mafl: CooperSquareComm®@aol.com
Web: www.CooperSquare.org

Qur organization is a member of LESCAZ, a coalition of affordable housing and preservation groups, and
we strongly support the contextual rezoning of 111 blocks as proposed in this ULURP action. This plan is
the result of a collaborative partnership between Community Board 3 and the Dept. of City Planning.
Dozens of public meetings were held over the last 3 years to arrive at this plan. The area contains over
100,000 residents, 60% of whom are people of color. The median income of the 15 census tracts included
in this plan is $33,100, which is less than 60% of the City’s median income. The plan contains many
positive elements which we strongly support. They include the following:

@ 80 foot height limits on most of the Avenues north and south of Houston Street, which will limit
new buildings to 7 — 8 stories, with setbacks at 40 - 65 feet, in the R7A and C4-4A zones.

© 75 foot height limits in the mid-blocks north of Houston Street to create 75 foot height
limits, with setbacks of 55 — 60 feet. 80 foot height Iimits in the mid-blocks south of Houston

Street.

@ Reduced commercial and community facility FAR south of Houston Street in the C4-4A
zones that will reduce incentives for hotels and dorms, thereby preserving the residential
character of our community.

® Inclusionary zoning (in C6-2A and R-8A zones) on Delancey Street, Houston Street,
Avenue D and Chrystie Street with height limits of 120 feet, limiting new buildings to a
maximum of 11 <12 stories. Inclusionary zoning (in R-7A zones) on the avenues from
2" Avenue to Avenue C. Together, these inclusionary zones will create incentives,
through FAR bonuses, that will result in an estimated 500 new low income housing units -

over the next decade.

(1t is extremely important to note that new low income housing will not be created if no zoning action is
taken. The cost of creating 500 low income units is over $100 million that would otherwise have to be
heavily subsidized with public dollars at a time when public subsidies are under severe fiscal pressures.) .

While these are important gains for our community, we are losing hundreds of rent regulated units every
year due to displacement and gentrification under our current zoning, and we need the City Council to put
forth a follow up corrective action plan to this rezoning that will address the urgent need for at least 700
new low income housing units in the rezoning area outside the IZs.

There are a number of City owned sites that can and should be developed as low, moderate and middle
income housing, and we urge the City to make this happen. Among the sites we are referring to are

Cooper Square Community Development Commitiee and Businessmen’s Association
“Here Today... Here to Stay!”



NYCHA owned land within the rezoning area, the city-owned parking lot on Ludlow Street below
Delancey Street, and other City-owned sites that are unrelated to Seward Park.

We believe that the income targeting of these 700 new units is a critical issue. We support an income mix
of 30% low income at less than 60% of median income, 15% at between 60 - 90% of median, 15% at
between 90 - 120% of median and the remaining 40% at market rate. This is comparable to a housing plan
that the City approved in Council member Gail Brewer's district. Such an income mix would create
housing for low income 2 person households earning less than $35,000 per year, and the family of 4
earning less than $44,000 per year. It would also target the more than one third of households in our
community that earn between $44,000 - $88,000 who cannot find affordable housing in our community.
(We also want the City to commit to build family size units, encompassing a sizeable number of 2
bedroom units, and some 3 bedroom units. Our community already has a huge stock of studio and 1
bedroom units, and while we need this housing type, it should not be the majority of new units.)

The other critical issue we need the City to address is the potential increase in harassment that may occur
in the inclusionary zones. We all recognize that harassment is already a huge issue in our community
under our current zoning. However, in the IZs, the increase in as of right FAR may create incentives for
developers to harass out tenants in order to demolish and rebuild. For this reason, we want anti-

harassment provisions to be applied to the IZs.

We don't believe that Local Law 7 (the anti-harassment law) fully addresses this impact. We want the City
to review claims of harassment in the I1Zs, and if harassment is found, the City should do the following:

1) Require the property owner to set aside 28% of FAR for permanent affordable housing in the building
where a harassment finding was made, and 2) Prevent owners from using government money, including
421a, to do new construction at any sites they own.

Another important point that LESCAZ members are in strong agreement about is that we don’t want to see
last minute efforts made to undo the contextual nature of this zoning plan. We are aware that some
developers would like to change the proposed C4-4A zoning west of Essex Street, between Houston and
Delancey Street, to a C6-1A zone which would dramatically increase the commercial FAR from 4.0 to 6.0
and reduce the residential FAR from 4.0 to between 0.78 and 2.43. LESCAZ members are adamantly
opposed to any such commercial upzoning and residential downzoning. It would severely damage the

integrity of this plan.

Finally, I want to urge that the City continue to work with our community to rezone the Bowery and the
3" and 4® Avenue corridors as soon as possible. I ask that the City Council draft a Follow-up Corrective
Action (FUCA) requesting that the City Planning Commission initiate an immediate rezoning of this area
or an extension of the Little Italy Special District from the west side of the Bowery to the east side of the
Bowery. We need the City to allocate the resources to conduct an EIS for these areas which are not

included in the current rezoning plan.

Our community will be getting more affordable housing and strict building height limits as a result of this
rezoning which is what we desperately need. I urge the City Council to vote in support of this plan.



Asian Americans for Equality

AAFE Position on East Village/LES Rezoning
New York City Council Hearing
November 12, 2008

Hello, my name is Christopher Kui and | am Executive Director of Asian Americans for
Equality {AAFE).

Founded in 1974 to advocate for equal opportunities for Asian Americans, immigrants,
and low-income New Yorkers, Asian Americans for Equality. (AAFE) has evolved into o
recognized community development and social services organization. We've created
or preserved over 600 units of low income housing in Lower Manhattan, ensuring that
hundreds of our community's lowest income households have the means to stay in
Lower Manhattan through the preservaiion of housing in Chinatown and the Lower East
Side.

AAFE supports the overwhelming majority of affordable housing advocates and
organizations in the Lower East Side that the East Village/LES Rezoning proposal is ¢
major step in stemming the rampant gentrification and out-of-context, luxury
development in our mixed-income neighborhood. The East Village/Lower East Side
Rezoning process was conducted in a fair and open manner, and was developed
through a democrafic process substantiated by over three years of numerous town hall
and other public meefings.

AAFE supports the LES Rezoning Plan, with an emphatic caveati that the City and the
Planning Commission immediately undertake a dedicated Chinatown rezoning study
fo see how we can all craft a plan that is likewise best for Chinatown. There is no doubt
from AAFE's work in the community that Chinafown is in trouble: the loss of
manufacturing jobs, loss of affordable housing, aging and dilapidated housing stock,
lack of green spaces, and overloaded transportation infrastructure. The City must
pledge fo provide much needed funds and reinvestment info one of the country's
oldest immigrant communities fo ensure that we tackle these endemic problems. Time
is of the essence.

We all understand that no rezoning plan is perfect. However, AAFE supparts identifying
areas where the current East Village/LES Rezoning plan can be modified, so that we
may propose sound and achievable remedies. AAFE proposes the following
recommendations:
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1. Ensure that the Inclusionary Zoning mandate at least 30% affordable housing in
perpetuity in the areas eligible for upzoning;

2. Increase tenant rights advocacy and education; city support and funding for
affordable housing; the stronger implementation of anti-eviction, anti-tandlord
harassment, and anti-phony demolition laws; and strengthening of enforcement
for rent stabilization and rent control laws;

3. To exclude Chrystie Street portion south of Delancey Street from the current
rezoning to be considered at a future rezoning process for Chinatown;

4. To conduct further investigation to quickly determine the proposed C4-4A zoning
which excluded User Groups 7 and 11 be replaced with Cé-1A or C6-2A to
preserve important local businesses.

In the recent months, we've heard many crificisms and accusation of racism by
opponents of East Village/Lower East Side {LES) Rezoning process. However, these
accusations oversimplify and throw a smoke screen over the real issues of
neighborhood preservation. The loosely-substantiated claims of racism amount fo
dangerous race-baiting, and remain an impediment to the common goal of
affordable housing preservation for our low-income residents in Chinatown and Lower
East Side.

The argument that a grassroots rezoning plan enacted in the Lower East Side would
push all luxury development into Chinatown is likewise deeply flowed.

Firstly, rampant genftrification, loss of affordable housing, tenant harassment and
eviction are serious problems affecting ALL of New York City's low-income, working
class neighborhoods. The LES Rezoning plan is part of a greater movement around the
city of local neighborhood residents and working families to fight for a balanced
growth of our living spaces and business areas.

Instead of preventing each other from an indlienable right to protect ones own
neighborhood in a positive open process, opponents have forced the rezoning into a
Zero-sum game — a prisoners’ dilemma where cooperation cannot exist.

Success in the Lower East Side is a success in Chinatown and for the rest of the city.
Trying io derail a carefully-crafted plan achieved by democratic consensus puts ALL of
New York City backwards.

Secondly, Chinatown should have its own dedicated, well researched zoning and
planning analysis that adeguately suits Chinatown’s unique needs, rather than issuing o
blanket extension of the Lower East Side plan that does not reflect the real zoning and
usage differences between the two communities. Chinatown is different from the LES in
that Chinatown possesses a manufacturing job base, a higher density of residents in old
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tenement housing, a lifeline of regional transportation hubs for jobs and commerce, the
wider prevalence of small businesses, to name a few.

The LES Rezoning plan, for instance, does not say anything about what to do with
manufacturing zones and how to best zone to protect jobs in these industries. It would
seriously give short change fo Chinatown if we simply streiched a plan designed for
Lower East Side fo cover Chinatown without adequately looking at such differences
that make each neighborhood unigue and viable.

A well-thought out Chinatown plan thai is most beneficial to the community should be
achieved through consensus building. We should not fry and we don't need to stop
other people’s plans in order to get our own. We need to draw on the experiences of
the East Vilage/Lower East Side Rezoning process and create a plan for our
community's own future.

We cannot afford fo be divided or to play on each other's fears - the longer we dwell
on this fype of polarization, the longer consensus is thwarted and ihe longer we all
remain vulnerable fo the onslaught of gentrification. Stopping the LES Rezoning Plan
only hands the unscrupulous developers a green light to continue their distocation of
our low income residents.

Our two neighborhoods remain key gateways to New York City and America, and we
must support and work with each other to protect our rich immigrant history and
culture, and preserve it for future generations of all Americans.
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My name is Jean Standish. 'm a member of the Bowery Alliance of Neighbors and have been a resident in the East Village
for over thirty years.

One of the major problems with the rezoning of the East Village and Lower East Side is the Department of City Planning’s
exclusion of the 3rd Avenue/Bowery corridor from the Plan. According to City Planning, the rezoning does not include the
Bowery because its “existing built character” is not consistent with the low- to medium-density form of the majority of the
East Village and Lower East Side and that this corridor is a wider avenue that is well-served by mass transit. This rationale,
however, is not accurate. The Bowery is a low-rise community with buildings averaging four to ten stories in height,
excluding, of course, the recently-constructed high-rise hotels and luxury buildings. Concerning the width of the avenue,
Delancey and Houston Streets are equally as wide as the Bowery, debunking the argument that this district is markedly
different from the rezoned area. In fact the Bowery is an extension of the “built character” of the Lower East Side.

As a consequence of the rampant out-of-scale development on the Bowery, this district is losing its diversity and distinctive,
low-rise, historic character, giving way to gentrification and secondary displacement. Excluding the Bowery from the
rezoning plan will also negatively impact the East Village and Lower East Side, regardless of the proposed contextual zoning,
with a wall of out-of-scale luxury development on the periphery of these communities.

In addition to preservation issues, this development is having a detrimental effect on the "quality of life" for community
residents--more noise, traffic, sidewalk and street congestion; air polhution; bars; clubs; etc. What was once a commercial
"daytime" shopping strip is quickly turning into an upscale, raucous nightlife district.

The City has recognized the historic significance of the Bowery by protecting the west side of the Bowery in the Little Italy
Special District and the NOHO Historie District. The East Village/ Lower East Side Rezoning will protect the area just east
of the Bowery. However, the east side of the Bowery itself has been left out of all these rezonings.

The east side of the Bowery should be rezoned to ensure that it is in context to the rest of the community - the Little Italy
Special District, the NOHO Historic District, and the East Village/ Lower East Side.

We respectfully request that a further immediate study be done of the Bowery and protection be implemented to
preserve this district, possibly a Follow-up Corrective Action (FGCA) could be drafted by City Council requesting
that the City Planning Commission initiate an immediate rezoning of this area or an extension of the Little Italy
Special District from the west side of the Bowery to the east side of the Bowery.

The Bowery deserves to be saved from certain destruction. If this district is not protected, its distinctive low-rise, historic
character will be irrevocably lost. Historic buildings, not landmarked, are already being demolished along with other 19" and
early 20" century structures. The Bowery is an important part of the history of New York City, but without immediate
attention much of it will be obliterated.

Also, I would like to mention that one of the essential elements of the rezoning of the East Village/Lower/East Side is the
exclusion of community facility from the Plan. The towering, out-of-character building over the Theater for the New City
and the massive dorms on 3™ Avenue are evidence of the negative result that would be create ' ommunity facility were
allowed to be apart of the Rezoning Plan in this low-rise, low-density district. The EV/LESRE/5é1 g Plan is already an
upzoning of the area from the existing R7-2, which is a 3.44 FAR to the proposed R7A, which is a 4.0 FAR with a maximum
street wall height of 80 feet. To allow community facility, grandfathered or otherwise, would negate one of the basic precepts
of the Rezoning Plan—contextual zoning. Community facility is one of the most abused bonuses in the City and any
allowance of this bonus provision in the plan, with the addition of the already proposed upzoning, would have a negative
impact on the context of the rezoned area.

Jean Standish

308 East 6" Street

NY, NY 10003
jestandish@hotmail.com
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The Chinatown Justice Project of CAAAYV, a grassroots commurity organization with members in
Chinatown and the Lower East Side, agrees with many of the critics of the current plan to rezone the Lower
East Side and the East Village—Chinatown is not protected by this rezoning. As the bulk of Chinatown is
not included in the current rezoning, Chinatown will in the next few years face greater development
pressures as developers look south to erect the tall buildings they no longer will be able to build in the East
Village and the Lower East Side.

Under the current plan, we do not believe Chrystie Street should bear the burden of higher buildings. While
we can understand that more units for affordable housing could be built, we feel that current residents are
still at risk for displacement and gentrification if there are more market rate units than affordable units built —
inclusionary zoning is not a tool that ultimately benefits Chinatown. For us, it’s simple math. Over time,
those units that are so-called affordable will be even less affordable in a neighborhood where services cater
to wealthier tenants. We also question current practices of defermining what is “affordable” and know that
most of our members would never have access to the “affordable” units under current formulas for
affordability.

But we believe — even given its flaws — that the Lower East Side rezoning should move forward. There are
many improvements that we urge the City Council to include in the DCP plan. We support efforts to include
the east side of Bowery in the current rezoning. We also support efforts to remove Chrystie Street from the
current rezoning, as well as efforts to include strong anti-harassment and anti-eviction provisions, and greater
percentages of truly affordable housing.

We also strongly believe that a process to protect all of Chinatown neighborhood begin immediately, in order
to address gentrification and development that is happening in the community. This should be a process that
is guided by Chinatown residents, and particularly low-income Chinatown residents who are the ones who
are most vulnerable and face the greatest displacement pressures that result from development.

Any zoning plans for Chinatown that is considered by the City should include a “special district” in
Chinatown, potentially modeled after the Clinton Special District, with provisions that are exclusive to
Chinatown. The Chinatown Special District should include strong anti-demolition provisions, anti-
harassment provisions, anti-eviction provisions, height caps, and historic preservation guidelines, just to
name a few. In addition, any affordable housing that is inciuded in the rezoning should also truly be
affordable to Chinatown residents, many of whom make less than $20,000 a year.

The issue of rezoning has to be considered in the broader context of development in Chinatown, and the rest
of the City. Current unbridled development supported by Mayor Bloomberg is not just about housing. Other
development projects, such as the East River waterfront, are projects that give millions to developers and
quasi-public institutions like the EDC who maintain that the only way to support public space is by
maximizing the profits that can be made.

Chinatown has historicaily been an immigrant, working-class neighborhood. In a city where such
neighborhoods are rapidly disappearing, any rezoning of Chinatown should prioritize the needs of the
community that is aiready there, not increase pressures for displacement.

Bronx 2473 Valentine Avenue, Bronx NY 10458 Tel {718] 220-7391 Fax [718] 220-7398
Chinatown 191 E. 31 Street, New York NY 10009 Tel [212] 473-8485 Fax [212] 473-6485
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I'm Lucille Carrasquero, and I'm the Chairperson of the Cooper Square Committee. We are a
membership organization with over 600 members, the vast majority of whom are low income
families and households. Our organization is also a member of the Lower East Side Coalition

for Accountable Zoning (LESCAZ).

We urge the City Council to support this ULURP to rezone 111 blocks on the Lower East Side.
Our current zoning does not provide adequate protections against out of scale development at
hundreds of locations around our neighborhood. According to Dept. of Buildings records, in
just the past 9 months, there have been 14 new buildings that received new permits or renewals
of permits. Of these 14 buildings, 8 of them are more than 80 feet in height. In other words
nearly 60% of the buildings under construction in the proposed rezoning area are out of scale
with the existing character of our community. Many of these new buildings are on narrow
streets, and they are sticking out like sore thumbs, towering over 5 and 6 story buildings that
surround them. I’m not even including the new buildings that are going up on the Bowery,
which also needs to be rezoned in a separate ULURP action in the future.

I’'m referring to several new hotels that are going up south of Houston Street such as the 11
story hote] at 136 Ludlow Street and the 18 story hotel at 180 Luclow Street and a 10 story
hotel at 163 Orchard Street. I’'m also referring to new luxury residential buildings such as a 26
story building at 180 Orchard Street and a 23 story building at 188 Ludlow Street. For this
reason, contextual zoning is desperately needed to limit building heights on narrow streets to
80 feet. C4-4A zoning and R~7A zoning south of Houston Street will reduce the commercial
and community facility FAR to 4.0 so that there isn’t a stronger incentive to building hotels
and dorms in this largely residential section of the Lower East Side.

We strongly support inclusionary zoning which will provide incentives for private owners to
develop affordable housing along the wide avenues on the Lower East Side. In adopting
inclusionary zoning, DCP must also create language in the zoning text that prohibits
demolition. of structurally sound buildings, and provide stronger anti-harassment protections
for tenants. Our organization sees hundreds of tenants each year facing harassment currently,
and landlords who vacate their buildings through harassment should not be rewarded by being
able to tear the building down in order to build a larger one.

Again, | want to urge that the City Council vote in favor of this ULURP, which will benefit
more than 100,000 residents in the area that will be rezoned. 60% of these residents are people
of color. Their median income is just over $33,000 per year. They are facing intense
displacement pressures under the current zoning,

Thank you for listening to the concerns of our membership organization.

Cooper Square Community Development Committee and Businessmen’s Association
“Here Today. .. Here to Stay!”
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www.cb3manhattan.org - info@cb3manhattan.org

Dominic Pisciotta, Board Chair Susan Stetzer, District Manager

November 12, 2008
City Council Hearing on East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning

Hello, my name is Dominic Pisciotta and | am the chair of Manhattan Community Board 3 (“CB 37).

Before | begin, 1 would like to take this opportunity to thank the Department of City Planning, my predecessor
David McWater and our district Council Members for all of the hard work they and their representatives have
done on this zoning proposal to get it to this stage of the ULURP process and for listening to, and working with
the community since we asked for a rezoning in July of 2005. CB 3 followed a democratic community planning
process over several years in concert with our Council Members, community members, leaders and
organizations. Any last minute demands or remotely tangential proposals as well as attempts to derail the
ULURP at this late hour do not respect the work or voices of this community. | ask that the City Council only
consider adding items that have been agreed to as a result of previous public hearings and carefully weigh
those that could potentially enhance this zoning plan.

Dismantling the rezoning at this point would be devastating to a community that has been at the center of the
Real Estate development boom that exploded over the last decade. As this occurred it became apparent to
that a zoning change is one of the few ways of saving a way of life, saving a community in CB3.

High rises sprang up obliterating the skyline and destroying the very feel of the neighborhood. With these
buildings came high-income residents, (the likes of which had never been seen in our neighborhood) and their
presence inspired landlords to either build more, or simply try to get rid of their long term tenants in favor of this
new income class. Wholesale displacement of households, and even great pressure on tenants resulted.
Eventually these buildings brought in high end retail as well, effectively destroying the Mom and Pop business
culture that has flourished in the CB3 area since before the Civil War.

When CB3 convened its 197 Task Force in July of 2005 it set about working to solve these problems. We
decided to work with the City on a rezoning, instead of going it alone and we decided two other things:

1. That we would include as many major stakeholders as possible on the committee. As such we asked
Good Old Lower East Side, The GVSHP, The EVCC., LESPMHC, Cooper Square Committee, City
Lore, The LES TM, and several individuals with planning experience to join the task force.

Many of those groups will give testimony here today, and | am proud to say that this blue panel group
atlong with 10 CB3 members managed to vote unanimously on every single proposal they had over a
two year period.

We selected guiding principles that all stakeholders determined as having common ground, they were:
Preserve the residential character of the neighborhood,;

Preserve its current scale and mid-rise character;

Establish a district more in keeping with current planning principals of contextual design;

Preserve the mixed income character of the neighborhood through the use of inclusionary zoning;
Eliminate the opportunity for community facility overdevelopment allowed under the current zoning.

e 6 & e 6 NI

| believe the principles speak for themselves. They are the attempts by a community, essentially unchanged
economically or architecturally for over a century to a decade of wholesale change. They were designed to



Over the next year our Task Force worked diligently, meeting with DCP, reading studies, listening to and hiring
experts to help us, and in December of 2006, 18 months after the principals were formed, CB3 came out with
an 11 point plan in response to the DCP plan.

Many of these 11 points have been addressed in the zoning. For this CB3 is grateful.
Those that we still believe should be added are as follows;

1. Anti-harassment set forth in the Special Clinton District and anti-demolition of sound
residential buildings provisions provided for in the zoning text for the entire rezoning area or
at the very least for the Inclusionary Zoning avenues. Special enforcement and oversight
provisions to prevent harassment, displacement and demolition for ali IZ developments.
Displacement analysis and evaluation in EIS for all rezoning area.

2. At least 30% of the floor area developed of the projected increase in built residential FAR
pursuant to Inclusionary Zoning will be for permanently affordable housing available to
households at or below 80% of the area median income under a tiered system where lower
income households will alse be accommodated in fair proportion. I mutually agreed upon
estimates of the private development that is likely to occur under this zoning indicates that
this minimum will not be achieved, the City will make available development or preservation
sites in the study area to achieve this overall percentage.

3. Legal service fund for enforcement of anti-harassment and anti-demolition provisions and
prevent illegal evictions.

However, the CB is greatly troubled by the affordable housing data provided in the draft Scoping
document. Planners estimate that only 343 units of new affordable housing will be generated by this
massive 111 block re-zoning. Only 3 units per block, or less than one half of one percent of the
popuiation of the area slated for re-zoning.

Certainly no one is to blame for this, the estimate is a realistic appraisal of soft sites and the new
zoning plan. We believe, however, that including the items in our 11 point plan in scoping will allow
for us together to find ways to create far more than 343 new units. We would fike to see 700
affordable units for families at 80% of median income or below.

The mayor's goal is 165,000 citywide, and CB3, the East Village and the Lower East Side would be
excited to put a much bigger dent in that number. We are ready and willing for more units, and
believe that there are kernels of wisdom in the 11 point plan that will make us ABLE to have more
units.

Finally, | would like to again thank DCP and the City of New York for working so diligently with us on
this, especially the great speed with which the zoning proposal has been developed. As we are
literally inundated with new out of context luxury development every day, speed is perhaps our
greatest ally.



Testimony to the City Council Subcommittee on Zoning & Franchises
on proposed East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning
Wednesday, November 12, 2008
by Marie Christopher

Good morning, my name is Marie Christopher and I am the Tenant Association
President of 210 Stanton Street which is located within the proposed rezoning area.
I have also lived in the Lower East Side for more than 24 years and am a member

of GOLES.

I would like to take a moment to thank the City Council for the opportunity to
comment. Also, I would like to commend the many community based
organizations and residents who have worked for over three years on this much

needed rezoning of the East Village / Lower East Side.

I urge the City Council to support the rezoning of the entire 111 blocks as proposed
in this ULURP action and make this plan even stronger by incorporating the
following modifications which include:

1. Anti-harassment provisions for the entire 111 blocks of the rezoning but
especially on the wide avenues that contain inclusionary zoning provisions.

2. While inclusionary zoning is an important gain for our community, we are
losing hundreds of rent regulated units every year due to displacement and
gentrification. Therefore we need a commitment from the city to create an
additional 700 units of new affordable housing for families at 80% of median or
below.

3. We want 30% of all the new units developed with Inclusionary Zoning to be
affordable, just as was done with the Cooper Square project. We believe that

20% is not enough.

Marie Christopher - Testimony to City Council -EV/LES Rezoning Page 1 of 2



4. Finally, we want the creation of a legal services fund to protect low-income

tenants at risk of landlord harassment.

I would also like to comment on recent attempts to stop the rezoning by groups
who claim that this plan is racist or that the process was unfair. I do not believe
that these accusations are true. As I mentioned earlier this rezoning plan has been
worked on for several years by a diverse group of stakeholders that include
residents and many community based organizations representing low and moderate
income families of color. There were many public community meetings, hearings
and information sessions that were held to include the community’s input and

concerns.

Although rezoning can not solve all of our problems, I believe it is a step in the
right direction. It will help us to protect the historic character of our neighborhood,
slow down the rampant development of luxury housing and hotels, as well as
create incentives for the development of more affordable housing in our

community.

Again, I urge the City Council to support this rezoning of the entire 111 blocks.
The rezoning must move forward with Community Board 3’s modifications. We
must do everything in our power to maintain our neighborhood character as well as
our ethnic, cultural and economic diversity or risk putting many low and moderate
income families that have called this neighborhood home for generations, in

serious danger of displacement. Thank you

Marie Christopher - Testimony to City Council -EV/LES Rezoning Page 2 of 2



26? Broome Street
New York, NY 10002

212.226.8010
www LowerEastSideNYoom

Nevember 12, 2608
Good morning, thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I am Roberto Ragone, the Executive Director
of the Lower LEast Side Business Improvement District (LES BID).

We are a nonprofit organization with over 600 members of property owners and merchants bezutifying and
marketing the area to promote the community’s quality of life and small business development while

preserving the unique character of the Lower East Side.

As we have said, we commend and agree with many aspects of the Department of City Planning’s rezoning
propoesal, including the residential upzoning, bonus allowances to achieve affordable housing goals, and

reasonable height limits, including for Houston and Delancey Streets.

Heowever, the LIS BID requests very minor and specific, but essential revisions within scope for the area
e south of Houston Sireet,
o north of Grand (inclusive),
o  west of Essex, (inclusive) and

¢ east of Christie (inclusive).

The LES BID is concerned about the future impaet of C4-4A on the very soul of the historically

commercial character of the Lower East Side. C4-4A will

o Prohibit Use Group 11, which would eliminate light manufacturing, artisanal work and
crafismanship (e.g. jewelry makers, customized clothing makers, bookbinders), that help define
what the neighborhood is known for-—-as a destination for creativity--and an essential aspect of
some retailers. In fact, these types of artisans are currently among the model candidates for

Empire Zone tax credits.

POE D e Bfireem Damboiwnm
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Reduce the commercial FAR from 6 to 4 , a 33% reduction in property value, which on top of the
current finamcial crises shared by all, will make it nearly impossible to obtain financing for
commercial development.

Equalize the commercial and residential FAR at 4.0 (from the residential upzoning), thereby
encouraging residential development over commercial/economic development of non-retail. This
would make it harder to bring the non-retail ereative sector of professionals who might otherwise
come live, work and shop in the LES. This undercuts luring the architects, engineers, fashion
designers, graphies designers, and others who can become the comnsistent critical mass of daytime
foot traffic to sustain the retailers, restaurants and artisans im the area.

More broadly, reduce the potential of the Empire Zone.

The LES BID is requesting that the proposed C4-4A south of Houston be amended to a C61-A. Under this

designation, the City ean

-]

Preserve the current commercial density (6.0 FAR) to preserve the commercial viability of the area
and foster an atmesphere for non-retail commercial enterprises.

Reduce competition for residential development by incentivizing commercial development (by
keeping the FAR at 6,0 and making it greater than the residential FAR).

Preserve Use Group 11 and thus sustain the artisan community/business destination (whose
collective presence of “home grown” activities reinforce each other and the area as a destination).

Maintain a streetwall consistent with the existing built environment; and consistent with the spirit
of contextual zoning, but with slightly higher height caps for narrow streets than north of Houston.

The Lower East Side (LES) used to be a vibrant shopping district and daytime destination. The area has

struggled in recent years. A Business Improvement District was created in 1992 to spur economic

activity, and then, after the economic decline following 911, a valiant effort went into creating an Empire

Zone, to include the LES to incentivize commercial efforts through tax breaks.

The right zoning can continue to foster the needed economic activity. We need to reclaim the Lower East

Side as a daytime destination, not jeopardize it. We have an opportunity. Don’t let it slip away. Don’t

decommercialize the LES. The very heart of its identity is at stake. Please carry out this one key

amendment to an otherwise admirahle zenine nlan. Thank vomn.






S R TR
SR o P

&
o

Rt
Snmeeie e
m,w,mwx,c .
Tnuna

-

N
S
g,a.«%mw T

SRR R o
Gl zw&&f,é.ﬁ,,;, e < ,;& e
A%\vmmw% m«m,wv o ?\%% V e w/?mwnf v L o i o .«.X,\..w) ww»
G ,,f e Vponntia o \e e e
. %vm . L wﬁﬁm@& ﬁws,m M L L
i ,mw% o ,,x,w\a%.mw\\m x«ﬁ%f; Vﬁn\» -
. S a - e
o i %w\ﬁ,««.\«w@% e 25 e %Mfwwﬁ,..% i
o . e L e
e o Sl Hﬂd o m.wmwwmﬁ%w%%w ,m,y,wa L //,;:v
o o L Soa
: o t o ﬁw% L L

N
o ,@o ww

e ,%mwv.ﬁ,ﬁ&,@. o :,,&wa

Cobna D e

o .«w.;«,,«‘w.nvw .&%ﬁ«ﬁvwxmw@m%ﬁ. o V%.v :
e
G e

g

% SV e

A 3\:

L :
! e o
N
frve e e HaS
e e y.w%?& ,./.\.,
> m o o v
S S
S e e
g v ii,m
S S o /.3,5/4 -
e L -

3 vvr.u £ 2

e
R u.wzﬁn\t LR

: «4

i

e i
i o i e o
o M,/,w.m,wk ,vzwwzw i
w,/p;« o e V\T
S L
5 - f,» e G M«?W L S
. ) b i x}?.ﬁ,,w L T e
ey 5 S » ST SETinGh n, o Rl
o w%wm,\ww«:ﬂ g v oww?.w?.m%w G M;%ﬁ.uw Sl i
e Shnaalaaneiny R
S ,m,\, Shiieian »ﬁ% e
W ,xu/f.n,( .e,\?,«,\. {;,wﬁﬂ.@%ﬁ/\ Seiuia @,.H./, A
. S he e e o
S LR R ; .. e a xw\,\m} (mfé e
. “ 3 X S A o /s.‘.&,.,m,‘,v.,.%.mw,w 27 .z/.\wwané....b,, T o/éy...‘v,we >
W . : »,.V,x,.,.aé ShutlRE e z?. Q.s, % <
aw \ m,\\ . ¢ @vﬁ?%«ﬁ, S :.w m .ﬁ ﬁ
- ) e w:\ i Secie m .w M,.,..,.wﬁ/, v .
S - ¢ S i S n: wa%ﬁ%%ﬁ«,.\A.},“,.u..hw.wg
- o FELERMA B e - L
P PR ey il e i e
. .m\.\ww_ e 3 w,,xmm.,,&w S yu\mn.mw, ;m,,éw G
e iw wﬁdu e e e o %vmam i
4 mx o o ,\} S
5 i i S o %.w. S
o S o Sl
53 f/« :«m,
S i \,«: P
o v,y,ﬂ.?\,? xw «Xf (h .
Ee o ;.,u o
S a,;wt(.yx(ug G e w&f\. S //%ﬂ J,

i m@ S ,:.,?w e,\“\? % S 2 ,5,;
e Y e .ﬂ j o .,«f
. wmf\.y R e m}f ,m.,w o L
on s o S :& e e
& @p\, e S \{;,,w,m S ..@.» ,axzs. S%%W L
S /vw{. oséf o £ ey %
S :@? e s
Q o ,w,, - . nru W/.\ v; ,;,% f\w
o e = G e e e
,.)?.%wwm 5 \\..1. . ? A ﬁaw,,
ey
e iy S
V\A;J\n o e ,««\J s w ;&o&., . /,w(
%ﬂmi o axwﬂ w, o (Mm, - m&mw
b oy B v 3,? ?.,ﬁ axﬁwwwﬁ

\\"

<\\ ym

Each
- e Sy
o - - e
v wﬁz,fa
b
o s : L
; w\.ﬂmwwu;iww Mm\ w,.w ) 2 uwx«,.em«\\ S N M}W/ o
o e ?Mm W N TS
) ,\a\\%a,}ﬂt ﬁaf cwﬁ% )/: y ﬂ r /ﬁw z.m Zw
e »4 a: - o
e ,& vw o c m . ,, .
/o xzm\/,ﬂ o V,..uxw, nxcwm m w
,%\ %. S &wﬁ i <w h,%,sm..,wf
S S St .
ot SR i .
L xf S ;\ﬁ %,%%,
- /J/\w % ZM \sv.%v% -
el ay .‘z/v:&x m@
%e.,mx &.&2{. - \.%zm,mwx.&é.,&.x..,v,vww,
Sanig L 5 ﬁms i 5m\/ S
. ey Sov MJ S
e w) TR ,.\sz s
. \ L ﬁ w.
S m ,:G@& 3 3}.% M,,
e S sf %

\w,//w

o w %
,,.W.v.., m o
e i @\S/M ,,/,v%
S St

R
L SRR



FINE LINENS SiNCE 1894
%8 Forsyth Street New York, NY 10002
Phone 212.226.3102 Fax 212.334.9360

e-mail: Info@HarrisLevy.com
November 12, 2008

City Council Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises

Dear Members of the Subcommittee:

My name is Bob Levy and I am the owner of Harris Levy, Inc, Harris Levy, Inc. is a retail store
established in 1894 by my Great Grandparents. Since 1894, over 114 years, we have made the Lower

East Side our home having moved four times all within an eight block radius.

I am the fourth generation, direct descendant of the founders. We calil the Lower East Side of
Manhattan our home despite the neighborhood’s “growing pains™ over the last century. While many
have moved uptown or even out of the City we have pride in our roots and longevity here. Even after
the most devastating era, the post 9/11 era, we have stayed in the City and neighberhood that we love

despite very heavy losses.

I saw the handwriting on the wall when my wife and I put every penny that we had into creating the
NEW Harris Levy. To make ends meet I work a second job as a Paramedic for Saint Vincent’s

Catholic Medical Center in Greenwich Village.

It looks as though our fiscal year end June 30, 2008 has borne the smallest loss since 9/11 and is
almost a break even; this is not bad for a recreated 114 year old NEW business. While [ am optimistic

I know that we cannot continue this way much longer. It is with this in mind that I want to take this



opportunity to explain why the City Council should consider the LES BID’s position on the rezoning

proposal.

I am concerned that the proposed rezoning caps commercial development in the Lower East Side. We
need to maintain and expand the Lower East Side’s daytime reputation as a shopping destination,
whether it’s for home furnishings, textiles, pickles, leather, other retail services, or daytime dining.
While I am grateful to our long-standing customers who are as multi-generational as our business, we
need daytime business from people who work in the area. A significant part of our lost business is due

to the loss of World Trade Center and Wall Street staff walking here on their lunch hour.

I know that as a business that benefited in the past from the Lower East Side as a daytime destination a
key way to reclaim this reputation is to foster and encourage the establishment of daytime walk-in

businesses, local offices both private and municipal as well as anchor stores.

This is why I agree with the LES BID’s position that we must preserve as much of the currently
allowable commercial development in the area as possible. The area needs local employees (aside

from the current retail workers) who will explore the neighborhood and patronize the stores.

If we don’t use foresight NOW my store and many others will be relegated to the internet or close
completely as so many others in our neighborhood have. The short list of recent losses: Fine and
Klein, Salwin, Ratner’s, Gertels, Fishkin, Bunnies, Klein’s of Monticello. Gone are these icons, gone

are their customers, gone are their employees, gone are their revenues, gone are their tax dollars.

The LES BID's position makes sense to allow my business and others here to get back on their feet and
grow with shoppers on all days of the week and at all times of the day. I ask you to apply the BID's

perspective and my views to your plan.
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COUNSELORS AT LAW

STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO R7B DISTRICT DESIGNATION OF
THE EAST VILLAGE/LOWER EAST SIDE REZONING
By Marvin B. Mitzner, Esq.
Blank Rome LLP

LU 0923-2008

Public llearing of Zoning and I'ranchises Committee
New York City Council
November 12, 2008

This statement is made in opposition to the proposed mapping of an R7B district mid-
block between Avenues A and B from East 4" to East 7" Streets, the only R7B mapping in the
entire East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning. Our client, Magnum Real Estate Group, is the
owner of multiple properties within the proposed rezoning, including three (3) properties located
within the R7B district. We firmly believe that singling out this small mid-block area for more
restrictive zoning than the other similarly situated mid-blocks is contrary to the stated purpose of
the rezoning, is inconsistent with the creation of a comprehensive plan for the area, is irrational,
was promoted for reasons other than appropriate planning goals, and is singularly and

unjustifiably harmful to the existing and future growth of the area.

The present zoning throughout the East Village is R7-2, which permits a maximum
residential FAR of 3.44. The proposed R7B district would permit a maximum residential FAR
of 3.0, resulting in a reduction of 0.44 FAR or 12.8%. The rest of the East Village under the
rezoning 1s being rezoned to R7A along the Avenues, and R8B in the mid-block areas, both of
which permit a maximum residential FAR of 4.0, resulting in an increase of 0.56 FAR or 16.3%.
The rezoning would therefore increase residential FAR throughout the entire East Village, except
that it would reduce the residential FAR for the small area that is proposed to be rezoned to R7B.

Where 1s the logic and rationale for such different treatment within the same area?

127464.00404/668383 1v.3
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As indicated on the Department of City Planning’s website, the purpose of remapping
from R7-2 to R7A and R8B is not density reduction, but, rather, to establish height limits to
prevent out-of-scale development in the area. This rationale would be met by mapping the
proposed R7B district as R8B, the same as the other mid-block districts in the East Village, since
the maximum height himit of the R7B and R8B districts are identical. The sole reason for
mapping the R7B is to punitively reduce the FAR with no basis for such reduction. The
proposed R7B does not advance the stated goal of the rezoning, but isolates a few mid-block

sites for special, singular and unjustified treatment.

An example would highlight the irrationality of the proposed R7B mapping. 441 East 6"
Street is located in the mid-block on East 6™ Street between First Avenue and Avenue A. It is a
five-story building, and is built to an FAR of 2.8. Under the proposed R8B zoning for this
parcel, a one or two story addition could be constructed to bring the FAR to 4.0 so long as the
maximum height does not exceed 75 feet. Yet, 525 East 6™ Street, which is located on the
adjacent block between Avenue A and Avenue B, is also five-stories and is built to an FAR of
2.9, but cannot improve its property since 1t is located on a mid-block proposed to be zoned R7B
with a maximum FAR of 3.0. There is no legitimate planning rationale that can support such

different treatment, especially given that the two (2) sites share the same neighborhood context.

The imposition of the R7B district will prevent any upgrading of the existing tenements
in this area by removing the ability to add a rooftop story within the height limit of the area to
offset the cost of renovating the building. These tenements would be forever frozen in time
without any prospect of achieving rehabilitation. Our client is in the process of significantly
upgrading its buildings within the proposed R7B district, and improving the life safety and living
~conditions of its occupants, an effort and cost which is offset by constructing minor rooftop
additions. Despite such upgrades, a few tenants of these buildings have engaged in a campaign

to prevent the completion of construction. The proposed R7B district is a further advancement

of that campaign and is intended to prejudice our client’s ability to finish the ongoing

127464.00404/6683831v.3
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construction work. Unfortunately, the Department of City Planning responded to such efforts
and modified the original rezoning plan by singling out the small three mid-blocks within which
our client’s protagonists were focusing their attention for an FAR decrease while allowing an
increase in FAR in every other area of the East Village. This is arbitrary, illegitimate and

amounts to improper targeted zoning.

Accordingly, we urge this Committee to reject the proposed R7B zoning and allow the

R8B zoning to be mapped in its stead, as are all the other mid-blocks within the East Village.

Thank you for your consideration.

127464.00404/6683831v.3



The rezoning of Community Board Three disproportionately effects the Chinese,
Latino, and African American populations of the Lower East Side and Chinatown.
This plan will push the luxury development that is happening in the East Village to
the predominantly working class neighborhoods of Chinatown and the Lower East
Side. Contrary to what has been claimed by proponents of the plan, the rezoning does
not destroy luxury development it displaces said development to the surrounding
minority and poorer neighborhoods. You compound the racism of this plan and of
this government by creating a separate plan for Chinatown, that pits the Chinese
against the Latinos and African Americans, further dividing up the community. This
working group is basing their plan off of the Rebuilding Chinatown Initiative, a plan
that will turn Chinatown into a Disneyland version of itself. For example the plan
calls for street Jamps to be redesigned with an “oriental” influence. This will turn the
district into a tourist ghetto. New York is built on hard work and initiative, it is built
on people who came to this city believing that they could create a better life. It is built
on diversity and the creativity that comes with diversity. The rezoning of CB3 will
destroy that diversity and make Manhattan more homogenized than ever before, and
that is a city that I do not want to live in. In these perilous and uncertain economic
circumstances, this is no time to sap the vigorous entrepreneurial spirit that has
characterized these neighborhoods for hundreds of years. Wall Street is having
problems, to put it politely, this is no time to further threaten New York City's and the
nation's economic security. This is not change that we can believe in. It is change that

developers can profit from. It's time to stop this plan.



My name is Josephine Lee and I am here to speak on behalf of the Coalition to Protect Chinatown and
the Lower East Side.

It is a shame that we have a Mayor who uses the city as a playground for his rich friends, and who
repeatedly flouts the democratic process while other city officials pat his back for it.

It is a shame that for three years the City kept our communities in the dark a plan that would devastate
our homes, workplaces, and businesses in the Chinese and Latino community, in exchange for protecting
the narrow interests of a few white rich people in the East Village.

It is a shame that when we found out about this racist plan, the City did everything they could to lie to
the public. To this day, they continue to lie saying that:

- The plan is not racist. But the City failed to inform the public that they chose to sacrifice areas in the
Chinese and Latino community by upzoning streets in our community in exchange for downzoning
areas in the white community. and what this will this mean to our community when even developers
admit that large scale high-rises and hotels are already moving into our neighborhood because of the
anticipated rise in property value this plan will cause in our community.

- The City still says that NYCHA will not be affected, even after they announced plans to start selling
off their development rights. What will the upzoning of Avenue D do the NYCHA buildings across
the avenue, but make it even more attractive to be privatized.

- The City lies to the public that there will be affordable housing under this plan; but fails to inform
that whether or not they provide 20% or 30%, only 25% of the community district will be able to
afford it; and that’s not even guaranteed.

- And the City fails to inform the public how many small businesses will be displaced by this plan and
will not be able to move back; even though they counted 211 projected development sites.

And it 1s a shame that proponents of this plan are pushing eviction prevention because they know they
are going to need it even more after this pian destroys the community. And it is an even greater shame
that they are shouting to show the public how they are selling out the community.

It is a shame that when we demanded that this racist plan be stopped and that the City ensure the
ENTIRE district to be protected, that now the Mayor now is pushing another racist separatist Chinatown
plan, that will displace the Latinos in the Lower East Side.

We will not tolerate racism by our government or within our communities. We demand that this racist
plan be stopped. And at a time when people are expecting more accountability from their representatives,
it will be a shame if you follow in the footsteps of Bloomberg in destroying our community. On behalf
of the Coalition to Protect Chinatown and the LES and on behalf of more than 11,000 people who have
signed these petitions, I say Vote this plan down.



LOWER EAST SIDE\EAST VILLAGE RE-ZONING TESTIMONY, November 127
2008

My name is David McWater. I am currently the chair of the Zoning and Planning
Committee of Manhattan Community Board 3. I was both Chair of the Board and the 197
Task Force when CB3 began working with the Department of City Planning on this
zoning change,

It has been an honor for me to work with an array of community groups, CB3 board
members and DCP on this rezoning.

For years my neighborhood has been abused by an onslaught of out of character and
unaffordable development. It was in the face of this deluge that the board decided to try
and rezone many of the affected areas. CB3 formed a Zoning task force and invited
public members from many of the important institutions in the neighborhood to join.

The board and its many allied groups have been guided by the most valiant of principles.
Their vision is to preserve the homes of those who live there, to provide housing for
those who can no longer afford to live there, and to try and preserve the very essence of
the Lower East Side. Their dream, like that of so many municipalities and neighborhoods
across the country during the real estate boom, is to stop gentrification and to fend off the
speculators and developers who would snatch the neighborhood from those that call it
home.

Such noble desires are usually political folly. But not this time, this time the people
banded together. The Board worked hand and hand with DCP. There was a dialogue.
People listened.

Every single vote Manhattan Comumunity Board took regarding this zoning change, and
there were many over the last 3+ years, was unanimously in support. When have any of
us ever heard of such a thing? Meeting after meeting task force members from all walks
of life, representing many different organizations and constituencies, worked together
until they had found the best answer possible, consensus was job one.

We have in this zoning the lowest compliant height cap possible for the vast majority of
the area. That is remarkable. It is progressive. It is historic. It will have a positive, life
changing effect on the neighborhood and its citizens for decades. It will preserve the
neighborhood.

Truly it is an honor to be involved with such a process.

I'hope this body will honor that process and the historic consensus that CB3 has had on
this issue and not allow for last minute changes that were never approved of or even
vetted before the Community Board.



Certainly more can be done. I would love to see the city commit to building affordable
units in the Lower East Side. CB3 has called for the city to guarantee that some 700 units
of permanently affordable housing will be built, I urge everyone to rally around that
magnificent goal. We have before us the once in a lifetime opportunity to accomplish
these grand acts, let us not miss the mark.

As I chaired these meetings for the last three years I have carried the burden of knowing
we would get only one shot to get it right. I have fretted and worried, listened and
learned, and strived to find a path that would allow CB3 to do the very best possible job
they could for the community within the constraints and regulations of the greater
municipalities. I believe with my intellect, and with my heart, that this is it. .

Thank you very much for your time and the opportunity to appear here today.



Testimony to the City Council Subcommittee on Zoning & Franchises
on proposed East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning

Wednesday, November 12, 2008
by Maizie Torres

Good morning, my name is Maizie Torres and I am the Tenant Association
President of 355 East 10" Street which is located within the proposed rezoning
area. I am also a lifelong resident of the Lower East Side and a member of
GOLES.

I would like to thank the City Council for the opportunity to testify. [ am delighted
that our Community Board has worked with the city to rezone the East Village /
Lower East Side and would also like to thank all of the residents and community

organizations such as LESCAZ who have worked tirelessly on this plan.

As such, I am here today to urge the City Council to support the rezoning of the

entire 111 blocks as proposed in this ULURP action and make this plan even

stronger by incorporating the following:

1. Anti-harassment provisions for the entire 111 blocks of the rezoning but
especially on the wide avenues that contain inclusionary zoning provisions.

2. While inclusionary zoning is an important gain for our community, we are
losing hundreds of rent regulated units every year due to displacement and
gentrification. Therefore we need a commitment from the c¢ity to create an
additional 700 units of new affordable housing for families at 80% of median or
below.

3. We want 30% of all the new units developed with Inclusionary Zoning to be
affordable, just as was done with the Cooper Square project. We believe that

20% 1s not enough.

Page 1 of 2 Maizie Torres
Testimony to City Council - LES Rezoning



4. Finally, we want the creation of a legal services fund to protect low-income

tenants at risk of landlord harassment.

As I mentioned earlier this rezoning plan has been worked on for several years by a
diverse group of residents and organizations representing low and moderate
income families of color. There were many public meetings, hearings and
information sessions. As a result Community Board 3 was able to develop these
modifications and reach consensus around a plan which includes the community’s

input and concerns.

I understand that this rezoning can not stop all of the problems we are facing with
gentrification and displacement on the Lower East Side. However, I believe that it
will help us to preserve the diversity of our community, protect the character of our
neighborhood, slow down the out of control development of hotels and luxury

housing and create opportunities for the development of more affordable housing.

So again, I urge the City Council to support this rezoning with Community Board

3’s modifications. Thank you.

Page 2 of 2 Maizie Torres
Testimony to City Council - LES Rezoning



THE CITY OF NEW YORK
MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD NO. 3

59 East 4th Street - New York, NY 10003
Phone: (212) 533-5300 - Fax: (212) 533-3659
www.ch3manhattan.org - info@cb3manhattan.org

Dominic Pisciotta, Board Chair Susan Stetzer, District Manager

November 12, 2008
City Council Hearing on Fast Village/Lower East Side Rezoning

Good morning. My name is Susan Stetzer. I have been District Manager of CB 3 since July 2004, and I was a board
member previous to this position. I am also a long time resident of the Lower East Side.

I want to thank the City agencies and our Council Members for their work and collaboration with the CB in responding to
the community to preserve the character of our neighborhood.

When I became DM, the office was flooded with calls mostly on two issues. One of these was the out-of —scale
development of the neighborhood. Long-time residents and those who had recently moved here because of their attraction
to the character of the community, were shocked and extremely upset about the sudden overdevelopment of the
neighborhood.

People had assumed that new buildings could not exceed the height of the surrounding buildings. Suddenly, they were
piercing our skyline—and they were being built totally out of character with the historic nature of our tenement
community. Lower East Siders are terribly proud of our history and the buildings and businesses that still reflect our
character,

People were very angry when the blue building went up on Suffolk. They fought for years to stop the 24-story building
at183 Ludlow—but only succeeded in delaying it. The community board tried to stop the 13-story mid block dormitory at
81 E 3“—but failed. We were suddenly secing tall hotels midblock on narrow streets where families lived in tenement
buildings. Churches and small landlords sold their air rights and moved their religious institutions and businesses. The
small businesses on Ludlow are afraid their businesses will not survive the change. It has also become necessary for the
Board office to spend a great deal of time investigating phony community facility claims.

When the Community Board formed the zoning taskforce—I had finally bad an answer for all the residents calling for
help from the Board. I told them that if they wanted to stop this out of character overdevelopment—they should attend the
taskforce meetings and give their input. It made a huge difference~—people finally felt they had a productive way to fight
back to save their community. Every time I walk down the street or stand in line at the grocery —people ask me about the
rezoning and express the urgency for this plan to be implemented.

I'am often in the difficult position of having low and moderate income constituents come to the office begging for help the
find or stay in affordable housing. Preserving and creating more permanently affordable units is a very necessary priority
for our community. I personally would not be able to afford to stay here if I were not in a rent-controlled apartment. We
ask your help in securing more affordable bousing and tenant protections.

This plan came from our community and went through the ULURP process, which guaranteed transparency and public
input and a public vote. Community Board 3 voted unanimously to support this plan. Please protect our conmunity plan
by ensuring there are not last minute conditions added that will change this plan without community input or review.

As a long time resident who loves my community, and as District Manager of Community Board 3 speaking for the many
constituents who call and wrnte—1 ask the City council to support our community by voting to approve this plan.



I am a member of the Bowery Alliance of Neighbors, and I’ve been an East
Village/Bowery resident for 28 years. Although I’'m in favor of the Re-
zoning plan for the East Village, I am very upset that the plan did not
include the Bowery/ 3. Ave. corridor.

Bowery is quickly losing its historical character and its buildings due to out-
of-scale development of Hotels and other tall buildings, that are in addition
to height, not contextual with the existing historic architecture.

I teach art to children in an Arts Afterschool Program in Greenwich Village.
One of the classes I teach is Architecture. My students range in age from 8
to 13 years. One of the things we study is architecture in NYC buildings.
One of the first things my students say, without prompting or any opinions
from me is how much they dislike the new buildings that are being built in
the neighborhood. When I ask why, their answers are that they are ugly, they
don’t fit it with the neighborhood, they are un-inviting to go in to, and they
lack a neighborhood feeling, which then leads to a discussion about the
philosophies of Jane Jacobs. Many of our discussions have been about the
Bowery area. When we take neighborhood walks, [ find that children love
our old buildings and their history, and as children growing up in NYC they
understand neighborhoods. I believe the NYC Department of City Planning
could learn a lot from my students, and I urge them to rezone the Bowery, or
to extend the Little Italy Special District to the east side of Bowery.

Sally Young
235 E. 5" Street #7
NYC NY 10003



Upon leaving, I spoke with a woman who said that she was a member of the CB3 to tell
her that it was inappropriate to lock out and threaten people wishing to attend a CB3
public event and that David McWaters’ behavior was completely reprehensible. She told
me that people shouldn’t be upset because there’s been a lot of outreach for the last three
years. [ told her that I lived in the community and had never heard about this. I asked
her how the outreach was conducted. She said that people could have signed up for
emails. I asked her how outreach was conducted to the population of Chinese and Latino
people who may not be able to speak English or use email. [ told her that Chinese people
have had a long history of being excluded and that Chinese exclusion has always been
racist.

I have lived and worked in Lower Manhattan and the East Village for many years, My
children have been going to a District 1 school for five years. I moved into my current
apartment nearly two years ago. In this period of time, I had never heard of the rezoning
plan until that evening.

Thank you for listening. I hope that my experience is helpful in shedding light to this
process.
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Date: November 12, 2008

To: Subcommittee on Rezoning

From: Trinh Duong

Re: Testimony for LES/Chinatown Rezoning Plan

My name is Trinh Duong. I live at 530 Grand Street, New York, NY 10002. Iama
resident of the Lower East Side and my two little boys, ages 9 and 5, attend PS 184M on
Cherry and Montgomery Streets. I have been taking my children to school at PS 18M
since my oldest child started kindergarten.

Earlier in the Spring of this year, I believe it was in the month of May, I was walking
home from work when I passed PS 20. I learned that the Community Board was having a
public hearing inside the building. I also saw a number of other residents and working
people from nearby Chinatown frying to get into the public hearing. Concerned about the
new hotels that T had been seen being built in Chinatown and the rapidly changing
neighborhood that I was living in, I decided to go into the hearing to learn about the
rezoning plan.

Two police officers stopped me from entering the hearing, threatening to arrest me if I
tried to go inside the building. I told them that I understood this hearing was open to the
public and that I lived in neighborhood covered by Community Board 3. The police
officers kept repeating that they would arrest me for trying to go into the public hearing.
There were approximately 30 people behind me and one person in front of me. Finally
another person, identified as a community liaison, came to the door to say that it was
illegal for us to go inside because of fire code limits. I told the community liaison that
my son had attended summer school in this very building the previous summer and that
empty seats in the auditorium—mwhich were visible from the open doorway--- meant that
the fire code limits had not been reached. After approximately 30 minutes of being
locked out and threatened with arrest, the community liaison finally realized that the
person in front of me was a journalist and allowed her to go inside. After she came back
outside with her camera crew to film us being locked out of the hearing, the police
officers said that if people leave then we could go in. When I pointed out that two people
were just leaving, he reached behind me to try to allow two white people to enter. I had
to assert that I was the next person in line and had a right to attend the meeting. I insisted
that racial profiling was wrong.

Inside the auditorium, I heard a number of Chinese and Latino residents asking
translations repeatedly. At one point, one of the CB3 members, David McWater,
responded to an audience member asking for translation by grabbing the microphone and
yelling--“That man wants to take your money!”—among other unflattering
characterizations. It was distressing to see a representative of the Community Board
verbally attack an audience member in such a baseless way. It was extremely offensive
and irresponsible to insinuate that a Chinese man was a thief wanting only to steal
people’s money, not that he had a legitimate reason to be at the hearing or to demand
translation. It was offensive, intimidating and racist.
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Testimony to the City Council Subcommittee on Zoning & Franchises
on proposed East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning

Wednesday, November 12, 2008
by Damaris Reyes, Executive Director, Good Old Lower East Side

Good morning, my name is Damaris Reyes and I am the Executive
Director of the Good Old Lower East Side, Inc. (GOLES) and a life-long resident of the

Lower East Side.

GOLES is dedicated to tenants' rights, homelessness prevention, economic
development and community revitalization since 1977 and serves more than 3,000
low-income residents on the Lower East Side each year. As such, we maintain our ear

to the ground and are intimately familiar with the needs of our residents.

GOLES is also a member of LESCAZ (Lower East Side Coalition for Accountable

Zoning) a coalition of affordable housing and preservation groups, and we strongly

support the contextual rezoning of the entire 111 blocks as proposed in this ULURP

action. This plan is the result of a collaborative partnership between Community Board

3 and the Dept. of City Planning., The plan contains many positive elements which we

strongly support and believe can be made stronger by the following modifications:

1. Anti-harassment provisions for the entire 111 blocks of the rezoning but especially
on the wide avenues that contain inclusionary zoning provisions,

2. While inclusionary zoning is an important gain for our community, we are losing
hundreds of rent regulated units every year due to displacement and gentrification
and we need a commitment from the city to create an additional 700 units of new

affordable housing for families at 80% of median or below.

GOLES - Testimony o City Council — EV/LES Rezoning Page 1 of 3
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3. We want 30% of the all the new units developed with Inclusionary Zoning to be
affordable, just as was done with the Cooper Square project. We believe that 20% is
not enough.

4. We want the creation of a legal services fund to protect low-income tenants at risk of

landlord harassment

This plan and modifications are a result of a democratic unified community planning
process where many meetings and public hearings were held by Community Board 3
and partner organizations, ultimately leading to a Unanimous Vote to support the

rezoning plan with modifications. We want this process to be respected.

We believe that this rezoning and modifications are desperately needed to fight the
selling off of our neighborhood to the highest bidder. The out of control development
of hotels and luxury housing is changing the historic and diverse character of the

community.

Rents are being driven up and our affordable housing stock is dwindling. At every turn,
residents are facing the pressures of displacement. Families are living doubled up in
overcrowded conditions because they want to remain in the community but can not
afford the market rate rent. Residents are being harassed by landlords and developers to
move out and make way for higher rent paying tenants.

I have seen many of my friends and family forced out of the neighborhood to places
where rent is more affordable, even though they wanted to remain on the Lower East
Side. These conditions are damaging the quality of life and breaking up family support

systems that low income residents rely on. For these reasons it is even more critical that

GOLES - Testimony to City Council — EV/LES Rezoning Page 2 of 3
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we maximize every viable opportunity to create affordable housing and help protect

many families that have called his neighborhood home for generations.

Further proof of the challenges that we face emerged on May 20, 2008, when the
National Trust for Historic Preservation unveiled its 2008 list of America’s 11 Most
Endangered Historic Places. Making the list was our very own Lower East Side, which
the Trust characterizes as “the neighborhood that embodies the history of immigration
in America that is steadily and irrevocably being erased by inappropriate development.”
The Lower East Side is home to a diverse population of residents, both ethnically and

economically, a community rich in culture and character which deserves to be protected.

GOLES believes the rezoning plan with CB3’s modifications will help protect economic
and racial diversity by preserving affordable housing and commercial space, protect

historic resources and protect against an onslaught of overdevelopment,

Additionally, we request that a follow up corrective action (FUCA) be drafted by the
City Council requesting that the City Planning Commission initiate an immediate
rezoning of the Bowery area or an extension of the Little Italy Special District from the

west side of the Bowery to the east side of the Bowery.
We are also urging the City Council to request that the Department of City Planning
commit to working with the Chinatown working group to rezone the Chinatown area as

well as provide funding and resources to make it happen.

In closing, GOLES strongly supports the rezoning of the East Village/Lower East Side
with CB 3’s modifications and urges the City Council to do the same. Thank you.
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November 12, 2008
Chairman Avella and Councilmembers,

Good moming. I am Richard Bass, of the law firm Herrick, Feinstein LLP, and T represent the
Lower East Side Business Improvement District (“BID™).

The public policy of the City of New York for the past 20 years has been to support commercial
activity in the area south of Houston, west of Essex, north of Grand and east of Christie Streets.
This policy produced the Lower East Side BID, an advocacy organization for commercial
activity, and the New York State Empire Zone, which provides economic incentives for
commercial activity.

The proposed zoning for this area seriously contradicts and conflicts with the City’s policy to
support commercial activity. The proposed zoning reduces potential development rights by 33%,
eliminates a use group, 11, that permits artisan activities and creates a market condition that will
only produce residential development in the future. The BID believes this is the wrong public
policy for the City to adopt at this time at this location.

The BID acknowledges the community initiative to regulate out of scale buildings. Therefore,
the BID suggests the following amendment to the zoning map:
e Map the currently zoned C6-1 to C6-1A, which would permit a 6.0 commercial FAR in a
contextual building form of 60-85” streetwall and maximum 120 height.
e Provide minor zoning text amendment to insure that the C6-1A in this area would be
within scope of this action.

To approve the proposed zoning will insure that this commercial area will become a residential
neighborhood with only ground floor bars and restaurants as the only commercial activity.

The BID’s proposed compromise would continue the City’s support of commercial activity and
new jobs in this area, while at the same time address out of scale development. We ask for your
support of this compromise.

HEeRrRiCK, FEINSTEIN LLp

A MNew York limuted
liabilty partnership
wrluding Mew Tork

professionat corporatians 2 Park Avenug, New YOrRg, NY 10016 * TEL 212.§92.1400 * Fax 212.592.1500 * www.herrick.com
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Good morning my name is Maa Silva and T own Guitar Man on Orchard Street. My wife owns
Adrianne’s Bridal Salon on the same block across the street. I customize guitars on the premises

and she does the same with wedding dresses.

It’s my understanding that the City’s rezoning proposal for the Lower East Side affects the future
of businesses like ours. Owned by people who customize their work. People with a pride in

craftsmanship and artisanship.

I chose to start a business in the Lower East Side because of its tradition of creating an
atmosphere for entrepreneurship, for someone who offers a unigue product to customers who

value not just the product, but the process and effort that went into making it.

My wife, whose business was started in 1950 in another neighborhood, feels at home and
honored to have Adrienne’s Bridal Salon sitting in the same neighborhood as so many
intergenerational businesses that have staked their claim in this neighborhood, like Russ and

Daughters, Mendel Goldberg Fabrics, and Harris Levy Home Furnishings.

This artisanship is an important component of the neighborhood that defines the Lower East
Side. It’s what makes it the Lower East Side. Even if the current zoning proposal would
grandfather the artisan businesses that are already here, like mine, the City’s plan undercuts the
success of these individual businesses because they benefit from the overall dynamic of having

such businesses in the area.

There is also something to be said for the LES BID’s perspective about maintaining the
commercial density to leverage the potential space to attract the creative sector into boutique
office firms. These workers could then browse my store and other retailers in the area or happen
upon what they need. The area retailers need to be able to count on daytime foot traffic and the

ILES BID’s position takes that into consideration.

I understand that the City’s intention is to build more residential units and put a cap on building
heights. These are legitimate concerns. It seems to be that the City Council can adopt a zoning
plan that achieves these goals without losing these types of businesses. It may very well be that
the Lower East Side Business Improvement District has a proposal that addresses these various

concerns



The Lower East Side Business Improvement District is interested in keeping the artisan
community and the commercial density in tact, which I agree are major economic priorities for
the Lower East Side. We support the LES BID’s efforts and appeal to the Subcommittee on
Zoning and Franchises and the full Land Use Committee to pass amendments to the zoning
proposal that reflect the LES BID’s proposal.



Good afternoon, my name is Hans Kerremans and I am the owner of Tropical Salon
I want to take this opportunity to explain why the LES BID’s position is important to consider.

T opened my store in the Lower East Side because of its reputation as a place whete an entrepreneur can be
creative and unique about the products and services it provides. My Salon offers a laidback atmosphere where
customers can get haircuts, colors and waxing services at an affordable price..

1 am concetned about any significant limits placed on commercial development in the Lower East Side by the
the proposed re-zoning. We need to maintain and expand the Lower East Side’s daytime reputation as a
shopping destination, whether it be for beauty products and services or other retail and dining.

While I do use e-commerce and the internet to get many customers, an earnest business striving to succeed
in the Lower East Side would want to know they can rely on walk-in business from a reliable and consistent
client who live, work, or visit the area.

That’s why I agree with the LES BID’s position that we need to preserve as much of the currently allowable
commercial development in the area as possible.

The area needs non-retail workers who will patronize our stores during their lunch hour and after work. My
customers tend to be from 28 to 45 years, whose professional background vary from people that skilled
workers to local business owners. They come to my store from different parts of the Lower East Side, as
well as adjacent neighborhoods, such as Williamsburg and Scho.

I agree that with the area’s legacy for ingenuity and 1 think it is important to bring in and maintain the
creative professions. It could be the light manufacturers and artisans. It could be the graphics designers,
fashion designers, architects, and PR persons.

I am also pleased to know that the Parks Department has completed one block of the pedestrian island mall
where people can sit and relax on Allen Street between Broome and Delancey.

So why it’s not clear why Allen Street 1s not freated as a wide street for the purpose of your study, it would
be great to give incentives to develop Allen Street in exchange for having developers donate resources to

make the rest of the pedestrian malls “green” and recreational, that would be a great accomplishment.

Please support the LES BID’s position and my perspective on theses issues. .




o Attend City Planning Public Hearing on August 13®
Procedures for City Planning Commission Hearing on August 13, 2008:

On Wednesday, August 13, 2008, at 9:00 a.m., at Tishman Auditorium of Vanderbilt Hall, New York University
School of Law, 40 Washington Squate South, New York, NY 10012, in Manhattan. Public hearings will be held
by the City Planning Commission on:

East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning - land use applications for a change to the zoning map (C 080397
ZMM, C 080397(A) ZMM) and zoning text amendment (N 080398 ZRM, N 080398(A)) and a related Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (07DCP078M) submitted by the Department of City Planning.

Registeting to speak: Anyone wishing to speak on any of the items listed above is requested to fill out a speaker's
slip supplied at the staff desk outside of Tishman Auditorium on August 13, 2008. Doors will open at 8:30 AM.
Speakers on each item will be called in the order they are registered, with the exception that public officials will
be allowed to speak first. If a large numbet of people wish to speak on a particular item, statements will be taken
alternating every 30 minutes between those speaking in support of the proposal and those speaking in
opposition.



New York City Council fm e v
Zoning & Franchises Committee SRR SR e
City Hall
New York, New York 10007

Written Testimony

November 12, 2008
Re: East Village/LES rezoning, LU 0923-2008, LU 0924-2008

As a resident of East 2™ Street and the East Village for decades I fully support the rezoning

proposal with amendments as endorsed by CB3; zu £ gobeegven review « & o Tamsin
s ;'{Z NN CA uv‘tﬁmcacgawfecg A ovel Sl eend f FeLFure

What was blatantly and intentionally left out of this proposal by City Planning however, over the

loud objection of a majority of the surrounding communities, was the Bowery/3rd Avenue/4th

Avenue corridor. Though understandably City Planning’s desire was to provide an area of growth,

growth with no planning at all is a detriment to all the surrounding areas.

Given several years back, prior to the Avalon Communities 1 million square foot development
(Houston to E 1 St 2™ Ave/Bowery), Astor Place’s towering 136,000sf glass condo, the addition of
Cooper Union’s shameful destruction of the Hewitt Library being replaced by likely a 100,000sf
plus building and their looming office tower north of the main building, NYU’s E 12% St 26 story
monster dorm, the Bowery Hotel, the Cooper Square Hotel, the new E4th St and Bond Street
condos, The New Museum, all adding more than another million square feet within a half block
radius, many were screaming for an Environmental Impact Study to no avail. With perhaps a
million more square feet to come in planned condos and hotels on or near this corridor some
planning is way overdue.

Again while I fully support the current EV/LES rezoning and want it to move ahead as soon as
possible (with CB3’s amendments), you must use this opportunity to pressure the City to move
ahead on arezoning ef the 3rd and 4th Avenue corridors and the Bowery as well immediately.

2 Fellows &p Correclive datyon o4
The traffic and congestion from 2°d Avenue to Broadway, from South of Houston to 14" Street is
unbearable and unhealthy. Basic services such as postal delivery are worse than ever and the impact
and burden (can you hear us Amanda?) on basic infrastructure could be crippling without
immediate action.

Sincerely,

341 Lafayette Street, Box 4144
New York, NY 10012



COOPER SOQOUARE MUTUAL HOUSING ASSOCIATION

59-61 East 4" Street, 3™ Floor New York, NY 10003 Phone: 212-477-5340 Fax: 212-477-9328

November 12, 2008

Chairman Avella
Ladies and Gentlemen of the Zoning and Franchising
Committee of the City Council

My Name is Valerio Orselli and I am the Executive Director of the Cooper Square
Mutual Housing. I am here today speaking on behalf of Cooper Square MHA and
as a member of the Lower Fast Side Coalition for Accountable Zoning (LESCAZ)
to urge your support for the proposed East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning. I
am also a public member of CB#3’s Zoning and Planning Committee (formerly the
197a Task Force).

As you know the proposal was approved on August 5" 2008 by a unanimous vote
of the NYC City Planning Commission. This followed a favorable
recommendation from the Manhattan Borough President and a unanimous vote in
favor by Community Board #3 at their meeting on May 27" 2008, with 11
modifications, many of which have been adopted by DCP. It is not very often
that CB#3 votes unanimously in support of a proposal.

LESCAZ is a broad coalition of affordable-housing advocates and developers,
social service providers and other community groups. They include the Cooper
Square Mutual Housing Association, the L.E.S. People’s Mutual Housing
Association, Good Old Lower East Side (GOLES), the Tenement Museum,
University Settlement the East Village Community Coalition, the Cooper Square
Committee , the Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, City Lore
and others.

LESCAZ has been providing critical support to this community-initiated plan.

This plan was the product of some 7-years’ worth of meetings and discussions by
CB#3’s 197 Task Force and subsequently lengthy negotiations with the Division of
City Planning (DCP), resulting in the plan that is now before you.

Amongst its major improvements over current zoning are the following:



B it places 80 foot height ceilings in most of the rezoning district, with the
exception of the wide avenues proposed for Inclusionary Zoning, which will
be capped at 120 feet;

P it significantly reduces the allowable size and height for any new
commercial or community facility development;

B~  and it encourages affordable housing development by allowing developers to
build to a higher F.A.R. in exchange for their setting aside 20 % of the units
for permanently affordable low-income housing

It is a good plan that, however, could be made significantly better by the inclusion
of 1) anti-harassment provisions and 2) a City commitment to a minimum of 700
new low income units, defined as for families at 80% of median income or below,
in the area outside the Inclusionary Zoning avenues. These units should be in
addition to the IZ units and the low-income units already under development.

These additional low income units could be developed on presently unutilized or
underutilized city-owned lots within the zoning area. Such lots include, for
example, the city-owned parking lot on Ludlow Street below Delancey Street
which, contrary to ill-informed or misguided opinion, is not part of the legally
designated Seward Park Urban Renewal Site.

We also would like to see added to the plan strong anti-harassment provisions. We
commend the City Council for its passage of Local law 7 which allows tenants
throughout the City to fight back against landlord harassment. We believe, based
on our situation, that stronger measures are needed in our community.

Just this past May 2008, the National Trust for Historic Preservation designated the
Lower East Side of Manhattan as one of the most endangered places in America.
This is due to enormous displacement pressures that our community has been
subjected to in the last 10 to 20 years. While DCP is arguing that anti-harassment
provisions are not justified as a consequence of the rezoning, we are arguing that
such provisions are needed as a result of the current zoning. While the proposed
height cap of 80 feet will help curb such displacement pressures, it just won’t be
enough. At the very least anti-harassment/anti demolition provisions must be
adopted for the Inclusionary Zones, where a significant increase in the F.A.R may
induce developers to engage in tenant harassment.

We urge you to support this very good rezoning plan along with the proposed
additions and modifications.



COOPER SQUARE MUTUAL HOUSING ASSOCIATION

59-61 East 4" Street, 3™ Floor New York, NY 10003 Phone: 212-477-5340 Fax: 212-477-9328

Nolvember 12,2008

Good morning Ladies and Gentlemen,

My name is William Arroyo

I am a tenant on East 4™ Street and a member of Cooper Square Mutual Housing
Association. I have been a Lower East Side resident for more than 40 years. I
recently retired after working some 25 years for the Board of Ed as a Senior
Neighborhood Worker in District 1 of the NYC Public School System,

My organization is a member of LESCAZ, a coalition that has been working with
the Community Board on the rezoning plan for the neighborhood to help preserve
my low to middle income community and to encourage developers to build low-
cost housing for our families.

When people come to America they are all told about Plymouth Rock, where the
pilgrims first landed. But the reality is that very few immigrants came to America
by way of Plymouth Rock, But almost half of the American population came to
America by way of the Lower East Side. My neighborhood is a community that
welcomed poor people of Asia, Europe, Latin America and many other parts of the
United States too. Myself, I am an @amigrant from Puerto Rico. The Lower East
Side is a place where people of many cultures, religions, races and political beliefs
could come and make a new start in life. This was in large part because the
housing in my neighborhood was affordable to working class families. This is no
longer the case.

Unscrupulous Real Estate developers and even educational institutions like NYU
have come in and built luxury housing, dormitories and hotels without any
consideration for the people of the community. They have built their projects
without regards for the existing zoning rules, or concem for the height or scale of
our low-rise neighborhood. We have lost thousands of affordable housing units
due to phony demolitions and landlord harassment, and the lack of any real
enforcement of zoning rules by the City. Tenant harassment under the current
zoning is a mater of public record. While we support the proposed Inclusionary



Zoning under the new plan, anti harassment provisions must be incorporated into
the plan, partly to compensate for this past history and partly to prevent developers
from harassing tenants out of their homes to take advantage of the new
Inclusionary Zoning,.

Developers that wish to build must be stopped from demolishing viable buildings.
Harassment must be stopped and legal services must be funded to stop any tenant
harassment. Landlords should be given limited zoning bonuses in exchange for
30% of the units being set aside for working class families. I support height limits
of 80 feet for new buildings and no more than 100 feet for new buildings in the
Inclusionary Zone.

I support the proposed Lower East Side Rezoning plan. I support provisions for
energy efficient and green building requirements, when government financing or
tax abatements are used.

The new zoning plan for the Lower East Side must be approved and must include
the Community Board #3’s eleven points, particularly the 30% mandatory low

income housing and the anti-harassment provisions,

Thank you very much.



City Council Public Hearing - East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning Plan

My name is Marlene Payton and I have lived at 77 East 12" Street, located at the corner
of Fourth Avenue, for 36 years. [ have always been a neighborhood activist and thus I
know the neighborhood well. As a member of the Bowery Alliance of Neighbors, I have
followed the proposed rezoning plans for the East Village and the Lower East side from
its beginning.

Early in this process, we heard that the Bowery, 3™ Avenue, and 4™ Avenues were to be
included in the overall rezoning plan. Then that idea was dropped---centrally located

streets with such wide avenues were left to become fodder of large developers for hotels _
and college dormitories. Well, that has already happened. A large dormitory for 70 Rew 7%
York University students is almost completed on East 12" Street between 3 and 4™ -
Avenues and two hotels are planned.

One hotel at the corner of East 13™ Street and Fourth Avenue is currently being built and

there will be just 3” of space between that hotel and the 20 story building in which I live.
Many of us will have our uptown-facing windows boarded up. They plan to have 3
outdoor areas for eating and drinking that will surely be a nuisance to residents of my

building and of other buildings nearby.

The second hotel has just filed plans for a new 13-story hotel at the corner of Fourth
Avenue and East 10" Street. .. just 3 blocks south from the first hotel I mentioned. Add
these to the other hotels being built on the Bowery and one can see the resulting corridor
of a wall of towers that are changing the character of this area. Without a rezoning of this
area, many large hotels can be built through “as-of-right” status. [ urge you to reconsider
the rezoning plans and include the above mentioned areas.

New York City is losing much of its character and charm. Steps should be taken now to
preserve its uniqueness that has made this city a very special place. It must not lose its
diversity.

Thank you, ‘

Marlene E. Payton 7

77 East 12" Street  #18E
N.Y,N.Y. 10003-5009

E-mail: rgp.mhp77@yahoo.com



November 12, 2008

Tony Avella

Chair

New York City Subcommittee on Zoning
City Council Chambers

New York, NY

1 am a property owner and a resident of Mott Street in Chinatown, and a public member of
Community Board 3 as an Qutreach Task Force volunteer. Beginning in 2005 T was involved with
a CB #3 outreach effort to monitor and study the impact of the closing of Park Row after the 9/11
tragedy. CB 3 received a Red Cross grant of $100,000.00 to be used specifically for this outreach
about the closing of Park Row and surrounding streets.

I am grateful to Danny Chen of the Civic Center Residents Coalition, and a fellow Qutreach
Taskforce volunteer for CB3, for authoring the grant, and to our district manager, Susan Stetzer
for securing the grant.

However I was stunned to read that On May 9" 2008 CB3’s Chair David McWater said, in
regards to including Chinatown in the EV/LES rezoning plan “CB3 has done outreach in the
past” and mentioned the $100,000.00 grant. “Despite that outreach” he claimed, “nobody came
Jrom Chinatown 1o oppose the plan until this year”.

Perhaps the reason why he feels as though “no one came” was because the Grant money was mot
spent on zoning outreach! Please note the attached articles from Downtown Express and Grand
Street News dated May 9" 08 and November 2005 that illustrates this misinformation.

1t was a transportation outreach grant.

The grant money was spent on;
e apublic forum and video, “Clogged Arteries” on permit placard abuse
e two newsletters on parking and transportation in Chinatown,
© a31] promotion event and accompanying 311 “how-to” video,
e and a video documenting the community criticism of the 1 Police Plaza E.LS.

Virtually all of the work resulting from the Red Cross Grant was covered in all forms of media
including N'Y1 and the NY Times.

I want to make it clear that those funds were not spent on outreach about the EV/LES plan. Asa
result, key business leaders, residents and the public at large in Chinatown were never informed
because CB#3 outreach was non-existent or ineffective with regards to zoning.

The City council and the Borough President should scrutinize the subject of outreach in
Chinatown specifically, and the claims being made by our community board before making any
decision to support this zoning plan.

Jan Lee

Civic Center Residents Coalition,

Public member of CB3 Outreach Taskforce on Transportation Issues
jan(@sinotique. com




Grand Sireet News November 2005
CB 3 Receives Grant Empowering Citizens to Fight Future Traffic Fiascos

In a public appearance on Park Row last month, Community Board 3 announced
that it had been awarded a $100.000 Red Cross 9/11 Recovery Grant to promote
Chinatown and Lower Fast Side participation in local transportation issues and public
processes,
Collaborators on the project include the Civic Center Residents Coalition, University
Settlement (which will be the fiscal manager for the grant), and Cooper Union, which is
currently looking for two student interns to work on the project.

CB3 Chair David McWater said this was the first time the Board had ever applied for any
grant. "This financial support will bave a tremendous impact on allowing the Board to
reach out to the community and involve residents in community planning," McWater
said. The grant will help improve CB3's efforts to increase residents' participation in
decision- making processes. These efforts will include a monthly newsletter, a website,

public forums. and recruiting student interns to work on evaluating open source traffic
simulation programs.

The city often uses statistics and simulations to justify various city projects, such as road
closures and construction of new buildings, and the research will help "empower
residents with similar tools," says CCRC cofounder and project manager Danny Chen,
who serves as a Community Board 3 public member.

"Our commumnities continue to bear the burden of the City's post 9/11 policies — policies
which our residents have had limited input into," says Jeanie Chin, a CCRC co-founder
who is also a public member and co-editor of the project newsletter. "This project will
help residents to better understand the transportation issues facing Chinatown and the
Lower East Side and encourage greater civic participation.”

"This 1s an unprecedented opportunity for Chinatown and we plan to take full advantage "
says Jan Lee, a CCRC member and Chinatown business owner who is working on the
project as a public member of Community Board 3. "Hopefully, this will inspire change
to take place for a neighborhood whose safety has been greatly compromised with the
closing of Park Row and illegally parked NYPD and Government-owned vehicles."

The Chinatown Local Development Corporation and Citizens NYC, which also received
grants, share an "intersection of interests in the projects,” with CB 3, says Chen. CB 3
hopes to collaborate with them and establish working relationships for the future.



Downtonwnexpress.com
Volume 20, Number 52 | THE NEWSPAPER OF LOWER MANHATTAN | MAY § - 15, 2008

C.B. 3 feels Chinatown pressure on zoning plan

By HEATHER MURRAY

Susan Stetzer, the board's district manager, said later that in addition fo

the beard's cutreach te Chinatown that was funded with 3 $100,000 9/11 grant,
the plan has been written about in Chinese newspapers and tallced about on

Chinese broadcasting radio.

Coalition members left en masse after the public session ended and
unfortunately before McWater's board report, in which he addressed the
activists' concerns.

"I'm deeply offended by people calling this a racist rezoning," said McWater

in his remarks to the board.

He said C.B. 3 has done cutreach in the past and mentioned the

$100,008grant Steizer secured. Despite that outreach, McWater said,

"Nobody came from Chinatown" to oppose the plan until this year, only months before the
City Council is set to vote on the plan.



November 12, 2008

Tony Avella

Chairman

New York City Subcommitee on Zoning
City Council Chambers

New York, NY (zip)

Dear Chairman Avella and City Council Members:
| am submitting the following written testimony due to time constraints of my job.

| am a former member at large of Community Board # 3 from 2005 to 2007. During 2005
until the end of my tenure on the board, | was not informed by the staff or other board
members about the planning and development of the East Village/Lower East Side
rezoning plan and its implications for Chinatown.

Along with Jan Lee, Jeanie Chin and | were involved with CB #3 outreach efforts to
monitor and study the impact of the closing of Park Row and surrounding roadways after
the 9/11. I wrote the proposal for the Red Cross grant of $100K and it was intended for
transportation outreach.

I am not aware of these funds being used for outreach about the rezoning plan. As a
result, key business leaders, residents and the public at large in Chinatown were never
informed because CB#3 outreach was non-existent or ineffective. This exclusion and
lack of outreach has discriminatory impact on the Chinese community inside and outside
of CB#3 boundaries. Furthermore, the racial impact of this discriminatory plan can be
viewed in the analysis provided by the Hunter College Center for Community Planning
and Development. You already have this analysis but you can also download it from a
link at http://maxweber hunter.cuny.edu/urban/ccpdproiects.php which describes the
displacement of residents, businesses, and their employees.

I oppose the plan because the consequences of failing to include areas of Chinatown
and the Lower East Side are severe and | also oppose this plan because of its failure to
adequately study the effects of increased traffic and congestion that will flow into
Chinatown from the rezoned area.

Yours truly, .
Danny Chen
Board Member, Chatham Green

Vice President, Civic Center Residents Coalition
215 Park Row, New York, NY 10038
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My name is Richard Kusack; I live on East 3rd St. between 2nd and ist Avenue and I am a

supporter of the Cooper Square Committee. I organized and formed The Commitiee For Zoning
Inaction which spearheaded and fought an illegal Community Facility development on the
block (a 15 story dorm —81 East Third Street — The Trojan Dorm). The effort, eventually forced
the City and DOB to codify Rule 51-01 (which became the ground rules for development of
Community Facilities).

Displacement pressures in our community are very strong, and will remain strong regardless of
what happens with this rezoning plan. However, the City Council can help preserve the low rise
and mixed income character of our community by voting in favor of this ULURP application.

This rezoning will, for the first time, apply contextual zoning to 111 blocks in the East Village
and Lower East Side. It is a well thought out and researched plan. The 80 foot height limits on the
avenues in the proposed R7A zones and R8B zones in the mid-blocks will help preserve the low
rise character of our community. We've already seen what the current inadequate zoning has done
to our own block.

Several years ago, a developer built a 15 story dorm, midblock at 81 East 3rd Street without
proper permitting.. The new dorm towers loom over the 5 and 6 story buildings on our street and
has made the block more noisier and more congested. If this rezoning had gone into effect § years
ago, this eye sore never would have happened. The developer would have been limited to a 75
foot height limit which could not be exceeded, even if they purchased air rights and the character
of our block would not be permanently scarred by this building. .

It's too late to undo what happened on our block, but the City can prevent this pattern from being
repeated over and over again throughout our community by enacting the necessary safeguards.
We and The Cooper Square Committee welcome contextual zoning and inclusionary zoning
which is likely to result in hundreds of new affordable housing units over the next decade. Still,
1 believe that stronger community protections are needed. I urge DCP to adopt a Follow Up
Corrective Action (FUCA) to amend the zoning text to create stronger protections against tenant
harassment and demolition of sound residential buildings. I also urge that the City initiate a
rezoning of the Bowery and 3rd and 4th Avenue as soon as possible. The zoning research has
already been done. We need the City to fund an EIS for these areas and to initiate a ULURP to
preserve these very vulnerable and historic sections of our community as well.

Thank you for listening to the community's concerns.

Sincerely,

7 e cttardl (/ZUM_,

Richard Kusack



Bowery Alliance of Neighbors

184 Bowery - 4

New York, New York 10012
BAN62007@gmail.com
212-358-9615

November 12, 2008

Hon. Tony Avella, Chair

City Council Subcommittee on Zoning & Franchises
35-50 Bell Boulevard, Suite C

Bayside, NY 11361

RE: East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning
Dear Council Member Avella:

Although the Bowery has always had a unique place in the history of the City of New York, in
recent years we have watched large, out-of -scale development going up on the east side of the
Bowery, the result of which has been the destruction of the context, historic character and
diversity of the community.

The City has recognized the historic significance of the Bowery by protecting the west side of
the Bowery in the Little Italy Special District and the NOHO Historic District. The East Village/
Lower East Side Rezoning will protect the area just east of the Bowery. However, the east side
of the Bowery itself has been left out of all these rezonings. The attached map highlights the area
we are concerned with, if nothing is done the result will be a wall of towers.

The east side of the Bowery should be rezoned to ensure that it is in context to the rest of the
community - the Little Italy Special District, the NOHO Historic District, and East Village/
Lower East Side.

We respectfully request that a Follow-up Corrective Action (FUCA) be
drafted by City Council requesting that the City Planning Commission
initiate an immediate rezoning of this area or an extension of the Little Italy
Special District from the west side of the Bowery to the east side of the
Bowery.

We are taking this opportunity to present our petition which, in addition to the aforementioned,
requests that:

1. Immediate legislation be drafted to ensure that as of right development does not continue on
the Bowery. Developers should take responsibility for the negative impact their buildings have
Onh our community.



ot

2. The Department of City Planning perrorm an £nvironmental Impact Study and take measures
to mitigate the negative impact already experienced by our community due to all the excessive
development on the Bowery.

In addition to preservation issues, this excessive development has already had a horrendous
effect on the “quality of life” for community residents - more noise, traffic, sidewalk and street
congestion, air pollution, bars, clubs, etc. What was a commercial “daytime” shopping strip is
quickly turning into a raucous nightlife district.

We are community residents, small businesses, mom-and-pop shops, and property owners, who
have contributed to our neighborhood. We have lived and worked here for many years. We are
residents who live in fear of being displaced, afraid of losing our homes, shopkeepers who are in
jeopardy of losing our businesses.

Once again, we respectfully request that a Follow-up Corrective Action
(FUCA) be drafted by City Council requesting that the City Planning
Commission initiate an immediate rezoning of this area or an extension of the
Little Italy Special District from the west side of the Bowery to the east side of
the Bowery.

Sincerely,
G e

Anna L. Sawaryn
Chair
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK
MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD NO. 3

: . 59 East 4th Street — New York, NY 10003
¥  Phone: (212) 533-5300 - Fax: (212) 533-3659
www.ch3manhattan.org ~ lnfo@cb?.manhattan.org

David McWater, Board Chair Susan Stetzer, District Manager

Text of Community Board 3 letter to City Planning re negative impact of the over-
development of the Bowery. Drafted i in September 2007 by CB3 Zoning Committee, and -
approved by full CB3 Board on September 25,2007:

Manhattan CB3 is alarmed by the rapid out of scale development on the Bowery and the
displacement this has caused.

WHEREAS, the gentrification of the Bowery is causing the upheaval and displacement of many long .
term tenants; and : : A

WHEREAS, the opportunity for large scale development on the Bowery has caused an increase in
harassment of tenants; and

WHEREAS, the noise from the large deveI_Opfncnts has eroded the quality of life of the tenants; and

WHEREAS, the greatly increased traffic now eiqd anticipated in the near future is also a detriment to
the quality of life of the residents; and ‘

WHEREAS, the Bowery is an emergency services route and the coénstruction and zmpcndm;_ traffic
. could greatIy alter the ability of the neighborhood to receive emergency services m a timely matter;
and

WHEREAS, the Bowery is an important part of the cities history and deserves the attention of city m-
regards to preservation; now

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that CB3 supports the preservation of the contextual-chardcter of
{the Bowery between Canal and 6th St e )



COOPER SQUARE MUTUAL HOUSING ASSOCIATION

59-61 East 4" Street, 3" Floor New York, NY 10003 Phone: 212-477-5340 Fax: 212-477-9328

November 12, 2008

Ladies and Gentlemen of the City Council,

My name is David McReynolds and I am the Vice-Chairperson of the Cooper
Square Mutual Housing Association. Cooper Square MHA is also a member of
LESCAZ—the Lower East Side Coalition for Accountable Zoning, a community
coalition with a long history of fighting for the preservation and development of
thousands of apartments for families of low and moderate income in our
community

I am here to support the proposed Lower East Side/East Village rezoning initiative
which, with some modifications, will add a significant number of affordable
housing units, place a height ceiling on new buildings and help curb the current
Wild West development fever on the Lower East Side/East Village area.

The rezoning plan proposes to prevent out of scale development by way of
contextual rezoning with strict height limits—80 feet on the streets and 120 feet on
the wide avenues with Inclusionary Zoning designation. We can live with that, but
we would prefer a height cap of 100 feet. DCP also proposes offering an
Inclusionary Zoning bonus to developers to encourage them to build some
affordable housing. I fully support this but I concur with CB#3 and LESCAZ, in
proposing a minimum of 30% low and moderate income permanently affordable
housing units.

It is a good plan that was initiated by our community. It is a plan that could be
made much better by the inclusion of 1) anti-harassment provisions and 2) a City
commitment to a minimum of 700 NEW low income units (not including the IZ
units) in the area outside the Inclusionary Zoning avenues.

Cooper Square Mutual Housing Association fully supports the rezoning proposal
for 111 blocks of the Lower East Side/East Village along with CB#3’s 11 points.

It is regrettable that more parts of the Lower East Side, including the Bowery/Third
Avenue corridor and the rest of Chinatown a could not be included in this proposal
as they too are suffering from displacement pressures. However, given the
development crisis we are facing it behooves us to move forward with the rezoning
plan, while we begin working on additional phases or separate proposals to be
implemented in the future.

b

At this point the more we delay going forward with the proposal the more of our
neighborhood will be lost, without in any way decreasing pressure on any other



neighborhood. Delay only works to the advantage of unscrupulous market-rate
developers who are presently thriving on the present largely unregulated Wild
West development fever that is destroying the Lower East Side as we know it.



Elizabeth Adam
31 West 12" Street/3W
New York City, NY 10011

Testimony before the City Council Zoning Committee November 12, 2008
Council Chambers - City Hall

My name is Elizabeth Adam. Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you
today.

I am here to address the effect this rezoning will have on the elderly who reside on
the Lower East Side. Senior citizens are the largest single group living in poverty
today. In the next ten years, as the baby boomers join this demographic, the city’s
elderly will out number children two to one and I'm sure the percentage of our
seniors in need will be even higher, considering our country’s present economic
crisis.

We all know that our city has been undergoing many changes in recent years. I am
not against progress, but we must bear in mind, not all change is for the best,

In recent years the seniors of the Lower East Side have already, been subjected to
noisy, disruptive demolition that pollutes the air and makes navigating the streets
uncomfortable and often dangerous. Daily one hears of displacements, harassment
and skyrocketing housing costs, all due to over gentrification. The cause is greed,
pure and simple. Developers want to convert or better yet, build new hotels, dorms
and luxury condos all over the city and the Lower East side is ripe for the picking.

A precious historic section of the Lower East Side, a section of Chinatown (an
neighborhood already in jeopardy) and the east side of the Bowery have been
omitted from this rezoning proposal, if they are not included, it would set a
dangerous precedent for the future of our city. It would leave these unprotected
areas open to a feeding frenzy of development that would have a devastating effect
on the district and make life virtually intolerable for its seniors.

The occupants of the JASA Senior Residence on East Fifth Street have been
experiencing such an effect for several years now.
¢ The buildings across the street were demolished to construct the Cooper
Square Hotel that wants to add five new bars to an area that already touts
the highest density of bars in the city, second highest in the nation!
= Now construction has begun on a new high-rise luxury condo across the
street on the west side of Bowery in one of the few lots unprotected by that
district’s historic landmark designation. This structure will biock out the only
sunlight many of the housebound seniors enjoy.
e The only affordable supermarket in close proximity is threatened by NYU and
their ever expanding real estate interests. Is this to be our future, as well?

In this time of financial crisis we look to you. You have it within your power to see
that this rezoning is done correctly and responsibly. It is in your hands. Please
consider the recommendations proposed by my fellow members of BAN to inciude
the east side of the Bowery and respectfully scrutinize this rezoning with our elders
in mind.

Thank you.



November 12, 2008

Good morning Ladies and Gentlemen of the City Council

My name is Jasmine Garcia and I am a board member of the Cooper Square
Committee. Ihave been a Lower East Side resident for some 25 years.

Cooper Square Committee is a member of LESCAZ, the Lower East Side
Coalition for Accountable Zoning

My community is being overrun by luxury housing, hotel, and dormitories with
little or no regard for zoning rules. We need to have changes made in the zoning
for my community in order to help preserve it, as Manuel De Diaz Unamuno, the
Editor of El Diario used to refer to it: “a community of many cultures.” That
means Blacks, Whites, Latinos, Jews, and Asians and so on. And we have no time
to waste.

Developers claim that by building the projects they are helping my community by
providing jobs. But what good will it do us if in the process of creating jobs they
end up making working class families homeless?

We need Inclusionary Zoning bonuses used carefully to encourage developers to
build at least 30% of the housing for the poor and the working people. We need a
strong anti-harassment provision to prevent tenants from being evicted, bought out
or simply intimidated out of their homes. We need to preserve the height and scale
of our neighborhood. T support the proposed 80 foot height limits for new
buildings. I support LESCAZ’s position of a height limit of 100 feet — and not 120
feet—or new buildings on the avenues within the Inclusionary Zones.

I am a tenant-shareholder of the Cube Building HDFC, a cooperative for formerly
homeless families on Second Avenue and East 1% Street. My building, like most
other buildings in my neighborhood, is a tenement building, originally built a
hundred years ago for working class families. When the Cooper Square
Committee was putting together the necessary funding to renovate it in 1988, it
was opposed by the building owner next door. He almost caused the project to fail.
In the year 2000, he was so eager to build a café on his property that he
disregarded Building Department regulations. When his building suffered a
partial collapse, he almost brought down my building. Now he wants to build a



hotel next door to me. If the new rezoning is not approved NOW, he will do just
that, directly affecting the quality of life in my home and likely jeopardizing our
health and safety AGAIN!!!  This sort of abuse has to stop. As much as possible
we need to preserve affordable housing and build new buildings that are not going
to make our neighborhood look like midtown or Wall Street.

The zoning plan before you today is not perfect. It does not go far enough to
protect us from unscrupulous Real Estate speculators or curbing rampant
development. But with all its flaws, it is still a plan worthy of support.

I strongly urge the City Council to support the community-initiated Lower East
Side/East Village zoning proposal, with the inclusion of CB#3’s very important 11

points.

Thank you very much.
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November 12, 2008

Hon. Tony Avella, Chair

City Council Subcommittee on Zoning & Franchises
35-50 Bell Boulevard, Suite C

Bayside, NY 11361

RE: East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning

Dear Council Member Avella:

We had submitted an alternate plan to be included in the DEIS. This plan
was drafted with zoning consultant Doris Deither. The principles behind
this plan are as follows:

1. Preserve the character of the East Villase/ Lower Fast Side.

The East Village / Lower East Side has a rich diverse history which should
be respected and preserved. This community has been home to many
immigrants including: Jewish, German, Italian, Ukrainian, Polish Irish,
Chinese, and Puerto Rican. This diverse culture is an important part of not
only this community’s history but of the history of the City of New York.

2. Do not upzone this community.

The low-rise, affordable character of the East Village/ Lower East Side
will be destroyed if this area is upzoned. This area is already becoming
gentrified with a growing number of banks and chain stores. Upzoning will
encourage more luxury housing and more upscale commercial
establishments, displacing moderate- and low-income residents and
commercial establishments.



3. No inclusionary zoning.

The inclusionary zoning program requires an upzoning of the area. Inclusionary zoning does not
work to protect the current residents when an area is upzoned. Furthermore, this type of zoning
encourages the displacement of current residents and commercial establishments. The “new
affordable housing” created is not affordable to the displaced residents. In addition, displaced
residents are not guaranteed a new affordable unit. Also, the total number of affordable units
provided through 1Z does not accommodate the needs of the community.

4. Include the Bowery in this rezoning.

The rich history of the Bowery would be systematically eradicated by unprecedented
development, The low-rise character of the Bowery would be replaced by high-rise dormitories,
boutique hotels and luxury buildings, which would be out of scale with the rest of the residential
community, including the historic NOHO District. In addition to preservation issues, this
development would have a horrendous effect on the “quality of life” for community
residents-nore noise, traffic, sidewalk and street congestion, air pollution, bars, clubs, etc.
What was a commercial “daytime” shopping strip would quickly turn into a raucous nightlife
district. Most of the development would be “as of right,” meaning that it would not require a
special permit or variance. Developers would simply take advantage of existing zoning bonuses
and the transfer of air rights; therefore, environmental studies would not be required.

5. Rezone the area south of Houston from commercial to residential.

This area, which is primarily residential, has been inundated with bars and clubs. The
commercial character of this community has been changed from a daytime shopping areato a
nighlife district. What was once a vibrant commercial district has virtually disappeared.
Adding more commercial establishments to this area would further erode the character of this

community.

We respectfully request that you consider our plan and apply our principles when reviewing this
ULURP application.

Sincerely,
gﬁ/m Vf Nowi oy

Anna L. Sawaryn
Chair
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November 12, 2008

Good morning Ladies and Gentlemen of the City Council

My name is Jasmine Garcia and I am a board member of the Cooper Square
Committee. Ihave been a Lower East Side resident for some 25 years.

Cooper Square Committee is a member of LESCAZ, the Lower Bast Side
Coalition for Accountable Zoning

My community is being overrun by luxury housing, hotel, and dormitories with
little or no regard for zoning rules. We need to have changes made in the zoning
for my community in order to help preserve it, as Manuel De Diaz Unamuno, the
Editor of El Diario used to refer to it: “a community of many cultures.” That
means Blacks, Whites, Latinos, Jews, and Asians and so on. And we have no time
to waste.

Developers claim that by building the projects they are helping my community by
providing jobs. But what good will it do us if in the process of creating jobs they
end up making working class families homeless?

We need Inclusionary Zoning bonuses used carefully to encourage developers to
build at Jeast 30% of the housing for the poor and the working people, We need a
strong anti-harassment provision to prevent tenants from being evicted, bought out
or simply intimidated out of their homes. We need to preserve the height and scale
of our neighborhood. I support the proposed 80 foot height limits for new
buildings. I support LESCAZ’s position of a height limit of 100 feet — and not 120
feet—for new buildings on the avenues within the Inclusionary Zones.

I am a tenant-shareholder of the Cube Building HDFC, a cooperative for formerly
homeless families on Second Avenue and East 1% Street. My building, like most
other buildings in my neighborhood, is a tenement building, originally built a
hundred years ago for working class families. When the Cooper Square
Committee was putting together the necessary funding to renovate it in 1988, it
was opposed by the building owner next door. He almost caused the project to fail.
In the year 2000, he was so eager to build a café on his property that he
disregarded Building Department regulations. When his building suffered a
partial collapse, he almost brought down my building. Now he wants to build a



hotel next door to me. If the new rezoning is not approved NOW, he will do just
that, directly affecting the quality of life in my home and likely jeopardizing our
health and safety AGAIN!!!  This sort of abuse has to stop. As much as possible
we need to preserve affordable housing and build new buildings that are not going
to make our neighborhood look like midtown or Wall Street.

The zoning plan before you today is not perfect. It does not go far enough to
protect us from unscrupulous Real Estate speculators or curbing rampant
development. But with all its flaws, it is still a plan worthy of support.

I strongly urge the City Council to support the community-initiated Lower East
Side/East Village zoning proposal, with the inclusion of CB#3’s very important 11

points.

Thank you very much.



East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning

Good morning. My name is Vaylateena Jones. [ have lived on the Lower East
Side for about 40 years. I am a new member of Community Board 3. I support the
rezoning plan.

Recently I’ve been inspired by song used on You tube “Wake Up Everybody.” A
line from the song repeated frequently says “No more backwards thinking, time for
thinking ahead.” The Lower East Side (LES) has often been thinking ahead with
diversity.

I'moved into LaGuardia Houses at about the age of 4. I moved into the Rutgers
Houses at about the age of 12. Diverse populations lived in both, (Lower East Side
thinking ahead. 1have a concern for the future of the housing projects on the Lower East
Side. We were told during the hearings in the community that the housing projects were
not included in the rezoning because New York City Housing Authority is not required to
adhere to zoning mandates.

I am a Registered Nurse and live in Mitchell Llama houses. My neighbors are
lawyers, city workers, nurses, dietitians; Lower East Side thinking ahead. I have worked
at various health care facilities within our district as well as several hospitals close to our
district. Iam also a volunteer with the Medical Reserve Corps of the New York City
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. Nurses, police officers and firefighters make
good neighbors. I don’t know if I could afford to get an apartment on the Lower East Side
now, (excluding professions, backward thinking.)

I would like to have the following as part of the rezoning:

1. Regquire affordable housing based on income and rent formulas that are
working in the community already as follows: 7% New York City Housing Authority
(NYCHA) and 7% Mitchell Llama and 7% for nurses, police officers and fire fighters
possibly using the NYCHA, Mitchell Llama or previous Stuyvesant Town formulas. .

2. Provide free legal service to low and middle income tenants within our district.inelodu ¢ ¥CHA

3. Provide additional funds to expand tenant organizations that are working, in our Fecdents
community, such as GOLES.

4. Expedite the Chinatown rezoning process.

Our neighborhood houses some of the best schools in the city i.e. Nest+M. The
East River waterfront is presently being renewed. Public bus and subway services are
readily available. The value of real estate will continue to go up. Developers can still
profit with the above affordable housing requirements.

” My nephew’s child has been a student at PS2 for the past five years. When he
was in the second grade he shared a story about his best friends at school, named
Sheneya, Fabian and Nathan. One of the adults thought that Sheneya was of African
American heritage. My nephew’s child shared that all of his best friends were Chinese.
At a later time I asked how he picked his best friends. He said “when I'm sad and sitting
alone in the school yard, they come over and tell me not to be sad, they say come play
with us, I play with them and I feel better.” Another line from the song says “when you
teach the children, teach them the very best you can.” The best we can, is to teach the
children diversity by example.

One of the things I remember about growing up on the Lower East Side occurred
in the fourth grade. I'wentto PS2. The class theme that year was “New York the



Melting Pot” At the end of the year the parents bought food to class and we all ate
together. We had Italian, Chinese, African American, Jewish, Spanish, Irish and
American food because there were students of all these backgrounds in my class; teach
the children diversity by example. I would like that kind of diversity to continue. I
believe requirements for economic diversity would foster cultural diversity.

When people talk of racism, the area often sited as not being racially mixed is in
the area where the old Loews Delancey was located. There were always diverse groups
from the community in terms of age and ethnicity in the theater. 1 remember this area as
diverse. I believe if this area isn’t diverse now it’s because there are no requirements for
affordable housing.

One of the lines I am most touched by from this song is “the world won’t get no
better if we just let it be.” I think we can embrace the change that is a diverse America
today with innovative urban planning that includes diversity and affordable housing.

P.S.:If you want to see this song done in an inspiring way go to You Tube and type in
Barack Obama For President “08” Tribute “Wake Up Everybody”



City Council Public Hearing - East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning Plan 11/12/08
Testiniony - Michele Campo

My hushand Joha and 1 have lived i the sawe Bow lovity of our lives.
1 am, by wature, a very private person. However, vesent avem's iin wy neighborhood have upelled we
{0 becowie openly involved in the actions of various eity agencies and communily groups.
i am a native New Yorker, pmpeﬁym landlord and MMemhwofTheWw Alliance of
Nelghbors - BAN. BAN is a grassroofs organization working fo pmi‘@ei‘ residents, swall businesses
and the historie and contexival eh ight d.
ewbers of the Counell swi aware --YESE (T IS A 000§ A stable community
establishmends. Ariistic and diverse. Ecomoutie bracket from

Wque. F%e Bowery represents wany facels in the

Special d[sffrici's are what make aur city appealing fo both city vesidewts and fourists. Own The
Bowery there are 3 such districts: 1- Resiaurant supply, 2-Lighiing, and $-Jewelry. All of these
oommemial estahlishmenfs have suffered financially - due mainly 1o real estaie speculators and the

both movice aid lvision, | tions f erows aro frequantly siationed here for

the vich chavacter backdrop of‘l‘he%werv i the favor of this location is !osf soareiherevemres

to New York City's coffers.

Chawnge and development shw!d be respousible, NOT AN OVERMIGHT RUSH TAKING ADVANTAGE IN
M MN B i less than 5 vmfhe pwee &v piace dmwﬁﬁe&a

of low seale, hisi
luwry hotels and cos
Sowe of the oldest buildings in Manhaﬁan are beiaeg forn Movmhf With their pedigrees,
anywhere else inn This city these structures would be given historie protestion. They are w 100 fo
over 200 years old and the reposifory of our M [ W lw Thelr dessofit ennay
stability of remaining buildings. Replacessent by a wall of glass and steel towers does noﬂungfo
vespect the urban envirovwent in whish they are erected. As History should feach us, & continved
dovwwnivrm of owy alveady fvamle ww%ﬂ r%%der 15 ohsolete -
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wa W&ﬁi’ wiore balny ; G
Service Vehicles o pass. !MNE A NAWL GR mn—mm WQAS!’EK {APPENING ON THE
SCALEOF 9/11 1

Higher density building -- PLEASE NO |



Property owners ave under pressure fo sell. | have fdf that pressure wiyself. Many lowng iwe
cecupants - both commercial and residential - are belng forced out. There has been a lively. active
community of artists living on The Bowery. They are being displaced. 1aw [osing wy weighbors and
Wy ﬂ@iﬂ b et !

i is cald that wy property value will greatly inerease with chamnges and | should be happy......
AN NOT BAPPY The frue value here is hovre and weig surveed futo |
boulevard the cecupants are just high priced transieats........1hlS DU MUNITY MAKE

!

BegtEee

We respestfully vequest that a Follow-Up Correstive Action (FUCA] be drafied by CGity Council
reguesting that the City Plawning Commission initiate an immediate rezoning of this area or extend
the Little Haly Spesial Vistvict (LIS) from the west side of The Bow east side of The
Bowery.

thank vou
Michele Cawpo
184 Bowery %4
NYC, NY 10012
bowerystarzegmail.com




Fostering Our Living Cuitural Heritage

City Council
City Hall
New York, NY 10007

Public Testimony re: "East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning"
Submitted by Marci Reaven, City Lore, Inc., Nov. 12, 2008

My name is Marci Reaven. I'm the Managing Director of City Lore—a cultural
organization that has been located in the proposed rezoning area since 1986—and the
Director of Place Matters, a joint project with the Municipal Art Society to promote and
protect places of history and culture throughout the city. I am also an historian of NYC
and have done many history projects about community participation in planning and the
creation of affordable housing on the Lower East Side. I've been a public member of
Community Board 3's Planning Taskforce for the last few years, and a member of the
Lower East Side Coalition for Accountable Zoning.

I support the rezoning. By slowing high-rise luxury development, the rezoning will help
to preserve the neighborhood's economic and social mix, its cultural life, and the
important places that embody the area's rich history. I want to recognize that the Draft
EIS for the rezoning area included a good survey of the area's historic resources and I
urge council members and the responsible city agencies to join with members of the
public to move forward on its recommendations for landmark designation.

I also want to support the specific recommendations that many of my colleagues are
making about the creation of affordable housing and protection against barassment and
eviction. We need to plan for a future for the Lower East Side that includes an ethnically
and economically diverse residential and commercial population. The Lower East Side
has a deep historical connection to diversity, opportunity, and housing. From about 1850
through today, if one talks about the need for low-income housing, about living
conditions, or about innovation and social reform in the design, construction, financing,
and preservation of low- and moderate-income housing, the Lower East Side
encapsulates that history. A number of the groups belonging to LESCAZ have been
working for decades to protect and improve the neighborhood and that's what why we're

here testifying today.

City tore | - gitylore.org | 72 East 15t St Naw York, NY 10003 F2125628.1955  {212.520.5062  linfeZeilylore.org



November 12, 2008 -

Tony Avella

Chairman

New York City Subcommitee on Zoning
City Council Chambers

New York, NY

Dear Chairman Avella and City Council Members:

} am submitting the following written testimony because I am unable to attend today’s
meeting.

I 'am a current member at large of Community Board # 3 since 2005 and live at Chatham
Towers in Chinatown. Duiting 2005, I was not informed by the staff or other board
members about the planning and development of the East Village/Lower East Side
rezoning plan even though I was working with Community Board #3 on transportation
issues affecting people living within CB#3.

I 'was involved with CB #3 outreach efforts to monitor and study the impact of the closing
of Park Row after the 9/11 tragedy. CB #3 received a Red Cross grant used specifically
for this outreach. However, none of these funds were used for outreach about the
rezoning plan despite published reports to the contrary. As a result, key segments of the
Chinatown community were never informed, having serious implications for the
unprotected areas of Chinatown within CB#3.

I also oppose this plan because the increased traffic and congestion that will flow into
Chinatown from bridges, tunnels, and streets heading from the rezoned area is not
adequately studied. Jan Lee and I are enclosing a traffic impact statement covering
Chinatown and neighborhoods within CB#3,

As a long time Chinatown resident, [ am concerned people are assuming that large parts
of Chinatown and the LES were aware of this plan when I am not aware of systematic
planning to do this outreach effectively.

inc }Iy_, : [} 2

Tt i

eanie Chin 14 L/

Board Member, Chatham Towers
President, Civic Center Residents Coalition

Member, CB#3 Community Outreach Task Force on Transportation Issues
180 Park Row, New York, NY 10038
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Revised November 12, 2008

CIVIC CENTER RESIDENTS COALITION - IMPACT STATEMENT

On December 13, 2007 the New York Post siated that over 260,000 vehicles crowd into
Manhattan daily on weekdays

Chinatown is located at the core of many major traffic arteries in and out of the Lower East
Side/Lower Manhattan and the outer boroughs as well as New Jersey:

Williamsburg Bridge /Delancey Street (in study area)

e Manhattan Bridge/Canal Street/Chrystie Street (entrance and approach to Manhattan
Bridge is within the 1/4 mile traffic study area)

e Holland Tunnel/ Canal Street and Worth Street (outside the study area)

e Broocklyn Bridge / St. James Place (outside the study area)

Yet the Fast Village/Lower East Side Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to disclose the
impact beyond a quarter mile of the study area -- excluding an area that has tremendous impact
on Lower East Side traffic patterns if not all of Lower Manhattan. The DOT proposed narrowing
of the Bowery, hyper development both within Manhattan and from over the bridges will have a
major impact on Chinatown traffic. ALL of Lower East Side and Lower Manhattan traffic will
be crippled if Chinatown suffers gridiock in a domino effect.

CURRENT CHINATOWN TRAFFIC PROBLEMS

Chatham Square ~ A confusing intersection struggles to funnel seven streets of traffic through
Lower Manhattan linking north to south and east to west. Reconstructed less than ten years ago,
its design created an impasse where none existed before, by unnecessarily routing northbound
East Broadway traffic around a newly created plaza and onto the congested Bowery before
accessing East Broadway. At peak hours, traffic agents man the intersection and speed vehicles
through, sometimes at the expense of waiting pedestrians.

Already besieged by traffic, the city is proposing a redesign and reconstruction of Chatham
Square next year, in the midst of a historic recession. This will make the area impossible to
navigate since Fulton Street is already shut for reconstruction and the Brooklyn Bridge is
simultaneously slated for four years of reconstruction, starting in 2009. The proposed plans will
essentially replicate the poor design of the northbound St. James/Bowery lanes onto the
southbound Bowery lanes, by creating a farge, triangular plaza at the corner of Bowery/Mott and
forcing southbound Bowery traffic, particularly the new articulated buses, to drive around an
enlarged and awkward plaza in order to access Park Row and Worth Street.

This new configuration will also slow down northbound traffic heading west and making a left
turn onto Worth Street at Chatham Square. Below Canal Street, Worth Street is the ONLY
working cross-town conduit to the Holland Tunnel with Fulton Street under reconstruction.

To further exacerbate traffic at this critical juncture, the city plans to narrow the Bowery to two
lanes at Chatham Square. This means that if even one vehicle is parked in one of the two lanes
unloading passengers or goods, then there would essentially be one functioning lane of the
Bowery at Chatham Square where seven traffic lanes are merging to head south, east or west.



Canal Street - Has been the subject of two intensive traffic studies (CAT I and CAT I}) for
almost six years. Recently it achieved another dubious distinction, the Tri-State Transportation
Campaign, which mapped pedestrian fatalities between 2005 to 2007 found that Third Avenue
and Broadway both had 10 pedestrian deaths during that period, ranking them "third most
dangerous in the region, behind Long Island's Hempstead Turnpike and Sunrise Highway" as
noted in last week's Metro News (October 29, 2008). A close study of the map (which is
attached) reveals that Third Avenue which turns into the Bowery in Chinatown appeared to log in
one of the largest clusters of pedestrian fatalities in all of Manhattan during the study period.

Park Row/Police Headquarters — After 9/11 Park Row (another major artery) was closed as
well as the Brooklyn Bridge exit ramp to Chinatown and its surrounding roadways. NYPD has
Justified these closures as security related. These closures exacerbate the Chatham Square
intersection with no reopening in sight. The traffic bottleneck created by Police Headquarters
will continue to be a traffic aggravator as well as a safety risk. Relocation would be an ideal
resolution,

One of the main contributors’to Chinatown’s success over the last 100 years has been its unique
geographic location in lower Manhattan, at the crossroads of three bridges and two tunnels. In the
past this transported visitors to Manhattan directly into the lap of Chinatown businesses, this also
allowed for affordable warehousing of goods in the outer boroughs for these same businesses.
Today, however, with the closing of Park Row and adjacent streets the once easily accessible
neighborhood has suffered from traffic detours, lack of directional signage, a confusing and
adangerous intersection left in the wake of Park Row’s closure, periodic parking abuse by NYPD
and Government-use vehicles as well as a flawed 1999 redesign and reconstruction of Chatham
Square.

Police Security Bunker — Recently Police Headquarters has announced plans to install an 8-story
super, high tech security bunker at the formerly proposed "911 Call Center". This capital
expenditure will not only violate ULURP guidelines, it will undoubtedly further impact Brooklyn
Bridge traffic and the already congested surrounding blocks. Instead of further impeding traffic,
slowing development of Lower Manhattan, and creating a greater target for danger, NYPD could
take note from the FDNY/EMS and the OEM who have realized the efficiency of relocating their
headquarters off Manhattan.

Clvic Center — Located at the southern rim of Chinatown, the Civic Center is a major contributor
to parking problems. Government workers have grossly abused parking permits for over 22 years
seriously impacting Chinatown. On July 10, 2008, the NYPD revealed a crackdown on illegally
parked “government” cars citing shocking numbers of abuses making it one of the biggest sources
of traffic congestion. This year’s DOT study found over 144,000 government parking permits,
which does not even include the number of illegal permits. October 24, 2008, the House of
Representative's Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Oversight and Investigations
found in their report, "Lax Fleet Management Practices Enable Government Employees to Ignore
Local Parking Laws and Evade Fines" specifically cited NYC federal employees as failing to pay
$112,456 in parking fines for illegally parked vehicles in 2007 alone. This does not bode well for
the Chinatown area as traffic offenders are in most cases, our traffic enforcers. Also city as well
as federal government employees continue to view free parking downtown as a “perk” for
government workers.

Municipal Parking Garage —~ Before 9/11, this parking structure provided relief to 400 cars.
The Municipal Garage's loss makes Manhattan's Civic Center one of the few, largest U.S. cities
without a municipal garage. This loss has affected surrounding businesses adding financial as




well as quality of life impact. The claims of Police Headquarters® that their personnel are using
the Municipal Garage, as per the judicial orders from the won lawsuit removing cars from James
Madison Plaza Park behind Chatham Green, belies the continual overcrowding of police vehicles
into the surrounding streets. If the garage reopened to the public, the neighborhood would
flourish. Instead of the proposed security bunker, an educational center or any positive
community use would revitalize this space and finally connect this area to Lower Manhattan.

Buses - Chinatown is inundated with intercity buses (numbering more that those at Port
Authority), tourist buses and Atlantic City buses. All these buses are Jockeying for position on
overcrowded neighborhood streets teeming with children and seniors trying to navigate them.

Ground Zero - Although south of Chinatown, Ground Zero’s completion will bring countless
more vehicles through and to Chinatown. The NYPD’s new security plan for the World Trade
Center will further complicate traffic as we have seen occur in Park Row’s shut down and
security checkpoints.

RECONSTRUCTION AND NEW CONSTRUCTION

In addition to the Joss of Park Row and surrounding streets, two major cross-town roadways have
been lost in Lower Manhattan. Pearl Street was permanently closed and Fulton Street is under
reconstruction making Worth and Canal Streets increasingly more congested. A 2006
subcommittee of the Department of Homeland Security projected that “within 5 years, more than
$20 billion in construction will be underway in all of Lower Manhattan below Canal Street.”
This equates to more than 200,000 concrete trucks, and a DAILY workforce of over 6,500
people.

The EV/LES EIS needs to be revised to incorporate the significant increase in traffic throughout
Lower Manhattan because of the scale of residential, hotel and other commercial development
and the overflow to other areas exacerbating current traffic jams and intersections like the bridges
and tunnels. This development is already in evidence on the Bowery, Mott Street, Worth Street,
Baxter Street, East Broadway to name a few -~ bringing increased residential populations and
privately owned vehicles to an area already saturated with traffic. Future high priced residential
and hotel developments will also contribute to glutting the traffic core because developers are
NOT required to provide parking for this influx of vehicles below 96th Street in Manhattan.

The areas surrounding Chinatown are experiencing their own development pressures including:

e the complete tear down and redevelopment of the South Street Seaport,

o the proposed 75 story Gehry Tower just South of the Brooklyn Bridge will funnel traffic onto
the partially closed Park Row increasing the load on surrounding streets

® the development of the waterfront under the FDR drive,
the eventual completion of the Ground Zero mermorial,

¢ numerous condo and co-op developments in Battery Park City, the Financial District and
Tribeca

e Servicing of these new developments with what Mayor Bloomberg hopes will be a 24-7 local
economy

Aggressive luxury residential development in Brooklyn, specifically in DUMBO (five
minutes from Chinatown), Williamsburg, and Flatbush Avenue will result in several million
square feet of new condos and thereby an increase in vehicular traffic over the Williamsburg
Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, Brooklyn Bridge and the Brooklyn Battery tunnel, This does not
even include the soon to be developed Atlantic Yards residences and stadium traffic



e The Brooklyn Bridge is scheduled for reconstruction next year for the next 4 years further
impacting St James on the east, and Centre Street on the west

e Church Street/Fuiton Street transit hub currently under development.

e Chatham Square is slated by the DOT to be reconstructed next year

o Recent conversion of the Department of Motor Vehicles building into a series of wedding
chapels on Worth and Baxter Streets that Mayor Bloomberg hopes will increase, and rival,
the number of marriages in Las Vegas

o Development in New Jersey has also increased resulting in additional traffic to and from the
Holland Tunnel to Chinatown’s West.

As the current EV/LES rezoning plan is written, this leaves the area south of Delancey Street
vulnerable to unfettered development. Particularly vulnerable is the area closest to a closed Park
Row and the site of severe government permit parking abuse where many storefronts still remain
empty. The community-initiated rezoning proposal is intended to preserve the character of the
neighborhood, restrain the rash of oversized development and expand the opportunities for
affordable housing. Chinatown will need the protection of rezoning, as well as the LES/East
Village. Traffic conditions exist and will worsen as reconstruction and construction continue.
This will not only impact quality of life concerns, but also severely impact emergency service
access. If for no other reason, Chinatown should be included in the rezoning proposal to help
protect and mitigate traffic that AFFECTS US ALL. The interconnectedness of traffic on the
Lower East Side, Chinatown and Lower Manhattan demands that the EIS must cover an area
beyond its presently limited scope in one of the three largest rezonings in New York City.

Civie Center Residents Coalition: Jchincere@gmail.com; Jancere@gmaii.com



av frisod 1e asou Jraipy
pequIni A[981e] sueDIsSTL
23 YSNOY3 UIAI ‘Sapedap
I0J DIISB] 9ARY SUIY
33 Isnedaqg Sunsata
-ur A71e1oadsa s1 uonsar o
ay1 shes wewdy] uosulg
JPYd sy dod s, ansungn
"PUNOIZISPU() 19A[aA pUE
SIPUOIY ‘21N 9y3 “ipaug
ied *pasy NoT ‘awmog
PIAB(T SB SPUAZI] dAEM MU
pue jund yons 10J saoard
Tewonouroxd pue ‘sojoyd
‘SPI0JaI g UBIR 310Ul
SIPNIUL UOTINE k],
T AON I0F
1as “ares jund rolewr 1517y
11 PIDUNOUKE STIOY uon
-OTE §.3ISLIYD) ‘AepIaisay
"§10% 153831 §, 3001 yund
Jo swos 03 Suduo[aq ey
-BIOWISUT PUE SI31]) ‘s19150d
Suyggss stasnoy womone L5
JI0J M3N B ‘SIpUOIT 01 Sjo)
SId X2 91D WL +» -

uonsne yjund ysiy
$19S S aHSLIYD

TL6T ‘puaqyieg dog AB6|

£00Z Ghw 2002 "SGDT S8VAA WWILSAS DHILEOIY
SISATHRY ALDWLYS S NOUYRISININGY ALT3Y5 Dtddvas
AVMHDIM TYROILYR 40 SISLAVNY D1SL 334008

METHO/ORS

d¥ 0T A|nJ UD UOYIELY Y} Jo uorLiod Lwws a3 bu
PXUL UoRIPUOY B AQ Pa)|ty Sem JALULINS 15B) LDy}
FIULLRXS aipaw sAes ‘olupueD Lesy jo pap S;yappReL L

HINP I3AL UOSPNH ay) UL paip eldN Ueqaysy “aunssaud pooy

BULAID sjlog map ay) Buunp pap oYM Uewr pjo-1esd-zE e Aes sanuoyny

800Z ‘62 1240130 ‘Aepsaupapy

-uoibat sy uy skempeo.
snolabueg 1sow phyl
BUl W] SPREW ] "L00T 0

S007 Uamiag ABmpeo.g pue

anuRAY paYL -

42e® UD PIfLY
sueusapad

10 43quUnpy

OULIW/HIWWIZ AWY
"PIES UIA3[S ,‘UMOp
05 UBD SraquInU  ISAYR
‘SAEMPROI 2533 03 UORU]
€ [ B YIIM Smoys 1],
"TEIA ISB] U0 O3
€661 Wl 41 WO SaTI[RIRY
uergsepad aseamap padipy
2193 s1usurascrdur uon
-eurodsuel] jo jusunted

3@ "ot dog 1 10U Inq ‘57

UIADIS LTEIBEE
TYELMIBAR T DA
LBSDE O S0

51243 203 B

(3 &
ooad 80U Wiy

dor aua spetn “axatp payqy
pue iy suensepad  Jo
IaquInu 23 I0] f1esc] jo
preasinog, 3yl paqqnp Af
-[820] ‘Preainog susan()
“PIES UTAJS UL
Ul SIN[EM UM S193I18
uB1SapaI 0] sqInqns 2yl
10} paau Y] pAYSIYSHY I
st sz doa sfempeol ueq
-INQns 395 0] pastidins sem
I01IRIIP JAIRDIXD S, ured
- Al ‘UIAB[S AIEY
‘AemyIip asLIUng
pue ayiduiny peasdurey
§,pUBls] 3uo] puryaq ‘uold
-3I 3] Ul snoladuep Jsoul
PIIyy oyl wan Suryew
‘porad JBY) UI PI[ID] SuE
msapad o1 mes yoes Lem
-PEOIY DUE JNUIAY PINLT,
"£00T 01 S00T UIIMISG $3L)
-Ifele] uewnsapad paddeur
yorya  ‘udredwen  uon
-eL1odsuely, eIl B
wol $swod Jupjuer ayf

‘Aepiaysah paseajal podas
2 0} Buipiorse suery
-sapad 10} 5393135 Jsepeep
5.1 ay a1 Kempeoag
DU SNUBAY Pyl

SABMPRO. 1591peap 40 151
Uo Aempeoug “any piiy |




SITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING - EAST VILLAGE/LOWER EAST SIDE REZONING PLAN 11/12/08

Testimony----Gilda Pervin
Member of Bowery Alliance of Neighbors

I have lived and worked as an artist on the Bowery for twenty-seven years. Of course,
during that time I have seen many changes within the Bowery community. Yet it is only
within recent years that small businesses, residential tenants, and the architecture and
history of the Bowery have been so vulnerable and jeopardized in the name of
commercial development.

The Bowery includes buildings that date back to the late 18 and early 19" centuries.
When these buildings are demolished the history of New York City is demolished. An
irreplaceable part of the city is then gone forever. The East side of the Bowery has no
protection from unscrupulous developers. It has no protection from being transformed
into a wall of glass and steel structures scraping the sky and overshadowing the context
of the Bowery corridor.

Change, of course, is to be expected. And development will continue. All we are asking
is that laws be put into place that will ensure that changes and developments will be
responsible and responsive to the history and community of the Bowery. We are asking
that the Bowery be protected from development that would destroy its character, displace
its small businesses, and squeeze out long-term residents working and Hving in this
neighborhood. These businesses are family businesses with customers from all over New
York and New Jersey, these residents include workers, artists, the elderly, and recently,
middle-class families. It also includes people who when in need of lodging and food, find
that help through social services on the Bowery. The Bowery community is a unique mix
of people and opportunities.

The City has recognized the historic significance of the Bowery by protecting the west
side of the Bowery in the Little Italy Special District and the NOHO Historic District.
The East Village/ Lower East Side Rezoning will protect the area just east of the Bowery.
However, the east side of the Bowery itself has been left out of all these rezonings.

We respectfully request that a Follow-up Corrective Action (FUCA) be drafted by
City Council requesting that the City Planning Commission initiate an immediate
rezoning of this area or an extension of the Little italy Special District from the west
side of the Bowery to the east side of the Bowery.

Gilda Pervin
Bowery Resident



Testimony before the New York City Council
November 12, 2008
Re: SUPPORT for the Lower East Side / East Village Rezoning

Melissa Aase, Director of Community Development
University Settlement Seociety of New York

184 Eldridge Street, New York, NY 16002
212-453-4589; maase@universifvsetilement.org

Good morning. My name is Melissa Aase and I am the Director of Community Development at
University Settlement, which is located in the proposed rezoning area. I have worked at
University Settlement for over 15 years, and have primarily focused on eviction prevention and

poverty-related issues in my direct work with the community. I am feg 7[?
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University Settlement is a multi-service Lower East Side agency that will be celebrating 125
years in the community soon. We currently serve over 20,000 people each year —-- people of all
ages and incomes, but a very high proportion of people with very low incomes and who are
immigrants, living in the proposed rezoning area. As such, we have been a part of the
neighborhood’s evolution for a very long time, and see the community from the perspective of

those whose perspectives are generally not included in public policy decisions.

University Settlement strongly supports the contextual rezoning of all 111 blocks as proposed in
this ULURP action, particularly the height limits, the incentive of Inclusionary Zoning and the
additional production of affordable housing, and the preservation of the generally low-rise
character of the community. We are 2 member of the Lower East Side Coalition for
Accountable §&Zoning, and are proud to support the open and extensive community-generated
planning process that led us to this day, including a unanimous endorsement by ACommunity

Board.

Last year University Settlement helped 500 low income families who were at risk of losing their

homes. The year before we helped 500 other families. And the year before, 500 more.

We have witnessed the harassment of low-income and non-English-speaking tenants by

landlords on many occasions — including unending renovation noise, spurious eviction cases,



relentiess buy-out offers, physical threats, false child abuse reports, withholding heat, hot water
and other services, and phony demolitions. We have watched as buildings have emptied out,
tenant by tenant, with the last families hounded, beaten down and isolated, until they finally
leave as well. Often our multi-lingual lay advocates are the only representatives that these

tenants have in housing court.

This rezoning effort is a very important opportunity for the community to curtail and condition
the kind of luxury high-rise development that has made it increasingly difficult for lower
income community members to remain in the neighborhood. The profit-making incentives
provided by the 1997 Rent Reform Act, and other socio-economic changes, make it far too
tempting for landlords and developers to create housing that is entirely un-affordable, and
buildings that are out of scale. The towers and hotels sprouting throughout the area, but

especially south of Houston near University Settlement offer nothing to our constituency and

place them more at risk. " (’,mdm@m GexSor) g M ﬁﬂ (jf

‘We support additional anti-harassment provisions for the entire district.

We urge the City to add another 700 new units of affordable housing, at 80% median income or

lower, within the rezoning area or immediately adjacent.

We urge the City to base the Inclusionary Zoning bonus incentive on 30% affordable units, not
20%.

And if NYCHA sites are used for the creation of housing, it must result in more than 20%

affordable units on these sites.

We must take advantage of this opportunity to re-zone the neighborhood NOW in a way that

protects vulnerable populations and residents. I urge the Council to support this plan.

WW I /;2//0?



November 12, 2008

Testimony of Congresswoman Nydia M. Velazquez
East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning

Introduction:

Good morning and thank you for the opportunity to testify at this
important occasion. It’s important that those of us who have seen how
rezoning plans can play out all over this great City, weigh in on the
pitfalls so this community gets it right. Carried out intelligently and
fairly, rezoning the Lower East Side and the East Village can be a tool to

transform the future trajectory of this special neighborhood.

Rezoning should enhance the existing character of the Lower East Side
and the Fast Village. And I believe it can. This is government’s
opportunity to help the people of this community attract small
businesses and other agents of community improvement, We can and
should use the power of government, through rezoning objectives, to

protect and support those who make the neighborhood a special place.



So we should proceed, but with caution. I hear from many of my
constituents in Brooklyn about their frustration with other recently
rezoned areas. [ have heard complaints about open space preservation,
non-enforcement of zoning regulations and anti-harassment protections,
the scope and magnitude of development, traffic and the need for
affordable housing set asides. It appears that we are well on our way to
avoiding these pitfalls with this promising rezoning plan. With proper

safeguards, I am happy to lend my support to it.

My testimony has three main objectives:

(1) Attaining firm commitments to preserving and creating affordable
housing for modest income families, rent-controlled or rent-
stabilized tenants;

(2) Listening to all community perspectives; and

(3) Ensuring that anti-harassment protections are enforceable and

actually honored after the plan gets implemented.



1 - Planners must preserve and create affordable housing, and 30%
of this should be for low-income residents. The LES and the East
Village are beautiful pictures of diversity — we have Asian Americans,
Latinos, Eastern Europeans, and many other groups — that all live side
by side and make us unique. If we do not ensure concrete set asides for
affordable housing preservation in the course of this rezoning, we run
the risk of damaging the rich diversity here. So I would urge set asides,
and you have no doubt heard the excellent proposals of advocates on
that matter. 30% low-income units is a reasonable requirement. I urge

its adoption.

In Manhattan’s impossibly expensive housing market, affordable rents
are crucial for low and moderate income people. There is an affordable
housing crisis in New York City. City planners need to better
understand this crisis — and know that not all New Yorkers can afford
luxury housing. There are New Yorkers who do live on fixed incomes,
who are retirees, who are disabled, who are middle-income and who are

young and would like to stay in New York City.

The broader point is that landlords, developers and investors should
understand that there will be conditions such as this 30% set aside to

ensure low-income people share in the benefits of rezoning.



2. At each stage of the process, planners must consider all interested
parties, including small business owners and minority populations.
In the Lower East Side, a community of immigrants and small
businesses, we should protect against the gradual displacement of small
businesses. Small businesses are the healthiest drivers of our economy —
they are involved in all levels of community life and they provide walk
to work employment for local residents. They have roots in the LES---
they know the pulse of the community---and they deserve to remain in
the community.

Just recently, there was a report issued by Pratt Institute telling us of the
displacement of businesses in Downtown Brooklyn as a result of the re-
zoning in that area. We cannot allow that to happen here. The City must
commit to provide low-interest loans and grants to small businesses that

are adjusting to stay competitive.

3. We will not stand for coercive tactics and harassment. And the
only way to protect against harassment is to have enforceable anti-
harassment protections in this rezoning plan. We know from past
experience that some will seek to avoid soft regulations and others will
take their chances with individual causes of action. The community and
its elected representatives must stand together to protect tenants from
such behavior, by protecting them in this rezoning plan, and then

seeking to enforce these obligations.



Conclusion:

Let me conclude by reminding you that we must learn from the lessons
of our recent past. The city should seize this opportunity to create an
economically, socially, culturally, and environmentally responsible
rezoning proposal. Officials must use their leverage now to create
responsible, enforceable guidelines. I am also concerned that adjacent
neighborhoods have concerns regarding over-development and
displacement and the desire to maintain the integrity of their

neighborhood. And we, the City should address these concerns.

I also want to commend the numerous organizations committed to the
future of the Lower East Side and the East Village for their hard work on
this rezoning plan. I thank you for allowing me this opportunity to give

Congresswoman Velazquez perspective.



TESTIMONY
to the New York City Council Zoning and Franchises Committee
November 12, 2008
Rob Hollander, Ph.D.

Community District 3 is threatened with hotel ciévelopment in all its commercial C6-1
zones: the area from Essex Street to Forsyth Street, which is included in this rezoning
proposal, and the Bowery and Chinatown, which are not.

A quick look at Community District 3 provides a clear picture of the problem. A dozen
huge 23-story hotels have sprouted up in these C6-1 zones, all the last five years. These
three areas all need immediate protection or they will be lost.

The rezoning proposal before you includes only one of these three endangered
neighborhoods. The other two, Bowery and Chinatown, are left out.

The residential East Village, an R7-2 zone, has fared much better over the last five years.
The pressure to develop has produced six, seven and eight-siory buildings and even one
nine-story building, but nothing seriously out-of-scale in the last five years. There are, in
fact, only exactly two tall towers, fifteen stories each, in the East Village built under
current zoning. That's probably because current bulk allowances, (Floor Area Ratios) are
low, limiting air rights, and developers are not hungering to build huge community
facilities. So far, every single threatened large development in the East Village has been
successfully prevented.

But nothing appears to able to stem the tide of hotel development south of Houston and
on the Bowery. The opportunities for huge financial windfall there have induced a
development pressure so intense that there has been no stopping it.

The most immediate danger to Community District 3 lies in the C6-1 zones: the Bowery,
Chinatown and south of Houston .

The Bowery may be New York's oldest street. The oldest brick house in Manhattan lies
on the Bowery, A Native American trail before the Dutch arrived, the Bowery eventually
became New York's théater district and its liveliest strip, In the 19™ century it was the
haunt of America's greatest writers: Walt Whitman walked the Bowery, and the author of
the most widely-read of all civil war novels The Red Badge of Courage, Stephen Crane,
lived there and set his great short novel, Maggie a Girl of the Streets on the Bowery.
America's folkloric composer of "I dream of Jeanie," "Swanee," "Camptown Races," "Oh
Susanna," "My Old Kentucky Home * and "Beautiful Dreamer," Stephen Foster, ended
his life on the Bowery. In the 20™ century, that literary and musical tradition was
continued by the world-famous CBGB's and the Bowery Poetry Club. Unfortunately,
only the Poetry Club remains, sitnated on the protected west side of the Bowery, while
CBGB's, on the unprotected east side of the Bowery, is already gone.



For two centuries he Bowery provided New York with its alternative to the restrictive
values of conservative gentrified society, to the exclusivity of exorbitant real estate
values, and to the coldness of a commercial culture of capital. The Bowery was poor; the
Bowery was wild; the Bowery was marginal; the Bowery was magical.

The City has recognized the historical importance of the Bowery by including the west
side of the Bowery in the NoHo Historic District and Extension, and in the Special Little
Italy District. The west side of the Bowery lies in the wealthy and influential Community
District 2. The east side of the Bowery, equally, if not more, historic, is unprotected,
lying in the historically impoverished Community District 3, more familiarly known as
the Lower East Side. It's time we stopped ignoring the east side of the Bowery. It's time
we protected our history. It's time we protected the CD3 side of the Bowery too.

Of even greater concern is the fate of Chinatown. Chinatown is one of Manhattan's few
remaining authentic ethnic neighborhoods. It is a lov-income community, but not a
depressed community. Chinatown is alive with restaurants, shops, culture, markets of all
sorts. Tourists flock to Chinatown, as do New Yorkers from all the five boroughs. There
is no place else like it. As a community, it's irreplaceable to New Yorkers.

From a purely preservationist perspective, Chinatown is equally irreplaceable. It stands
on the historic site of the very first immigrant working-class neighborhood in America's
history: the Five Points, where tap dancing was invented by the confluence of Irish and
African dancers, where the first Vaudevillians in America first got their start, where
Irving Berlin played the saloons, where Sun Yet Sen lived and made speeches in the
streets drumming up support for the New Chinese Republic; the original American
melting pot, made famous now in Martin Scorsese's movie, Gangs of New York, The
oldest tenement in New York stands in Chinatown and the neighborhood is alive with
history. ’

Once a German, Irish, Jewish and African neighborhood, it later filled with Ttalians, East
European Jews and Cantonese. Today it is largely ethnic Chinese, with Vietnamese,
Chinese Malaysians and a growing Fujianese community..

‘Without immediate protection, Chinatown, one of those vulnerable C6-1 zones, will
disappear, o

The Bowery Alliance of Neighbors asks you to commit now to protecting the context,
history and community of the Bowery with a Follow-up Corrective Action. Protecting the
Bowery will help prevent the spread of development to Chinatown. I ask you also to
commit to protecting Chinatown as well. Protective actions for both these neighborhoods
need fo be fast-tracked. There is no time to lose.

Finally, I ask not to upzone Chrystie Street with an Inclusionary Zoning designation that
will bring outrageous market-rate development, gentrification, primary and secondary
displacement to the heart of Chinatown.



Susan Howard, Statement to the Land Use Committee, NYC Council
November 12, 2008

Why I oppose the current Lower East Side/East Village Rezoning Plan

o Protects only the wealthiest areas of the East Village from high-rise development, while
luring developers to communities on the border of, and completely excluded from, the
proposed plan.

¢ (B3 did not do outreach to CB3 residents, orgs or businesses to inform them of the
development of this plan or get their input. Any talk of wide spread community input is
false. CB3 is actually on record stating they could not afford to do outreach.

e Provides no protections against demolition, displacement or. harassment. Adding anti-
harassment language to the plan does nothing more than give the appearance of
protection, as City Planning can no more enforce DOB regs than we can.

e 'The plan will not deter gentrification, it will increase it by providing double incentives to
developers to demolish Avenue D, Houston, Delancey Streets and portions Pitt & 2™ Ave
to build luxury high rises

e Provides only incentives for developers to include a small percentage of so called
affordable housing - that is beyond the reach of the low income residents.

o Inclusionary Zoning in NYC has not produced affordable housing, infact from 1997 to
2004 IZ incentives have only created 600 units in total.

e CB3’s claims that this plan will produce affordable housing is false,
developers do not build affordable units on site and there is no public land, save our parks
and community gardens, to build on.

If you are planning to vote to approve this plan because it includes affordable housing,
then you cannot approve it.

e Provides no additional parking, green space or open space, in a neighborhood where
teachers are already forced to park on their playgrounds.

»  (ives no consideration or incentives to protect small businesses, cultural institutions or
artists, all of which are struggling to survive in the LES.

e When the community was finally given the chance to speak in public hearing on this
plan, they were told “it’s too late to do anything about it” even trying to quell opposition
to the plan by denying access to the May 12 20008 public meeting, threatening
opponents with arrest, while allowing supporters of the plan to come in and sign up first
as they have done here again today, and by not providing translation for non-English
speaking residents.

>

Demands:
o The rezoning plan be amended to include the entire community board 3, including
Chinatown and the Bowery
Include significant low income housing, truly affordable to its residents.
Include provisions for community, cultural and green space
Include Historic Protections for the LES Historic District
Include requirements for high efficiency standards in new construction
Curtail instead of promote the expansion of bars and restaurants
Address our Community District Needs

e ®& e e o ¢



Testimony On Lower East Side Rezoning At Public Hearing November 12, 2008
Sponsored by New York City Council

Edward Ma, Vice Chair, Chinatown Committee, Community Board 2, Manhattan
Former New York City Human Rights Commissioner

I am very appreciative to have this opportunity to speak up about what are on our minds.

Based on what have happened to Chinatown in the past centuries, | would like to propose that a
special new rezoning for Chinatown for the following reasons:

A Qe f QLA
1. No more exclusion please. There are still existing ekclusion foday in many areas, since
1882 China Exclusion Act, such as the Lower East Side Rezoning today. Where are the
recognition of character, culiure and contribution of Chinatown to New York City?

2. Chinatown still has not fully recovered yet in business, transportation, unemployment,
respiratory disease and psychological trauma since 9/11/01 disaster, regardless of the programs
of Lower Manhattan Development Corporation, insufficient and fragmented.

3. Chinatown is always neglected and disposable. Despite of its 8 blocks of distance from World
Trade Center, Chinatown was excluded from the initial list of selection for Empire Zone in

2003. Surprisingly, Binghamton was selected, instead, for political reason, even though the
town is 200 miles away from the 9/11 site. It was only one year later after our protest;
Chinatown/Lower East Side was finally selected to the list.

4. Chinese are very loyal o New York City. This is our cultural character. During 1970 City
financial crisis, there was a massive exodus. Many City residents and business moved out of the
City, but not Chinatown. A "We Don't Move Company” was established in Chinatown to stabilize
our community. Even President Ford told the City "Drop dead" when Mayor Beam asked for
Federal Aid.

3. Within 10 blocks of Chinatown, there is the most concentration of banks established next to
Wall Street, with estimated deposit over $500 billions. In another estimate, Chinatown is the 2nd
highest tax coliection in Manhatian next to Madison Avenue. This is an indication that Chinatown
has paid more taxes than public service received disproportionately. Where is the justice and
economic equality for Chinatown? Generations of toil and hard work by our ancesiors,

citizens, and present immigrants in buifding our stable community for the city has never been fully
rewarded or acknowledged at all. Why Chinatown cannot deserve a priority in an

updated rezoning, now?

6. Why the Depariment of City Planning has not fulfilled its mission? In the City charter, itis
mandated for the agency to be "Responsible for the City's physical and sociceconomic
planning...."? It is regretfully to say that there seems fo have been not much of direct
communication between City Planning and Chinatown. Although the rezoning research has been
conducted for 3 years with $2 million budget, the mainstream community of Chinatown was
informed about the rezoning only 8 months ago. Where is their public education and publicity?
Ctherwise the massive, angry protest against the rezoning could be avoided.

7. Chinatown has played a vital role for the City with its own distinguished character in culture,
history, cuisine, tourism and business. However, there seems to have been historicaily neglected
by govermnment in planning and investment for Chinatown. Even a sireet arch has not been built
yet as other big cities have. It is fair to say that this project could be done least by

the City Planning for Chinatown.



8. Chinatown consists of Community Board 1, 2 and 3. Actually, Community Board 3 has only a
portion of Chinatown. The way City Planning conducted in rezoning with CB 3 seems to have not
much consideration of the totality of Chinatown community, in terms of its social economic status,
and cultural dynamics. Apparently, the rezoning has been perceived as another exclusion without
Chinatown participation.

9. In order to modify the community conflicts caused by rezoning, Mayor's Office for Community
Assistant Unit has initiated a true Chinatown meeting including all community stakeholders of
agencies and the representatives of State Assembly Speaker Sheldon Siiver, Borough president
Scott Stringer, Councilman Alan Gerson in an attempt to build a consensus for Chinatown
revitalization or rezoning. After few months of meetings, it has been very fruitful and beneficial
toward mutual understanding in the exploration of the needs and problems.

10. Ih my last testimony at the public hearing sponsored by the City Planning on August 13, 2008,

| recommended their participation in this meeting for better communication and understanding for
present rezoning resolution or future partnership. | have not received any response from them.

Thank you. edma@aol.com.



Testimony before the Zoning and Franchise Committee of the City Council on ltems
LU0923-2008, LU0924-2008

My name is Mary Spink and | am the Executive Director of the Lower East Side Peoples
Mutual Housing Association (LESPMHA, Inc.), my organization is a member of the
Lower East Side Coalition for Accountable Zoning (LESCAZ).

I am a public member of Community Board I[I's former Zoning Task Force, now the
renamed Zoning and Planning Committee and a community resident for 45 years.

['am here to strongly support the contextual rezoning of 111 blocks as proposed in the
ULURP action before you today. This plan is the result of a collaboration between
Community Board [ll and the Department of City Planning.

This plan includes many positive elements which the community strongly supports and
they inciude the following:

1 80 foot height limits on most of the Avenues north and south of Houston Street, which
will limit new buildings to 7 - 8 stories, with setbacks at 40 - 65 feet, in the R7A and C4-
4A zones.

| 75 foot height limits in the mid-blocks north of Houston Street to create 75 foot height
limits, with setbacks of 55 - 60 feet. 80 foot height limits in the mid-blocks south of
Houston Street.

I Reduced commercial and community facility FAR south of Houston Street in the C4-4A
zones that will reduce incentives for hotels and dorms, thereby preserving the residential
character of our community.

| Inclusionary zoning (in C6-2A and R-8A zones) on Delancey Street, Houston Street,
Avenue D and Chrystie Street with height limits of 120 feet, limiting new buildings to a
maximum of 11 - 12 stories. Inclusionary zoning (in R-7A zones) on the avenues from
2nd Avenue o Avenue C. Together, these inclusionary zones will create incentives,
through FAR bonuses, that will result in an estimated 500 new low income housing units
over the next decade.

It is extremely important to note that new low income housing will not be created if no
zoning action is taken. The cost of creating 500 low income units is over $100 million
that would otherwise have to be heavily subsidized with public dollars at a time when
public subsidies are under severe fiscal pressures.

While these are important gains for our community, we are losing hundreds of rent
regulated units every year due to displacement and gentrification under our current
zoning, and we need the City Council to put forth a follow up corrective action plan to
this rezoning that will address the urgent need for at least 700 new units in the rezoning
area outside the IZs affordable to families at 80% of median income or below.



There are a number of City owned sites that can and should be developed as affordable
housing, and we urge the City to make this happen. Among the sites we are referring to
are NYCHA owned land within the rezoning area, the city-owned parking lot on Ludlow
Street below Delancey Street, and other City-owned sites that are unrelated to the
Seward Park Urban renewal site. The 700 units should not include housing already in
the Development pipeline but new units.

We need the city council to put forth a follow up corrective action plan to address the
anti-harassment provisions originally addressed in the Community Boards 11 point plan.
Or at the very least anti-harassment provisions for the 1Z Avenues.

Another important point that | am in strong agreement about is that we don't want to see
last minute efforts made to undo the contextual nature of this zoning plan. We are
aware that some developers would like to change the proposed C4-4A zoning west of
Essex Street, between Houston and Delancey Street, to a C6-1A zone which would
dramatically increase the commercial FAR from 4.0 to 6.0 and reduce the residential
FAR from 4.0 to between 0.78 and 2.43. We are adamantly opposed to any such
commercial upzoning and residential downzoning. It would severely damage the
integrity of this plan,

Finally, | want to address claims by some opponents of this plan. First, contrary to their
claims, the planning process was open, transparent and widely publicized, 48 public
meetings were held over the last several years and there was wide ranging debate.
CB#3 followed a democratic community planning process which extended over several
years. CB#3 members with representives from both Couciimanic Districts participated,
as well as other community leaders and organizations, ultimately leading to a
UNANIMOUS VOTE in support of the Rezoning Plan (with the 11 points). We want this
process to be respected by City Planning and our political representatives. Also, 60% of
the more than 100,000 people in the rezoned area are people of color, and the median
income is $33,100 in the census fracts being rezoned, which is less than 60% of the
City's median income. There was no need to rezone the public housing superblocks
since the buildings exceed the FAR in the new contextual zones. Finally, this plan is not
an upzoning. Rather, it promotes residential development at the expense of commercial
and community development in order to preserve the residential character of our
community which is being rapidly destroyed under our current zoning. Our community
will be getting more affordable housing and strict building height limits as a resuit of this
rezoning which is what we desperately need. Last minute demands and attempts to
derail the ULURP process at the 11" hour show extreme disrespect and contempt for
our community and the over three years of consensus building it took to reach this point.
I urge the City Council to vote in support of this ULURP.



Testimony to the City Council Subcommittee on Zoning & Franchises
on proposed East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning
Wednesday, November 12, 2008
by Lisa Burriss

Good morning, my name is Lisa Burriss and I am a life-long resident of the Lower
East Side as well as the Director of Organizing for Public Housing Residents of the
Fower East Side, a project of GOLES.

First, I would like to thank the City Council for the opportunity to testify. I would
also like to thank Community Board 3 for working with the city as well as
residents and community coalitions such as LESCAZ to rezone the East Village /

Lower East Side.

o

I want to begin by urging the City Council to support this rezoning of the entire
111 blocks as proposed in this ULURP action with the following modifications
which include:

1. Anti-harassment provisions for the entire 111 blocks of the rezoning but

especially on the wide avenues that contain inclusionary zoning provisions.

®

While inclusionary zoning is an important gain for our community, we are

losing hundreds of rent regulated units every year due to displacement and

gentrification. Therefore we need a commitment from the city to create an
additional 700 units of new affordable housing for families at 80% of median or
below.

3. We want 30% of all the new units developed with Inclusionary Zoning to be
affordable, just as was done with the Cooper Square project. We believe that
20% is not enough.

4. Finally, we want the creation of a legal services fund to protect low-income

tenants at risk of landlord harassment.

I isa Burriss - Testimony to City Council - LES Rezoning Page 1 of 3



These modifications are a result of more than three years of community board
meetings and public hearings. The Community Board, many residents and
organizations representing low and moderate income families of color worked
tirelessly to reach consensus around a plan that addressed our needs and included

the community’s input and concerns.

As each day passes, it becomes clearer that this rezoning is desperately needed to
fight the piece by piece give away of our neighborhood due to the out of control
development of hotels and luxury housing. This out of scale and out of control
development is changing the historic and diverse character of the community. It is

driving up rents and facilitating the depletion of our affordable housing stock.

On a daily basis, we witness the pressures residents face as they live doubled up in
overcrowded conditions because they want to remain in the community but can not
afford the market rate rent. In fact, I know dozens of people who have been forced
to move to other neighborhoods where rent is more affordable, even though they
have wanted and needed to remain on the Lower East Side. These conditions are
breaking up family support systems that low income residents rely on, creating a
quality of life crisis. Therefore, it is critical that we seize and maximize

opportunities to create permanent affordable housing.

Recently, misguided groups opposing the plan have made public accusations of
racism. They have circulated petitions misrepresenting the facts as well as the
impact of the rezoning in public housing spreading fear among residents. This is
grossly inappropriate especially during a time when public housing is experiencing
a number of other funding issues and misleading facts about the zoning and racism

detract from resident’s ability to focus on effective way to preserve public housing.

Lisa Burriss - Testimony to City Council - LES Rezoning Page 2 of 3



I understand that this rezoning can not stop all of the problems we are facing with
gentrification, displacement or even the funding and preservation issues we are
facing within public housing. However, I believe that it will help us to preserve
the diversity of our community, protect the character of our neighborhood, and
create more opportunities for long time residents and their children to remain in the

Eower East Side.
"Therefore, I want to reiterate my support for the rezoning and I urge the City

Councll to also support the East Village / Lower East Side rezoning with

Community Board 3’s modifications. Thank you.
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Mitchell Grubler
20 Confucius Plaza, Apt. 40C New York, New York 10002
mitchellorubler@yahoo.com

Testimony
NY CITY COUNCIL ZONING AND FRANCHISES COMMITTEE HEARING
Wednesday, November 12, 2008
RE: EAST VILLAGE/LOWER EAST SIDE REZONING PLAN

As a resident of the Bowery and a member of the Bowery Alliance of Neighbors |
am frustrated by the City Planning Commission’s omission of the Bowery from the East
Village/l.ower East Side Zoning Plan. When you vote on the zoning plan | urge you to
also draft a Follow-up Corrective Action (FUCA) requesting that the City Planning
Commission initiate an immediate rezoning of the unprotecied east side of the Bowery. |
am particularly disturbed by the zoning plan area, which stops approximately 60 feet
short of the east side of the Bowery and leaves it vulnerable to demolitions and grossly
out-of-scale development, particularly hotel developments.

Both east and west sides of the Bowery are characterized by low scale
development and still today boast early 19™ houses and many mid to late 19" Century
commercial buildings of distinction. Many of these buildings house the city’s decades
old restaurant supply and lighting districts. The city has recognized the need to protect
the west side of the Bowery through the Little Italy Special Zoning District and the Noho
Historic District. It makes no sense, especially from a city planning perspective to treat
one side of the street so differently from the other. Both sides of the street deserve the
same amount of sunlight and views of the sky. Now is the time to make up for the lack
of protection on the east side and zone it to conform to the height of the west side,
which has a cap of 80 feet. The Bowery was initially studied as part of the study area
for the plan. With your help and support it could and should be put back in through a
FUCA at this time. Without this protective zoning, the quality of my life and that of my
neighbors will be adversely affected for ever and always.

Rezoning the east side of the Bowery to conform to the west side will enable the
retention of the business districts with which the Bowery has been associated for
generations — the lighting district, the restaurant supply district and the jewelry district.
As | see it, you represent the city agency that should be doing all it can to promote the
retention of these wholesale and retail businesses. They supply the restaurants,
residents and visitors in this city with the merchandise they need to thrive and sustain
the diversity and health of the city’s economy. If you do not rezone the east side of the
Bowery now, these business districts will very quickly disappear, succumbing to the
economic pressures asserted by luxury hotels, multi-million dollar condos and the banks
and chain stores that will rob the street of its special historical character and the unique
qualities that we, the people who live on the Bowery treasure.

| mourn the loss of the unique, generations-old businesses that once made this
city so unique and desirable as a place to live, work and visit. 1look to you, the
members of the City Council to recognize the fact that you have the power to take the
steps necessary to better manage the changes affecting the quality of life in our city.
You can do the right thing in the case of the future of the Bowery. | urge you to request
a Follow-up Corrective Action o save the east side of the Bowery.
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I was raised outside of Chinatown in a predominantly white neighborhood. My parents are
---overseas Chinese professionals-who- acknowledge few common interests or cultural ties with the - ..
working class community that comprises Chinatown. Growingaup-=lefienfound-myself—
wgeepﬁble-wethms@m e Fehildren-of immigranis-asicthemselves

onetheless, my expenences and mvolvement in

fannly often dismissed as 1n31gn1ﬁcant This nelghborhood did not provide me with a window
- into *Chinese culture®, but rather, the | uﬁ %ﬁ I fa nigrant culture established and sustained by
people asking that very same questlon 1y parents strongly believed that assimilation would lead
'to social mobility, with which I had always disagreed. However, as I worked more closely with
_.the working class Chinese community in an effort to reclaim my heritage, I realized how deep
the unjust institutional racism that fuels such a mentality was, and how it controls and divides
e oo thiis. city’s working class community. It is conspicuously manifesting itseif in Bloomberg’s .

ES—

rezoning plan.
‘)\
lll_‘ll‘lv‘__; a0 -athe ‘She A
\-. da firm)] ‘T.he hlstoryﬂnd trad1t10ns behmd Chmatown are urepiaceable, and- that isa— —

""" ‘ \\ Statement resonint in the motives of évéry singlé individual who would geniiinely fight to protect
q‘ this community.

__ To say one can support this plan while preserving Chinatown’s legacy is offensive and ludlcrou(r
AlThe story and traditions of the Chinese American experience are inextricable from the true
.._Chinatown, w: i3 cl upholds the living history that keeps Chinatown ..
relevant, ae gﬁﬁaggm% can be sgig (b&%e working class communities of the Lower East
--Side. Encouraging the division of the community and the disintegration of Chinatown into a -
lucrative tourist attraction not only rids the neighborhood of this vital community, but also
-inhibits economic growth and blatantly dxsgraces the generations of Chinese Ameri an&\%l?
made and continue to make Chinatown what it is. First and foremost, Chmatown 138
' gw‘,um\u?ubsumes the institutions-and services that our community needs. Chinatown was not’ establlshed
: o-sell- Chinese-culture to-the public:- “hinatown; which wouid likely -
splace™ iSperse this fong-entrenched commumity,{would merely be protecting a facade of
what Chinatown reaily is. The davelOpuaai™™ 4y woud cuwctwwaj
~ On a less grand but more practical scale, it i wethe small businessesin.
~ Chinatown and the Lower East Side are largely what brmg money into the economy. If these
.. businesses and their owners are displaced by developers, money will be sapped from the
community by chain stores’ parent companies. Chinatown’s economy will basically be shrunken
- from the inside. To relegate an-essential part of Chinatown’s business world is to likewise -
remove their vital economic contributions. It is common knowledge that communities reap what
- they sow; and those who remove the working class of Chinatown from its economy can see for
themselves the du'ectlon in whlch 1t will hkely £0..

‘What Chinatown does NOT need is a separate pian driven by developers, which would not bring
economic growth and development to the community anyway. If we wait for a separate planto \_ .
occur, it may be too late; there will only be a fagade of Chinatown to be protected, but no more




S ApEIRCI Al picrcighiverhoc romesthy; stand for protectmg
Chmatown § hlst'o'“ry w1ﬂ10_t"defend1ng tnose whio contintie to make it is wholly ifisulting; it
insinuates that the struggles of Chinese Americans and the working class are irrelevant stories of

~ the past. And to claim to protect the history and culture of Chinatown while essentially planning T
to replace its citizens with a grand Chinese gate, and other tourist-catering attractions is just plain

racist. Yonewtal! Mp's

What the working people and small businesses of Chinatown does need is the same as what

e ———WorKing-people-in-the-East Village and Lower East Side need. Creating rifts in-thecommunity - -
district is unacceptable; groups should not be pit against each other in order to protect their own
communities-and-their-common-interests—Fhere-are likely-people-much-like-myself in‘the East ——————
Village and Lower East Side fearing the dissolution of their own neighborhoods, and there is

B —absolutely no reason to have to-destroy one to salvage another, Chinatown and the Lower East—
Side are communities united by their residents’ common needs and desire to protect their

neighborhoods from division. This rezoning plan is divisive and unnecessary; it needs to be
—— — — stopped and replaced with one that protects the entire district to keep each community from

becoming vulnerable to mass gentrification, V&splacement,‘mm;gmhan_z
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s
L ———
) Iﬁ;'erest@;gf E—r ‘-?' %( ")""" D"

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
[ in favor ;ﬁ in opposition
Date:
o (PLEASE ?zmn
%? po Qb ‘P)T; AG > }\f o
Address: N

-

AddrigR: 0 mﬁx ORCHH’ZD S7-

__ _THE COUNCIL
"THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

O

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No fr_t/_ﬁ 12 n_°f Res. No.
[] in favor [ in opposition

1wz s

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: (A8 %57480¢ G eve
Address: HE c#RSre Prred S IV A //’x"a”'(‘('f
I represent: - 5&( ET pR f}/é. /"/(J{////‘g, A OF G (i) id
Address: __ ISP supn et A VY 2 ” Y

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




THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

Date; A /[// 2'/ Oy
PLErrE PRINT) /

Name: ‘-) O(&o‘ e
Address: 2 §O =3 /:Lu, S"? I Pyé

L represems; _ My el
| THE COUNCIL

THE _CITY OF NEW-YORK

Appearance Card

F'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ~—— Res. No.
[0 in faver [ in epposition

Date:

- \A} ﬂ\fl’\ /%sz PRINT)

Address: jfﬁ ((’? C/V)/H? S'7Z

e a—— fen e - d e e e —— g b

 __THECOUNCIL- - |

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ~——— Res. No.
?F in favor  [J in oppositien

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: :L\\(’ 0l D enen ¢ \c
Address: 164 } . @ P)

B represent: ,['Q‘x\ -\);\\‘-%e (.crv\"rv\\av\‘*;/ (-o‘\\.t Yo

Address;

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

i e

.



THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res, No.
1 in favor ﬁ in epposition

Date: ”I/,’Z"/OW
; (PLEASE PRINT)
Name; é ¢ y\-gl-%'/ SU[/\ML:»( -tz
Address: _ 5 S C/("-V‘? g‘-h_f& Sﬂ\‘

THE COUNCIL |
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

| I represent: OL\A\AL&-Q- Sh%@“&' (/Uth/t(/l/{ 'AS'('OC -

1 reprosens: 42 (olbe. 4 Bdut zum

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
O in favor in oppositio

Date: i{ < 03’

(PLEASE PRINT)
Nlme: Mp ot} /M

Address: S C @t

. _THECOUNCD,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card .

P'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res, No.
X infaver [ in opposition

Date: __ /7 /524/0 g
. (PLEASE PRINT /
Nnme: @&m AT~ 6{\‘?’{ S

Address: _3’5’-’7\} E l Q Th 81_
I represent: COU@@V qure—’ {oxﬂmtﬂ'\\ Hﬁf_z
yth ox

Address: f; j

d 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. _(‘O.Sé iV:_'e_ es. T\Zo'
[] in faver ,ﬂ@*ﬁn opposition
Date:
) (PLEASE PRINT)
, Qo tntiin VAR (M L

Name

Address: 2’% £ [o 5%/\24%"

it Sy G

T e T g A SRR . ennet e = L so 0

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance-Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Maz_(fz? l\?‘wg
[J in favor M opposmon
/)2 B8

Date:
{PLEASE PRlNT) Mﬁ___ i

Name: - OSQJ’A!/\Q L—QQ_

THE COUNCIL
THE (ITY OF NEW YORK

— S b ey

T T T T Appearance Card—|

I intend to appear algyék onlnt.No. ______ Res. No.
in favor [J in opposition

Date:

{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: I ; l\/{z/é am;ﬂl( P
Address: ;1 OO /__- 5' _Lh %‘é\

1 represent: B C)Ct)-e }:f_f !Qr .{ ANnNCe. O,Q_
Address: . M e (ﬁhb Of' j

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




- T - -

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

", -Xintend to appear and speak on Int. No. Les KE‘Z% %—___.

O in favor q/n opposition

Date:
{PLEASE PRINT)

_...mgme,;,f,VV\‘!K,d* , Vlmq asmk'

 THE COUNCIL
“THE CITY OF NEW YORK

.. Appearance Card- .

:

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
O in favor /E'\ 'in'opposition

'(|/ 12Jo&

(P ASE PR!NT) .
Name: JQ e r2 | g ( {"\ \L(t : /3 N

Aeress: 8‘&- < Q\\U { M‘!@ - To L §7
I represent: ?ﬂc@ Ep—,( 7[ O(.Jl\] ’EK

. 7 i e ,_—__,_...._.._...w-—.—-‘ ——

THE COUNCIL

Lo _THE-CITYOF NEWYORK |

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____~__ Res. No.
] in faver @/m opposition

Date: lll?,o! of
(PLEASE PRINT)

TYH’\ h Vi
Address: 620 L(M\A) éxv M\' M\l LGDQ\D‘
I represent: nlg

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 on Int[.gl\}u./

O in faver in opposition

Res. No.

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: MINGI I‘"{O

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

[J in favoer Mopposmon .
1y

Date:

M ABEL —(%’IDEASE PRINT)

Name:

_ _Addee: 240 CLIWAIDET ST, My i (007

THE COUNCIL

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No.
[ in favor *F-imropposition
Date: //Z/:‘--//w2 ﬁwd 52

) Sq‘QQQU\ w(PLHSE PRINT)

Addressm\ C’ y\&\*\f\@ M Sggf LLM ‘M\P/ @ ‘/D/‘)E’g
I represent: ('"L \“\&2@ %W&%\ A\ \\@\j‘-’\(. e_..:

Res. No.

 Address: ok wf\&*\—\f‘\& M Sﬂ ate W) Ve 7003 %

) ’ ; Please complete r.fus card and return to the gerggam-at -Arms ‘

~—  _THECATY OF NEWYORK -




- ———

,éigﬂg;gqs; 59 é/ E ﬁfdf

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
E’ in favor [] in opposition
Date: //""/Llaf

\'/ PLEASE PRINT)
Name: MY L& S T2
Address: / ss80 "‘/7& éV‘MJ KVL’—; //)/70?

I represent: &OW r \Cgffd/’ et &mm &

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Lintend to appear %eak onInt. No. . Res. No.

Appearance Card

LV OG-
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _______ Res. No. _?%_8

[ in favor X in opposition

o Da:e v;f//ﬁi/Og &

_ (PLEASE PRINT)f e Lty m", o,
Name: _ L /2abeth Shavv! »7 7/ sy ﬁ&/ £ (/fﬂfp émv/
Address: ?'54"/ {ﬁf'ﬂm("? ._L//c, /0!{) A/:'/ ax” /004 l.

THECOUNCIL
" "THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

,«- PR
7

in favor (J in oppesition /ﬁ
Date: J)j‘— J Q\\" O ‘

. (PLEASE PRINT)
Neme: LUCIALE CARRASQUERD

Address: U 0 & £7L»fjr W ‘469" BB Wd'fm5
1 represent: C%DE—Q QQ’ i C& ﬁ/[ A, . )
Address: 6\7( f LLM p@%‘

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




THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK _

| Appearance Card !
‘1 iliténd to appear ang;speak on Int. No. Res No. -
,ﬁ m favo_r o ;n opposmon
IR Date ”IIZ DS/
{PLEASE PRINT) .
Name: Dﬂt Nie b jﬁut«MV\ {g{“ﬂ\"\’ e Sensfpr- 6 Q,(;h
Address:
IrepreSent 25‘% S‘}‘W""ﬁ 56“@40#!“\ D S"’Y‘IC-,_ .
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
A pp;zarance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _________ Res. No.
(O in favor %in opposition
Date:
PLEASE PRINT)
Name: AM A' 7( \/
Addreas:
T represent; Gd , f’h’R M ﬁ'/\/
Addreas: _QQC:H'_AH (_L;mw ,,, Au\__ o S——
T T T THE 'COUNCI'II“"“ .
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.f'._______ Res. No.L L Oga3
) - [ in faver in opposition 2008
Date: /[[ {2 /‘D g
{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: __/Placvia B. Mt zace f;sa :
Address: Y05 Zc"xmfm ﬁw—?m “Mr, ot Joi7Y
BRI | represent: W/ﬂ/)ym I@ﬁ/ ﬂ/?% /"J‘Jf/ﬁ ;’:’
. =
Address: 59y ﬂraac/wﬂq ..fwféf’ /0/0 L w7 /{;’0/1 S
’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant.at.4rms .- ‘ |




Tk cooner,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card i gcf
’ - A
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No, Res. Wc{o
[0 in favor in opposition o

Date:

e PICHALTE NS <

Address:

e L2 /5] )N

THE COUNCIL
THE_CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int[y

O in favor in opposition

Date: L//Z/Q/*

_(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: Z/j&fﬂ .7; o/ . .

Addrem: & 20 & 2 2 T LY //'QDSQ_ |
_____THE COUNUIL

THE CITY OF NEW YORK |

%ppearance Card

I intend to appear awk on Int. No. Res No.
infavor [J in oppo Lllm
Date: /
g‘/)/ Q LEASE PRINT) /
o

FAN NTAND (SF
- ; C {gos 3,
WW Ooeciner. of  \lpicdgags

Res. No.

>
&
\/
T
S
K'
V\
-\\
<
]

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




- Tintend to appear and speak on Int. No, .-
- : O infavor [@*in opposmon /‘
e Date: _t[f/ [Z— @Y

™

¥

Name: f 'TUA/':'C‘_ f"‘\/kﬁ /

" THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Res. No.

. (PLEASE PRINT)

Address: JJ P;o.ue?'f’"\/ 'QT

ﬂ)V

’C?ch

- T )

»a

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.

oL,

Nane:

Res. No.

11/05”‘

£4"in opposmon
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Lf/L?/Z!

J in favor

Address:

231 g é% &7 | Rawkzv# ALY m@@

*THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card
1
I intend to.appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
‘ (J in favor ) Iin opposition ) e

li ! f —?_" N w ﬁf -
Lo Date - N
(PLEASE pnmn e

e A d v T SEACT E'ﬂ'b‘a{d WY N‘f [ees T

,, T B !,i K

Address:

I represent: _

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-af-A'f'rlr-u ‘




. T T E ol

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

rie
pd’
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __1-_35_ __ Res. No.
7 in favor T opposition

Date: Afﬂ/ ’f A OQ
PLEASE an'r)

Name: ) Q— ]\&
Address: 7 [ MOT y

I represent: C‘ Vle C@f‘"‘fm MI bm C}‘ﬂ/’ T o)
adae: _CAPTO Groed

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YOBK

A ppearance Card

e

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

O in favor )ﬁ\ln opposumn

SE Date
(PLEASE PRINT) S cawmmy,

_Name: ‘% 7/)/70?/( "7//70f B
Address: ;(f@( 7 [)Yg‘i\ <t/ / ’fQF C_

'THE COUNCIL

" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

N4

¥
I intend to appear and speak on Int. N _&S_Z_OE Res. No.
O in favor in opposition

Date: UOU ,Zl O%

e D0y THES

Address: CHMIAM  GREEV
e, CWIC CEMTER, RECIDEVTS QOAATION

Address: CHATHRAMN @RQG U

’ Please complete thu card and return to the ‘iergeam-at -Arms ‘




"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. —— . Res. No.
infavor [ in Opposmon ‘

WAz Sos

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Neme, | SHCHE He it

Address: o loo SuFRlC sy N ay
I represent: Cac:lav }T}‘VJ\I‘C— C5 papm e

Addres_a’: — 6{ = %“H‘ }f" N\/ N?‘J {0003

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearancwé Card

I intenid to appear and spesk on Int. No.______ Res. No.
O] in favor \[E] in opposition

~.
“Date: ///f‘l ///
(PLEAS_E PRINT)

> - /
Name: 530 £, u,_, }
Address; 260 & -:"I k"C . YRR Ay fr‘ s oe 25

" THE COUNCIL

T THECITY OF NEWYORK —

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. . Res. No.
in favor [ in opposition .
/
& Date: 7
(PLEASE-PRINT) .
Name: ’]3 C“‘*€ Mé{z;

Address: 7? E AKT "/]1 e s+ gc ‘;— H [QA‘ [UL;C | | T 3
I represent: ﬂ/“ .er([ <_ W’w\ {ﬁ\/‘f 57 ’}«_,k r? WL L’\IOOY‘"
U 0 ) A G

Addreass:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arm{% ‘_:.-"

»




I intend to appear arlg/sgeak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.

Name:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

in favor [ in opposition

Date:

72; ~ (PLEASE PRINT)
g s YU

Address:

(U MNedolle SE My posz

I represent: C’g #‘3 //4:4 rFE

Address:

A 4

Sawe a5 ‘ghgve

TR = 0

THE-COUNCIL

Pintend to appear and speak on Int. No. - Res, No.

Name: "

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

e A ppearance Card

{1 in favor qh opposition

fff{? ffeg

Date

(PLEASE PRINT)

G}W féfff LY

A_ddren

I intend

Name;

“THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance (;ard

to appear and speak on In::.gl?‘.( — — Res. No.
0 in favor in epposition

Date: l!( /{[g{&

(PLEASE PRINT)

\f() Gon e o

Address:

I represent: ‘\J\Uﬁ/ﬁ"l %’

Address:

»

Pleuse complete this card and return fo the Sergeant-at-Arms




TTUE S TS g e e AR T r—— T - e

e e e L L e g1

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appearand speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No.
‘%n favor [ in opposition

: Date:

| \ . (PLEASE pmm)
Name: 1!_‘ [ Gl I ) (_Lj 7L
Address: 3 A‘ Cetve /L'v 7

— . - ™ >
N N S NG
: -~ N s ¥
" Address: _- i F H‘T\

FwmTmes - T - - EREE T

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on In}?p;::;»___,__ Res. No.
i

OO in faver in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ARMADIHISZ TOMARZ EWSK)

Address: Jaﬁam?? 4 R’ffﬂ)‘i" e Qﬂ

“THE COUNCIL

L _ _THECITYOFNEWYORK - .| __

Appearance Card

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

[ in favor in opposition
‘Date: ____{ f)/ r2 /} o &
V (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _MARYICING  Yacy Con”
Address: QM!TI—/ ‘}-)OM (/ 4

.Irepresent: (‘0)4!1”0[1/ T0 fﬁfr“r’wf (‘Mffb’iffjﬂ(/[ﬁ/

Address:

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




* THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear andyspeak onInt. No. . Res. No.
[ in favor in opposition '

Date: ”“' ri- ""Gg
(PLEASE PRINT)

 Nme: BELG Re AV DE <
Address: S"? H t‘d:; TEI?

I represent;, M pt/ Luiyniowt
Address: . Lodish D#)
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Inl;g __ . Res No.
(] in faver in opposition
Date: / ‘/ 2
}\ Jl (PLEASE pnm‘r)
Name: A~V
__Address: ??7 : 571«

THE COUNCIL” |

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
[] in favor [F'in opposition

Date

{PLEASE PRINT) 2_’2’ \(t -
Name: QAO}‘FO LO nNe7 L{ 16 I\\) ASW

Address: % ?7 1"/‘@ S T‘QYS

7
I represent: CUQMWD’)’;’ /j? J\;/‘ﬂ;’-?‘?_s

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

- - THE-CITY-OF-NEW-YORK - — - |- -




| THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. No.____ Res.No.
O in favor F in opposition
Date;

\ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: X/ Hua "=

/(/ojg

Address: AT CATHZRING*2 si. NEW Yoy A
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

e

S
4

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. —= Res. No.
[ in faver ‘; . i tfpposmon, .
jvg i

{(PLEASE PRlNT)
Name; Cjﬁ:ﬁj{/é }(Wﬂ}{ TLxy

Address ﬁ 3% ‘//4‘/;' }8, @WW&Q

- THE COUNCIL
“THE CITY OF NEW YORK

" "Appearance Card |

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

O in favor ; m epposition

""fb-—-;rDate

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name H—M >< N

<

Addreaa ‘l’(/ /W\ //KJ\/ \\é"&/{/ : S - /:TP:‘( 'a}@

I represent:

Address

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

.




I intend to appear and speak on Int. §ﬂ' —  —  Res. No.

_ e s vy

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

O in favor _F] in opposition

Date: 1_;“‘ /‘Z_,{)é

‘ PLEASE PRINT)
Name: (m ‘J{/b\ \;W

{,_

N \2me:;

Addrow: ﬁ/ s {/L,;/ st }’, 2z ”VJ/’ /uy Tio o
“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
A pj;z'drance_ Card
I'intend to appear and speak on lut“Nm:) __,._1\ = Res. No.

[} in favor m/ in opposition

Date: /S LD O?’

(PLEASE ann A

/?/?7 & / roi v/

Address:

(22 [INME . /3

1 represent: N /\ /( J:} Q: % ,

~o MHestey st

Address:
THE COUNCIL
}} “"THECITY OF NEWYORK— ~——
. ) Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
O in favor in opposition
Date: Ll " / Z "‘O}JP
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: N 5/ Ffw-d QR/&LS
Address: ¢ 0 S ec -3»\/ @'\)Q«/ A% ﬂ) ple 2 A

I represent; %/ r-£ S/ d_g Caqd’# \[C foall

Address:

)

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




Name: @Mn N Sor

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _______ ' Res. No.

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

{1 in favor /E' in opposition
Date: [/~ (2~ 0%

( LEASE PRINT)

Address:

230 [/A/%w\/ €7L

I represent: K /,._ S. Of/f P L/ 7[/ o A/

Address:

¥ /-f’em@azve &71 N\/ {00,

"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Tintend to appear and speak onInt. No, ___ Res. No.

Name:

Appearance Card

[J in favor "in opposition

Date:
(PLE'ASE PRINT)

Address:

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No.Z  Res. No.

3 v
3 L
Py i

=~ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

tf@ T ‘erﬁ’. 1 f,ti YRNT T ,-Om

THE COUNCIL

Appearance Card

O in favor in opposition
; Lo L0
Date: _11~ [+ 4

. (PLEASE PRINT)

Name: _| o '\uj"sl.5> ;'fx , \I

Address: L o) Fly ;\ iz peoke o AL
Irepresent:,f:.); it ; i fr( fJNf‘“N)} sfbé

Address:

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

19 Hemey ' Shoet 4772 fran




T ST e

A Rk o it b o M e

THE COUNCIL
- —=—THE (ITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and fpeak onInt. No. _____ Res. No

avor [} in epposition

Date: / / ﬂ’ &'

é} PLEASE PRINT)
Name: or o = cﬂ\@/\bgf\%

1 represent: C//@ 3
mrAddreas — {? & 6/& ﬁf‘ﬁﬁ;f_

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

e o, - S UUSHUP Y

Address: //-.5 =z [:\'b‘ K Rl./!/\k U’&,L Q?OQ A >;

Appearance Card

I intend to appear a%eak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.

in favor [J in opposition

Date: ////2/9?"‘

(PLEASE PRINT)

Neme: OB SAN  Srefzdl
Address: q?ng g

e visirrhits AL T Ty b A gt A e

e R THE COUNCIL_
| | THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and ppeak on Int. No. Res. No.
>{i‘r\1 favor [ in opposition

Date:

{PLEAS RINT)
Name: ]j/?M/A/IC_, %scfaﬁ)ﬁ

Address: C)—“ 7 A % 57‘,-
I represemizég 5 ~ 56’f/g / &/4//?
Address:

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

1 represent: CB% - DS-T@ILT /17’1419‘\-/‘??"/4 —




THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
Lintend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
O in favor in opposmon
lz)oy
Date:

FOR 211 ¢ he prease panen
Name: N " :

AZm;sW CiST PROEL Y7

Irepresent: - ﬁ/)/ ZZU ——

[ —

THE COUNCIL
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

— : -Appearance-Card— |-

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res, No.
1 in favor K" in opposition

Date: ////2" ff_—//?)

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \/[(( J/N /)‘QM

Addréss: 7 i Cdf!(‘lr Y P

Irepresent: /1 ¢ Ve Iy I _\/ ; T2

THE COUNCIL

[ THEGTY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.
O in faver ‘@Xin opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: H\ W\ (\/{ YQ\A L{

Address: p AN \r Tid

I represent: _

Address: o

. Please complete this card and return 1o the Sergeant-at-Arms '




¢

TR R TT T - rrT——

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Carg

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. [BDV__*_ Res. No.
(1 in favor In opposition

’t

~Date:

"
A (PLEASE BRINT)
Name: L(W 3 ) :

Address: )',\'M\

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance-Gard—|-

B TT

Iintend to appear and speak on IntH_Res. No.

| e (] in favor in opposition

'E‘.?ut""“n

,Date i
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: !"7@4 4 S‘bﬂ/
Address:s Ay Lid)res/ S7_ &PT

1 represént:: 4 /; A // foee)

- THE CONGL =~
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.
O in faver .. in opposition

Date:

. (PLEASE PRINT)
Name; ﬂ%’}l . PN’}CP C h@h ' ‘
Address: '%Cf J"z?{ai’\’f’ Q‘/ 4’}' AP’P #f) 6 N ~\{ [OOO‘;‘

I represent:

Address:

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



"THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

s
I intend to appear and speak on Int. Ng/__.* Res. No.

‘ [ in favor 3 n opposmon

Date: /ﬁb[q%

A (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: __~ orosies CJDN

Address: Q b COk A &‘G‘%ﬂ(\ P\GQ O~

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

e
#

7 Address: !32 ﬁ(rah $-i.'

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. I)To — . Res. No.
[0 in favor. [7] in opposition

"; Date:

.{. . "7 (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: P;\[({P Z'W;
iddress: [ ; 3 /’}l }'-661 5"'1 h
I represent: Cé“ vel o Té Qm’ 7{"7 ;‘;\7:” A

THE COUNCIL
_THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card -

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No“sl;'-
1 in favor in opposition '
3

Da-‘t9 t ) i [ "96’

{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _L\‘ﬁ & Y M{-ﬂ

1 represent: (._,ﬂ “FL g-f-? L’C;‘ﬁpt @40 gfj?‘f v
Address: 12 5“" /ﬁg.f\ f:,l /y/ué;‘l _5’7‘ A f S/ psons

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




[

B o R PP = M PP b e g - - o £ ¢

e 4 e el e s

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

in favor [ in opposition .
Date :» “/I,/OK

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: M&uz,w —T"ovm %

I intend to appear agzpeak onInt No. __ Res. No.

" THE COUNCI,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card -

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. . _Res.No.. .. |

I represent 6 o L gé

- A et e p At s s

in favor [ in opposition
Date: H ! ’l /Dg

D ‘ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ama/ﬂ % "E-?\{—’{ )

Address: ~ ;o

THE COUNCIL
THE Ty OF NEW YORI_(_

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ________ Res. No.
‘? ixfavor (O in opposition
* Date: M / / } / 0;?
% (PLEASE PRINT) / /
Name: ’,? 6

Address: L
I represent: (/qﬁﬂv O\/I VQW—{WW 15

Address

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




R U ML ST e ST

_ Address: _ fOro) Naﬁé)ék S'T

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

- Appearance Card

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

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: OHK\(; KVH ‘

Address:

I represent: AAF é

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

. l,,;:gp_mggnt LJ/’\ ”"-‘

~THE COUNCLL

A ppearance Card

I intend to appear and,speak on Int. No. Res. No.
' infavor [J in opposltlon
Date }w l 3\‘ ()

PLEASE PRINT)
Name: //)ﬂf\-/(_ C/;/’ (S 7:)/-//!(’ -

Address: A / .,) L/Ju L/{/(‘T"J/\-—t Q‘7L

/e jo sl T U?mmﬂ—ﬁ

" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
{1 in favor E]/{?‘n oppositien .

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _/TO A \f S O

Address: §¥- S{C( ((}\ U\f{,-‘!:;'f <+ U\(}\Q\(

I represent: -IKA CC{ Y \5({)(4fkl R‘Q 3 1( CQ 9_4,(:'9‘

Address:

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




—— g A - e g e e i

THE COUNCIL
+ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

)| mtepd to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
1 in favor Ef in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: j//\/ﬁ//\//:n‘ CAO

Address: é ’é’ I A n l LA
Irepresent: ___ 1ML ‘fﬁ h’\l

Address: goa 4/'7' W‘T O;\ PT X, Q

o THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No._______ Res. No.
[47in favor [J in opposition

Date: __\1 )\? 3

(PLEASE PRINT)

. Name: ?L'l ,MQ dine.

Address: (H3 }ér'-“?-"\flk P&

I represent: Mr-élﬂfﬂ"_' /(A releme f ?Ln €

. .. Address: _ f ‘/? /q()-(bi A E

i s L, e e L

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
[ in favor [] in opposition
Date: i !‘ 17, } 0 &
— (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: MIHAV\ 5 ‘fbVJf')

Address: 43 Avsanul Z

I . represent; M i choe l R&\SQJV\

Address: jH3 /é*v"-‘h’\/‘)f g

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




OTHE COUNCIL
"THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

Date: ”f 12 )05—
_— (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \/Uam !%of'?lv\ Sawn
Address: 1473 Avenne 13
* 1 represent: M\ L\/\w ‘R'h Sﬂ-_Vk

Addreaa:_ l‘ﬂ“/:i iﬁw’( R-
THE COUNCIL

TH'E—GIT—Y-*OF—-NEW—Y-ORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. Res. No.
[] in faver in opposition
Date:
\ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: jf)l an% { j{. 03 w7
__Address: ff }'!f/‘i/ ‘“/ ‘“’"i‘ . Q N jf@i} £ ’ H /ﬁ/f

e - e - e ——— —

) THE (ITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear arg(epeak/on Int. No. __ Res. No.q._’z_;"'"

in favor [J in opposition

Date: |‘L!\\¢9

v, G\ 2 5‘5"5’%\\1

Address: Gl e %X

1 represent; Caess °>c; WA Mi H
Address: (:\\ A \(

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

/ P TN,

e C_OUNCIL-_--_.--'. R




A v -

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

e s e e s e e g o e ———

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

in favor [ in opposition / /
Date: / L @ Q

(PLEASE PRINT)

" Name: CAJ \\\C!\M AR@OVO

Address: \SQL é{f&\g‘*/ /I/L/(] /V7/OUCZS

1 represent: (OO.@E\’ g\? (A e v~ W /4" ,
Address: __ @j_[— 4{‘4 J\f! N7 (\ /Z/ V /'() 00_2

— ,,._...__.r.. m——

THE ‘COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

I intend to appear and s /peak on Int. No.TZ23 =924 Res. No.

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. M Res. No. w
Wvor [ in opposition
S

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: /%9/1 <~/ T 0 1A <

Niverw: LF o Fan D L5

C e e —— —_ — e e - e

 THE COUNCIL
" "THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

44" in favor [ in opposition

m\ — Date: // /2— //
7 . (PLEASE PRINT)
NMARLENE ™ Pr~f o

Name:

Address: "77 L / 02% =7 fg”c‘ \,\’C,;

I represent: D(U“?l{ \?d '4"\((};/‘(‘@ ()r j\)é’ \‘r\‘f/biS
Addrese:

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




eI S e e T e ————

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

/ '2 7y
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. M Res. No.

in favor L] in opposmon
e o /2 /i

(PLEASE PRINT)

Neune: =/ /7B E T ALY Ty
Address: </ {1 / / LQ Q{( q'/(/

1 represent: /"///Fjg 7 /QLX /’é///’?f/,

"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.
M in favor [J in opposition
Date:
| _ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: - -'J-'@V! a5 FW /+U7’1</-
Address: QQ”’V{‘K"Q S;L ?('4 gﬁ / ?M - -

g represent MMAQ.H'OJ"' 507“0 L,{’ﬂl Pﬁ!q;M 5?}—'/| h(l/{//

e e e

—— — THECOUNCIL —— |

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
7 in favor in opposition

Date:

LA /{ / SE PRINT) %/d 25

Address: ‘/70 S’QQ@’\/G/M(G -’l/(‘/( /‘:@fé
I represent: L~ r > (Cvlfj CG@\' / c/ B

Address:

’ Please comp_le'ié?h;;s card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arma ‘




" THE COUNCIL _
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

|
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. M ﬁJlj No.

infavor [ in oppos:tmll
{

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: /g!/}hcﬁn ‘{r)fma AT

Address: }KQ P 6-} M&? fl/i, W
I__represent &mﬂ} ’4 k Cf V] C(éz O F L C; !\’)ﬂ }Q‘t_S

[P IR L e e

T THECOUNGL
L THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card— |

I intend to.appear and speak on Int. No. _i__ Res. No. ZLD:B—

e N{1 in favor [] in opposition

- 12 o5

Date:

LEASE PRINT) .
Name: {> 4-V/D /ly < :...G- Ndé’p < o
Addrees: éi/ S 4{-7/ 4;(]’ - /"" /f
I represent: CJ/b O/ Yo I e M },{-4 A
- 4,.,”..Addresa . G‘/ o EJ” Q/f :

CmEcon |
 THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. . Res. No. i_}__-z
[ in favor [J in opposition
Date:
, (PLEASE PRI!NIT)
Name: Sa swmiar o S\
Address: I {’) Se (o ‘{\d /‘\l/ f\
I represént: Caos ﬂ 44 01(: /A 8 (&mu—m

Adtlress: ()l L,,— L'f 071

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

s




 THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear alé{i/peak on Int, No. Res. No.

in favor [J in opposition
Date; //f // Z/ﬁ(p

o /%,///lc, REATEN
Address: 43’ §7L Mﬁfkﬂ /0/

I represent: % Cf %ﬂ L@ " e_) | '
nidrew: _ 2 A&, /S SH /%C—//?Qﬁ\’)

| THE COUNCIL
- THE—CITX_OILNEW_Y_ORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.
O in favor in opposition
Date: _\b [/ oK
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: \}\}U (\l > 7 \f\ﬂr
Address: M\-ﬂm A ‘H—B‘/\\‘——)

1 repreaem __Lf_\ | '/:é_-ﬁ k S{

Res. No.

THE COUNC[L
"THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

[;Elﬂin faver [ in opposition
Date: \\1\\\2\ (J%
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: T)G—U\/\ el\e L\W?_Q/f
Address: 2,50 Melvede & Rletyn iy 11237
I represent: LEB TQ)AQWW }\kNBQUM

Address: Q\ O\;@b\ C““(ﬂ S\ M\wl M\! 16002

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




THE COUNGL

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

Date: LIRS

(2 ween. ¢ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ‘, AYAATAN (q\ iy “’ \L/\Q

Address: w& e t/\/\— \

" IHE COUNGIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

/
Appearance /ﬁard

Fi .
I intend to appear and speak on Intgé ______ Res. No.
O in favor [ in opposition.

™~

+ Date: B.L 7 } ; L)
(:“ ~ .  (PLEASE PRINT) '
Name: *%«9@ ‘\ /k}@’\ VKOM

H \_‘
Address: ”‘""JC"S% “’/

_ ﬁ-_\__.ef.__ L .

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

T T T —‘—‘—"——'—‘—Appearance Carlt/i/ -
I intend to appear and speak on Int, No.// Res. No.
[ in faver  Y34n opposition; -, //. ...

\: ‘uJ H Y [‘d&’i{(‘,

; "‘“?EE‘E Date: _\ 0’_\3 -~

(PLEASE PHINT)

Nane: . (X’-FA’{ d&‘"“ /\Q
Address: '-:*---—-... ;(\ -
I represent: _TAAA. RO \AQ
Address:

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




THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Ca/rd/

I intend to appear and speak on In\t.ﬁN/;./
[ in faver in opposition

- Date: \ /{N-/m?(

(PLEASE PHINT)
Name: [ O T(" i) J

Address: \ (j\m AALY L(‘"’( N2
I represent: L AVS M%‘e( g

 THE COUNCIL
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Res. No.

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No..
E\/I{;avor O in opposition

Date:
(PLEA RINT)

Name: \J( QAL JONZA
Address: ois” W alo, S

I represent: C% C,
L A_d-d.ress: ’E L\_ S __//

T IHE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK .

A ppeargnce Card

I intend to appear and speak on Il{t o. Res. No.
O in favor in opposition
Date:
PLEAS W /
. Biche/ ﬁfﬁ( 0,

Address:

I represent:

Address:

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




THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Res. No.

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.
D in favo g_ in opposition

Date

f‘v: *rf /fé s p;rfgwéww 0

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

-- +——F-intend-to- appear"arg?eak—on InttNo————=—RessNor———~——"—

- in favor [J in opposition

Date:

eme: Weapon JoVE, (2% MEMAEA
Addrew: = 2004 ?Vwﬁ SE Aot yr /\,vc (o7

I represzent:

g CB 5
THE COUNCIL

(PLEASE P

Appearance Card

- l'intend to appear and speak on Int. No.
BY in faver [ in opposition

Res. No,

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: ﬁr‘CQ/VU K VZYVW Qh
Address: &3?-’#—)(/’2'0# fqﬁfﬂﬂ(fﬂ

I represents HS‘éemblM Dstret 74

Address:

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

7 THECGTYOFNEWYORK |




THE COUNCI,
"~ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card -
) N W

v o v
I intend to appear ang speak on Int, No. . — Res. No.
. in favor [] in opposition

Date:

Name: Ec\ wat A g
Address _&&%@%M%M?Mmg

I represent:- _ /“ 3 = N /

N " THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

_ _ S T
L anmemle e et . . : B

A ppearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
in favor {] in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: M\.é\l\é\b C_,f\-\;v\(? Q

Address: \% 4 \QO«UQ/\PU\ / M &y WY

1 represent: %Q'V\)%V\ P’r‘\\\M ‘&\ NQC\ Q\\\SM
Address: 8’ LF \QOW%LA 7 C}_

| THE COUNCIL -
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

in favor [ in opposition ¢

Date: / / 2-/ o g
(PLEASE, PRINT)

Neme: (21008 _PERVIN
Address: | ?DL!L ‘270 W&(F’\ﬂ/

I represent: LZO Ct/éf‘ﬂg/ Afl)—/z’}}q:{f(_/é OF MEIC B ERS
Address: fgi? 55‘&[?&72'?/

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




T HE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear an nlnt. No. ... Res. No.
in'favor ) [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: Mf‘fiiéf Aﬁ%
Addreas:
I represent: IA il E\/\p/\gl"‘d SO‘H‘\OM Q./Vd—'
Addreas ? L_‘{ P'( fﬁj\/( fQ (17\ 0 QI{_V‘Q,QTF‘-

P f— g e ey - — —————

[RARE — o el e —————

‘THE COUNCIL
THE (ITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

O in favor in opposition

Date: !‘,w !7 —0 f?

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: m arviei o ﬂ“j

Address: f2 > X I C s WAVA
EZ A AN

I represent: <"t & - 0 Z- Gz ce
Addres: [ 3 § ﬁ/em S

",4.,.5—,..L s —— —— - E B e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card:

Y t//
I intend to.appear a;élyeak on Int. No. w Res. No.

n favor [J in opposition.

pute: 11/ 2 ne

" (PLEASE PRINT)

Nlme gi}///(/\/ Q&é{/‘d&-j’,

_ Address: 7 < g’JF gkfh-gf # 7L

{ roprsses [ AAEALT A ele OFNETOH Bk
- Addrew: ./%V./ Powbaw 1 ~70 8 10012

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

I intend to appear and speak on IntE No.____Res. No.




e T ME T T A £ % 1t e o S 8 T Y AR AT - R

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No.

Name:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

)E in favor [ in opposition
Dase: XOL /2 200%

{(PLEASE PRINT)

% %/Z /i'/(;uf‘fo{ /'} /@.&-—'

Address:

2D (o atuneras ;”/, ze ;4;70/%/ Jpooz.

I represent:

EQNGFY /5}///4‘/2{@ ﬁ“/’/‘v‘maé/?ow&
f%(L/ f%’ﬁwpwf‘réé# Jpp

. Address:

— v_.,w_,—.,_rv,_f —

- s o e AR, e gt g e 1o e

THE COUNCIL

I intend to appear and speak on In

Appearance Card

t.Net__ Res. No.
[ in favor in opposition

P

Date: > it

J Howd
N@eﬂt ﬁ‘ggé;f & mr((g L&UL, Qm‘gﬁiﬂ%

Ntmer:

Address:

1 represe M@/I MA’((' w1t WS

T Addres:” ’)mr{' EHC-—- — (3 { D PMU&Q . dﬁff«r’fi‘* -
THE COUNCIL
-THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.

e to see i__i]i il:l fal:vor I tQl'\l/ifoppc:usitictm i R , N o
Date: I’f } f/ [ 2 / CZ?
(PLEASE pmn*r)
Name: Z_«U\ “\f’
Address: ¥E‘ ‘f\ FL{'D ff“\.f §T ;\\\/ /\fﬁ(

I represent;

- Address:

Poia . Lulid

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

_THE_.CIT_Y_OF_.NEW_IORK__ R



o e T e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.__ Res No.
(] in favor [2-in opposition

Date: {(/(2/0Z

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: /Z\J{ W (\f\/,. (/AP
Address: 5%“") %t') &f(d’l’@‘r A.\U.Q_ QM\U\‘;F{) M

1 represent: I\\;’S\ (v (A U\C')’u\ ( ) b l“/\{:‘)lﬁ

- -—-p-—r-,-—--‘-—-—.-r = i b A "

‘THE CoUNClL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

e ——

1 represent

\ THE COUNCIL™

_ | __Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. . Res. No.
{J in favor ['E]/m opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _\2AiF (ANAG

Address: G STUMAVECRUL OVGH Ay Alz M4, MU OG04

PP AU mwru’

“THE CITY OF NEW YORK- - -

Appearance Card

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

Res. No.

LS
Date:
R|NT)

(PLEAS .
o, Ca O\ A —E}\\ SN
addros: 22 2 ~ BRoope. St«M e

I represent: V- \f("’

Address:

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




1 _ Appearance Card

 THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

S

I intend to appear and speak on Int, No —— Res. No.
(1 in favor

3”in opposition

_ Date:
. - (PLEASE PRlNT)
Name: ) /rﬁ-f Syl \i.f i f*‘ i sBY A

Address: cﬁu “’\J ““?’( i ) N
I re‘plieéent:r _ Fﬂli ")&/‘ } e .

- e o st by ot . g P - S e e —

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

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

. Date:
242y (RLEASE PRINT)

Name:

Address: PO "\j‘\

1 represent:

THE COUNCIL
L THE CITY OFNEW YORK —

A ppearange Card

Do~
Y

g — - L
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____+** * Res. No.
1 in favoer s in opposition

Date:

(P EASE PRlNT)
Name: W%

Address: I ]

I represent:

Address:

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




o £ e o ey AR S - T e S e

L e b —— e s s s

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK -

Appearance Card

.1 intend to appear and speak on Int. No — .. Res. No.
{7 in faver % in opposmon
. Date: -
~ y
> _ ,,,(PLEASE PRINT)
Y “', J‘:?‘ Mo
Name: A {\ = \7,.?

o

o :"-h" . . JERE——

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

_ Appearance ¢ Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ______ Res. No.
[ in favor ?ﬂ‘in oppogition

H
Date:

%} fﬁiﬂ A?LEASE PRINT)
Name VN

- THE COUNCL
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

_ Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int ___ Res. No.
m oppos:tlon '

{3 in faver

Date:

N7 SO /-".e»(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ﬂt‘ﬁ{tgr ‘@ 5

Address:

I represent:

Address:

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




THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

R s e —

Appearance Card

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

[ in favor | in opposition
Date:
B g ‘?Q 7 Z{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: __ & 'k i Ty

- S *.;‘._

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY 0F NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

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

0 in faver in opposition
N

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

2 3 34

Name;

B ol SR S m——

[pp— "»-..-\-q,.q...._ B 4 L . EP—-
. i - H e — -

| THE COUNCIL
THE (ITY OF NEW YORK

" Appearance Card

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

[} in faver % in opposition
¥

Date:

% (PLEASE PRINT)

)

. f

Name;: = 759,
2 &

Address:

I represent:

Address:

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




D o — T o e | e

&///THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int ijc.t//—. Res. No.
[ infaver & /in opposition
\ Z Date:
& -~ (PLEASE PRINT)
P ¢

1 g
Name: AN L’:"L’fj“?
- N s W ey

" THE COUNCIL
 THE CITY OF NEW YORK

P S A .

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No..____ Res. No.
O in faver ;’@g\in opposition

Date:
{PLEASE PRINT)

- \ THE 'COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Car/d/

I intend to appear and speak on Im\.ﬂh%/—. Res. No.
[J in faver n opposmon
"..,.f/‘ Date: \ \ /( ﬁ{&(@"

é —. (PLEASE PRINT)
2O

Name: &mo (2\/\();_/\ A “"-'-,-‘:"'h ‘:_;,\
Address: (HME/M;\QL’(—?-);;;:}/\/‘*

1 represent: WA p{@&t% i—-"’" o

Address: ‘.

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

Appearance C(I?‘d_ —_— e



. e —— e o s+ s

THE COUNCIL -
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Ca/rc{
4

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. NoY__  Res. No.
\E(?n opposition

[J in favor
Date: \\ (/T
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name; L’“‘“\‘f\mﬁﬂ_\/ Q( )

Address: (\ WAy ‘QW(\
. I represent: \l\‘l M \\%

THE COUNCIL

THE CITY OF NEW YORK 1.

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int._N?_/ —— _ Res. No.

2 in favor 1#in opposition -
Date: \\/\@/@K
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \ G/\Q 1 .'F(\i‘/\@

Address: Q LOL,VC-(.IJ‘/’\

I represent: VA EL M \?S \ il E"—T/\QJ UQ(}& "

T THE COUNCIL
ag;'rmz CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Ct}ré

I intend to appear and speak on Int[.Sli?/_ ——_Res. No..
[J in faver ri’\opposltlon .

Date: ;\/ (/5K
% -, (PLEASE PRINT) LR S
Name: Af‘ﬂﬂ s \f‘(‘ﬂQ -(X'\m . -

Addreas: (\ ‘\/\ 5 .t Q:.. A

I represent: (\ve\ ?C«U\_Q w&if'\s_y
) >

Address:

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




%} THE- CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

intend to appear and speak on Int, No. _____ Res. No.
] in favor "ﬁ\m opposition

Date: \\ /@ '/Og—
o (PLEASE PRINT)
Name;: ‘a-ON\ + ok

Address: Clva ‘vm u‘\)
I represent: }\ \’ﬂ —{:r-:/if t b i,“.w\,_,&@(%

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
i

I mtend to appear and speak on Int. No. __________ Res. No..
[Gih favor  [] in oppositien

Date:
{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ~=ft ) 4’ L B A o
Address: _ZA A2 £ /,/ ",_ ./_ APl -
_”_uﬂl rewpraser_l_t__v_‘ _,1 et 1) 7 oy e —

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
(X in favor [J in oppesition

Date:

(PLEASE -PRINT)
Name: Dﬂ vid th@-;

Address: SR E é S‘f‘ ﬁ7 MQ{J,'UL( ‘10(996?
1 represent: CB‘B "}k:_z,qv-L& épﬁ "

Addrese:

’ : Please complete th'i.;s‘ card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

R _THE COUNC“J_ _.;_______'__._”____._,'__ | S




) Addfeaa: ’
4 o

THE CITY OF NEW YORK .

Appearance Card

AL |
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.
in faver [] in oppositi

slilon
< Date: ‘géi/ Og/
(PLEASE PRINT) [

) 4
Name: A @l f o ’fpr‘XM
Address: g 7 MGQS—/- / & D@:Z
I represent: :Z/Z/f VISE / —Q -
{;lddress e /,‘/M A _; ?L/ZJ/,QM’?% 5_7 K y/#/yy/'
) . .. Please complete thu card a.nd return to Mw,~ Qm-mmm.m A.... R %‘

THE COUNCIL
—-THE CITY OF NEW.YORK. .

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. Res. No.
[ infaver [, in opposition

\\_\\\@lb”%
{PLEASE PRINT) \

Name: _ 02 g sl
Address: @2:0 Bowes e
e Lon (a3 ?fn*ed;fMa&v@\J_ES

J——— 1 1] 10} | P — =
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

,/ - Appearance Card
I intend to appearand speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.
%in favor [ in opposition ¥ ¢
Date: :

- %M (PLE?S§ PRINT)

Address: ﬁl/g"fl/\/ar& = 97"3@ A1y /é ol 2.
I represent: QB 3 i}

-

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




Nddrew: G2 & /7 —?f _'#/@'"""”_ -J

: X
’ Plé’a;::omplete this card aﬁ return to the Sergeant-az -Arms ‘ . J

Neme:r APIEL " YETWWE. . |
Address: Zﬂk E : l](\"h'\ mrﬁ‘ N\-/ N\/ (5065;

1 represent:

[ S Y

" \/éTHE COUNCIL

Name:

Address:

I represent; _ o N

Addrees: _ _ ~

. Ple@g complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

e e ——— e Anwue it

ﬁ in favor O in epposition

Date
(PLEASE PRINT)

.

Address: ‘ F
S

___"b_-..__\ U VU S

’ . Please complete :hi.qiard and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

-3 infavor & in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: /ééé /7/e (@4,

1 represent: * )
Address:
’ Please complete zhl.s card and return to :he Sergeant-at. Arms : ‘

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No,
[#Cinfaver [ in opposition

Res. No.

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: Q L < ‘-‘"M—D KU ‘Sl&"C/{L
Address: _ | L., ! = IO ST

I represent: jf,? QD\M wAL mﬁt“ Sl ’ZC)i\-W-é) 1.\&..5}%-@‘_( P
Addregs: < © c,\Qc\Q SeNTUE o T

T T




B e e T e e e e et ety e e e e e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and spesk.onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
faveor [ in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Neme: __LISA Pup@i =S

Address: 27 COM/?/’/“[ €

I represent: p‘)’/DL E g

. Address: r7£ Oﬂ»\? Q@Jw{%ﬂ——f' /N

____________ " THE COUNGL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Ap; ppearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No,
[ in faver n opposition

Date;

R P EASE PRINT)
Name: s %f}f/( ‘

Address:

K

I represent: N

Address: _~ / Tﬂr’lﬂf h } ﬂ/ A/ \\Y/ / v 2

 THE CouNenL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

e — e

g fm

intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
R/in favor  [J in opposition

Date: ///%?

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: /EKMV?A/ ' A/gW/f I
Addrew: R/2 Lonsyril L7 - MY MY /0o

I represent: éﬂ/b/’//fﬂ/l/‘//"‘/ 5ﬂ 4 \g Mfll/
Address: A£G L& vl 57__. /V7C /I/V/C?WB

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




_ e

T L IR = . e e T AT e e =

I represent:

Addren; 49\")5? = :)/zf S -
o ___THECOUNCEL -

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No.
in faver [ in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: M!&Alﬂ ﬁéﬂ
Address: 3 /4 A_B /V\if =
LLSLAR

. ﬁ‘ e e i TSR

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

in favor [ in opposition

I intend to appear ?eak onlnt. No.___ . Res. No.

\ Date:

(PLEASE PRINT) )
Name.: m qrﬁ (A’_‘
Address: 2\ @ C’f i“—‘ /’Zﬂ ».S T

I represent: L }" 5Fm H f?. =

I T T e e e e o
LTI N

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ »~ Res. No.
infavor [ in opposition -

Date:
{PLEASE PRINT)

Name; | lu%ﬁ’ 5"'“ bbl'@ Ap//l
Address: 5? S ED E@?ugi‘?ﬁ"’ e T

Address: “f’o 20, m«‘ﬂb&&of’ &*LM if’m’\ Cc,'\‘mwﬁ;q @;),r‘k-%

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘
. . C e L . PR - —_— - T el




o mm

e R
e e

" THE COUNCIL.
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No < Res No.
O in favor ‘in opposutmn

, Date: ’l 17 { ’5\/ O%
Y (PLEASE’ PRINTL\ Lo et
7/5“' ik G b y %

Name:

Address:

1 represent:

-.- Addrese: = = —= =5 %" WL_ . o
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

- | AppearanceCard - ——{-— — | —— | . ...

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No7__ __,. Res. No.

] in faver Q/(:; opposition
Date:
. (PLEASE PRINT)

Name: YQ’BL) ' SP}@QQ—-Q &

Address: >

I represent: fﬂf’ ﬁab'-ﬂﬂ,{’;ﬁ]/if /’/ﬁﬂf AN /”rM/fi'

Addresa: 5?‘7 gl v 'WJ JoN S ’f/‘fc

s ’% MRi*}L,?f The BID Pmﬂfz-ﬁ_ e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
O in favor Mopposition

Date:

[0 \
(PLEASE PRINT) (9 (ees Heo
Name: %/;/Hk (/ Y \/Lf\}-‘l,. Q\{ MU(—JY-—

: I . AW
Address: ‘ﬁ})Q & kj-/vrxﬂa (:qf e - )::L)
f (ﬁ
I represent:. O Ve P 1{[ K" AL, M g [ L € ]| .)’CL\
Address: ) 45 }’7 ‘ /I+ 0 'VQ Q?Di/h ’I—“), NE

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



THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. No..___ Res No.
-infavor, [ in Opposition"' -

Date:
(PLEASE "
Name: Péa A Chiey z"‘
Address: _ /0 / \/? U ”/Dr?m £ | —S’g 3 /
I represent: C LU {/‘Ccﬁll'\' A Vl\/ n {aﬂé{/ F?u qu/ = pﬁ_?

Address:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

‘ ’ Pleaae compleze this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘ N

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
- [J in favor )ﬂ in opposition

. Date:

~ (PLEASE PRINT)

Name: \M\ RY,UO FA a Al
Address: 3"5) BQ{Y‘]QAL'\Y ¥ ot [}

I represent: N?A.\NIXL\{ {W\\?wabx Lo
X der

Address:

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



