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INTRODUCTION

I would like to thank Council Members Liu and Oddo and members of this committee for taking
the lead to raise awareness of the need to protect New York City’s tree canopy. New Yorkers
love trees, and as the stewards of over 600,000 street trees, and over 2 million trees on public
greenspaces, we love them too.

As you all know by now, Parks is in its second year of the MillionTreesNYC campaign to plant 1
million new trees on public and private property throughout the city over a ten year period.
Along with our partners, our goal is to increase tree canopy across all of New York City. With
the help of private/public partnerships, stewardship by private citizens, and support of our local
elected leaders in identifying places to plant and educating constituents on the benefits of trees,
we can green our city together. To date, we have planted over 202,136 trees towards our 1
million tree goal, and we’re just getting started.

THE BENEFITS OF TREES

Trees are the workhorses of the environment, contributing to cleaner air and water, cooling the
atmosphere, reducing energy use and carbon production and providing homes for wildlife. They
also define the character of a community, connect people to nature and add tangible value to

property.

The U.S. Forest Service, using a sophisticated computer program called Stratum, analyzed the
City’s street tree population and calculated that each year the 592,130 trees that line our streets
provide almost $122 million in environmental benefits and additional property value. In air
quality alone, street trees remove 272 tons of particulate matter each year valued at $5.3 million.



INTRODUCTIONS 916 and 927

[ntroduction 916 seeks to prevent the removal of trees, caliper of twelve inches or more, from
private property, unless permitted by Parks. A violation of this proposed bill would carry a
penalty of at least $100 to $250 per violation.

Introduction 927 would give authority to Parks under the Administrative Code to enforce
penalties for the unlawful damage or removal of trees in violation of the zoning resolutions for

“Special Natural Area Districts.”

While Parks certainly lauds the intent of these bills, we oppose these two bills for primarily the
same reasons: both would unduly burden the agency to take on the monitoring and enforcement
without the necessary resources to do so. Simply put, we do not have the resources to handle
these types of enforcement matters, and in fiscally austere times where we’re facing doing more
with less, these two demands would reduce the 'agency’s ability to satisfy our core

responsibilities and competencies.

Additionally, both bills would require Parks to be, in essence, stewards of private trees. The
sheer volume of responsibility would overwhelm our ability to perform the most basic
maintenance on our 2.6 million public property trees.

CONCLUSION

The Parks Department is committed to protecting our current tree stock on our streets and open
green spaces. We agree with the Council that protecting trees on private property is essential to
keeping our city clean, green and sustainable, and look forward to working with the Council to
continue our great work of stocking New York City with new irees and continuing our work to

green our city one tree at a {ime.
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Good morming, Chairwoman Foster and members of the Comtnittee. My name is Drew Becher,
and I am the Executive Director of New York Restoration Project (NYRP), the City’s partner in
the MillionTreesNYC initiative. While planting trees is a critical part of building a vital utban
forest, ensuring tree survival and growth to full matutity is no less important—and ought to be
adopted as a complementary goal. '

We know that young, newly-planted trees do not yield the level of health, environmental and
social benefit that established trees do. It is mature trees — with complex root systems and full
canopy crowns — that provide greatest protections through enhanced air filtration, urban heat
island mitigation, stormwater capture, and other ctitical benefits to the utban environment. Bach
of these functions represents its own economic benefit to the city -- reduced hospitalization for
respiratory diseases, reduced cooling costs, and reduced stormwater runoff, to name a few. In
recognition of these benefits, municipalities across the world have adopted tree protection
ordinances which govern the terms of removal for trees above a given size threshold. While
New Yotk City does regulate tree temoval in the public domain, there are currently no such
protections for private propetty.

Given the rapid pace of development and conflicting land use pressures in New York City, the
absence of effective tree protection could have devastating consequences for our urban forest.
According to the New York City Parks Department, over 9,000 actes of vegetation cover were
lost across the five boroughs between 1984 and 2002. While not all of that loss represents trees,
it is a proxy that helps us understand the threats development can pose to the urban forest.

Additionally, beyond the obvious rationale of social, envitonmental and economic benefits,
protecting our urban forest is critical at this time to honor the public and ptivate investments that
have been made to support our city’s trees. This is especially true now, at a time when the City
alone has pledged $400 million in support of MillionTreesNYC, and NYRP along with corporate,
foundation, and individual support is investing millions of dollars planting trees in publicly
accessible properties citywide. We would be remiss to let these dollars go to waste — and
especially in a time of fiscal austerity.

I want to commend the Council Members who have come together to address this gap in city
legislation. Through extensive research on the structure and impact of tree protection ordinances
across. the nation and world, New Yotk Restoration Project has outlined the terms of 2 model
tree protection ordinance for private property within the New York City context. Cities topping
the list in our tesearch include San Francisco, Atlanta, Myrtle Beach and Washington, D.C — but
it is the City of Atlanta’s ordinance in particular which inspites the recommendations of this
testimony. This morning I will briefly discuss what we believe is 2 model tree protection



framework, and 1 urge your pattnership in adopting these guidelines in a refined version of Intro
916. '

e A formal City of New York permitting process that requites residential and commercial
landowners to request a permit to remove any tree measuring over a minimum diameter
(IBD) at the tree’s breast height — also known as DBH. For example, the City of Atlanta
requires a removal permit for any tree over 6 inches DBH. Consideration should also be
given to integrating any tree temoval permitting process into the Department of Building’s
construction permitting ptocess, while ttee removal permits should be evaluated and issued
by the Parks Department’s Forestry Department.

e To pay for any administration costs associated with the permitting process, we recommend
a filing fee be assessed for each tree removal application — making the permitting process
fiscally neutral.

e Any tree removed with a to-be-determined minimum DBH should be subject to
recompense paymerit ot replacement planting. The New York City Tree Consetvation
Commission — which [ will outline later in my testimony — shall determine whether or not
residential and commercial actors will make a recompense payment or conduct replacement
planting. Whete tree removals are compensated through payment, a fee accounting for the
tree’s DBH measurement should apply — meaning the larger the tree removed, the greatet
the fee associated with the removal.

e Where tree removals are compensated through replanting, permit applicants must replace
caliper inch for caliper inch — meaning if a tree of 20 inch caliper at breast height will be
removed, the permit applicant would need to plant 20 inches worth of new trees. NYRP
also believes that replacement trees planted by permit applicants should be large caliper. In
Atlanta, replacement trees must be 2 and a half inches or greater.

e NYRP also recommends a ptogressive fee schedule for residential and commercial actors
who remove trees in violation of the terms of the ordinance. Residential actors should be
fined for the first tree removed in violation of the otdinance, and fined at a higher violation
fee for every non-permitted temoval thereafter; similarly, commercial actors will be fined
for the first tree removal in violation of the ordinance, and fined at a higher rate for every
non-permitted removal thereafter. NYRP believes fines for developets should be
significantly higher than those for homeowners, as the fines must be meaningful enough to
prevent unpermitted tree removal.

e For trees removed in violation of the ordinance where the tree’s size cannot be determined
(ie., the trees have been chipped and stumps removed), 2 flat and hefty penalty should be
issued. N'YRP believes that without meaningful and significant financial penalties, private
homeowners and residential and commetcial developers will continue to remove large
canopy trees — the very trees that provide New Yotk City with the greatest environmental,
socio-economic, health and economic benefits.

o Al fees and penalties collected in association with the ordinance should be administered by
a newly established New York City Tree Conservation Commission (see below). NYRP
believes that no less than 80 percent of the fees and fines should be used for tree planting



on publicly accessible properties — with a focus on neighbothoods with low tree canopy
cover across New York City. Up to 20 percent of funds raised on an annual basis could be
used for tree stewardship, outreach and education putposes. Like other cities and in the
spirit of the MillionTreesNYC initiative’s public-private partnerships, NYRP believes the
collected funds should be made available in the form of gtants to New Yotk Clty non-profit
organizations for tree planting, stewardship and education activities.

® NYRP also recommends the establishment of an independent New Yotk City Tree
Conservation Commission, which we suggest be composed of 13 members setving two year
terms. Fight commissioners might be appointed by the Mayor of the City of New York
and the Commissioner of the New York City Patks Department, with each of the five
Borough Presidents appointing one commissionet. The Tree Conservation Commission’s
role is chiefly to provide an independent enforcement body for the terms of the tree
protection ordinance, including: hearing all appeals of Parks Department permit decisions;
monitoting, managing, and distributing the City’s Private Tree Trust funds; and assessing
penalties in response to ordinance violations.

¢ Special protection for landmarked and historic trees, known as “Gteat Ttrees” in New York
City. Such trees shall only be granted removal if they are found to be hazardous or in
decline. “Great Tree” preservation shall be provided by application to the New York Tree
Trust; all such designations shall be recorded with the New York City Tree Conservation
Commission.

¢ Ordinance penalties shall be strengthened by the establishment of an incentive-based
MillionTreesNYC “Tree Protectors” Program. This seal-of-approval progtam,
administered by MillionTreesNYC lead partners the New York City Parks Department and
New Yotk Restoration Project, would offer contracting businesses, developets and
nurseries, an endorsement and marketing platform when they proactively comply with
otdinance standards. Program subscribers shall be required to attend annual training
sessions and will be celebrated as partners in MillionTreesNYC and protecting New York
City’s urban forest.

Together, these provisions offer a regulatory platform that can go a long way in ptotecting trees
in the public domain. Other cities with similar ordinances can attest to this by virtue of their own

“efforts, including Atlanta, San Francisco, and Myrtle Beach. We are here today in patt to ask how
New York City’s tree protection policy measures up against these and other Ametican cities. Are
we doing enough? Can we truly call ourselves leaders in this cause? And while we have much to
celebrate with MillionTreesNYC and other urban forestry management programs across the city,
New York can do better. We must acknowledge that we cannot stand as a true model in
sustainable urban forestry until we adopt policies that safeguard trees in the private domain from
arbitrary removal. ,

Trees work in so many ways on our city and its residents’ behalf; they make up a vital part of our
urban infrastructure and the resilience of the city’s envitonmental, social and economic fabric.
And science tells us that it is older, more mature trees that deliver the greatest of these benefits.
For the many benefits that established trees provide, they deserve out careful protection by law.
I'look forward to working with the Council and the New York City Parks Department in crafting
a refined bill that will honor and protect New York City’s vital urban forest. Thank you.
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Good afternoon. I'm Sheelah Feinberg, Director of Government and Community Relations at New
Yorkers for Parks, the only independent watchdog for all the city’s parks, beaches, and playgrounds. For..
100 years, New Yorkers for Parks has worked to ensure greener, safer, cleaner parks for all New

Yorkers.

As the Mayor has evidenced through PlaNYC and the Million Trees NYC initiative, greening New York
City is a priority. We would like to congratulate the Mayor, the Parks Department and New York
Restoration Project on their progress with the Million Trees effort. Additionally, we would like to thank

the City Council for this additional effort to protect existing trees in our city through Int.No.?16 and
927.

Under local law 916, it will be unlawful for anyone to remove or alter a mature tree, of twelve inches in
trunk diameter or more, that is on private property or on public property but under private care, It can
only be removed if the tree is in violation of any local, state, or federal law, dead, or poses a safety

hazard, and that removal shall be at the full expense of the property owner. Furthermore, violators will

pay a fine between one hundred and two hundred fifty dollars.

Local law 927 takes this even further: Any individual or entity that damages or removes a tree within a
Special Natural Area District without proper approval can be charged five thousand dollars for each

damaged or removed tree.

By regulating the removal of trees from private property and increasing the penalties for unlawful
damage to trees within Special Natural Area Districts, the City Council is bolstering-the Million Trees

. NYC’s efforts to attain a 30% urban tree canopy by 2030. In conjunction with legislation passed during



former Parks Commissioner Stern’s tenure, which charged fines up to $15,000, this new legislative aims

to comprehensively protect all of New York City’s trees from arborcide.

New Yorkers are very protective of their trees and the streets in which their planted. They appreciate
the aesthetic benefits of freshly planted saplings, and understand that mature trees improve air quality,
public health, and the overall rquality of life. However, in order to reap these benefits we must ensure
that sufficient funding is available in the FY 2010 budget to ensure that all street trees are regufarly
pruned to guarantee public safety as well as the health of our street trees. Unfortunately, the Mayor’s
Executive Budget reduced tree pruning by a total of $3.5 million, which is $ Imillion beyond the

Preliminary budget.

As a result, the resources of the Department of Parks and Recreation (in terms of staff, time, and
money) are limited and enforcing these new rules may be problematic for the administration. Provisions
should be made to increase staff and the maintenance budget in order to comply with the legislation. We
ask again that the City Council recognize the need for committed funding to ensure regular pruning of
our new and existing trees. It is redundant to legislate for punishment of individuals who unlawfully

damage or remove trees when we do not mandate proper stewardship to keep them alive.

Thank you
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New York City Council

RE: INTRO #916
INTRODUCED BY COUNCILMAN JOHN LIU
A LOCAL LAW TO AMEND THE
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE OF THE
THE CITY OF NEW YORK IN RELATION TO

REGULATING REMOVAL OF TREES FROM PRIVATE
PROPERTY

Dear Council Members:

The Flushing Chamber of Commerce & Business Association regards
the trees on private property as an enhancement for our business commumty,
Flushing being the home of horticulture for the United States.

We have many old historic trees which we also usc as a marketing tool
for the Flushing business area. We find the removal of trees would be
detrimental to the general ambience of the area.

We respectively request your support on the issue of maintaining the
beautiful trees of Flushing. We do need your help.

-

Sincerely yours,

Vespubundderte

Myra Baird Herce
MBH:11 . ' Co-President

R
-;; Mission Statement-To promote Flushing, encourage economiic
growth and stability, pl‘us support the needs of business.



Beverly McDermott President
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Citizen Pruner

As a resident of Flushing for 65 years where trees were appreciated and revered as was
documented by those who visited in the 18th , 19th and 20th century, I am most eager to witness
the legislation of better tree protection in New York City, which is long overdue. Perhaps the role
of the first plant nurseries in this country which were located in Flushing made the residents like
me more knowledgeable and aware of the importance and beauty of trees which is now being
rediscovered by those that wish to be “politically green.”

It has been very painful to see the continued practice of destroying trees for reasons of
expediency on the part of the private, business and governmental sectors. The “See No Evil”
attitude of all three in regards to the mass destruction of trees on public, private and
governmental properties has been appalling. The early nurserymen of Flushing set a gold
standard of care and appreciation of trees long before it became politically correct. If it had been
continued it would have saved us a great deal of money and grief.

Now you as law makers have a golden opportunity to bring back those standards and
insure a healthier more beautiful future for those will come after us. As I read the amendment to
the administration code I realized that you suggest that we stick our finger in the dike when the
dike has all but collapsed. The obvious lack of real monetary threats in terms of penalties ranging
from $100 to $250 is a joke. It costs $1500 to $3000 to remove a tree and your penalty is laughable
to developers who simply add that to their operating costs. Why are newly planted trees which
cost the taxpayer $1900 not included in this amendment? There is no directive that actually makes
the decision to take down or over prune a tree in specific terms. There are very few licensed
pruners doing legitimate work on city trees. Most of the trees that I have seen being removed were
done by landscapers or gardeners who “ mow, blow and go!”

Where is the provision that any tree that is removed is immediately replaced by the
applicant at his cost? How is the determination going to be made for removal and by whom? If we
self certify the tree pruners, it is the same ridiculous notion that an architect can certify his own
plans for building and we all know where that has led us. There must be structure in the code to
adhere to and severe penalties which clearly state who is responsible for that penalty. If a pruner
can lose his license for breaking the law and the homeowner is fined on his tax bill you might find
it a far better deterrent than a vague amount of money and no clearly defined rules.

Assuming that the regulations are clearly stated, is the city going to create an agency to
overlook the proper use of these new rules? Will it be staffed by knowledgeable arborists who are
equal to the task at hand and won’t be buffaloed by the wily citizen whe will be anxious to find
and utilize the loop holes in this legislation? The Parks Dept. which is currently responsible for
investigating and penalizing offenders has recently stepped up their response to calls made by
private citizens and civic organizations who act as their watch dogs in neighborhoods that have
taken some horrific hits by developers and others who are not compliant with the present law. We
appreciate their efforts, but I find it hard to believe that they can tackle this along with their
present venue. They are understaffed and the work load will be tremendous if this legislation is
going to really be effective. Will it be incumbent upon the Dept. of Buildings to inform the



architects, developers and engineers of these serious offenses and that ignorance of the new rules
will not be an acceptable defense?

Last but not least, why net apply the same rules to all offending parties with equal
penalties for private and natural districts. The results of destroying a tree are not diminished
because of its location. Leaving obvious loopholes is the hallmark of poor legislation, is that what
you want your name attached to? Is this the best that you can do for the taxpayers and the
environmentally concerned citizens of New York? You will be remembered by your deeds.
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My name is James Trikas, Board member of the Holly Civic Association of Flushing, I am here
to testify in support of the proposed legislation on behalf of our Association, which is one of
the most ethnically-diverse civic organization in the country.

The neighborhood within the Holly Civic Organization jurisdiction has suffered from increased
congestion, school overcrowding and decline in the quality of life, due to over-development
without regard to infrastructure. Just recently, the City Council has approved up-zoning for part
of our neighborhood, despite the opposition of the residents and the majority of Community
Board 7 members. Yet, we stand united with our neighboring civic association in urging speedy
passage of the proposed tree protection legislation. Some of our members served on the
Community Board that has originated the language for this law over two years ago, after many
months of diligent work. Any delay in passing the law will only result in additional trees being
cut down and paved over.

Please vote to pass this legislation without delay.

James Trikas

Hotly Civic Association
Zoning Chair.

May 21, 2009

I am also a member of several other Civic Associations and a Conservancy in our Community.
I urge you to protect our large Healthy Trees and not allow them to be cut down at the whim
of the owner. Pressuring the City to plant a tremendous amount of small trees and wait 50+
years to grow. Depriving our citizens of the benefit of our large tree’s producing a lot more
oxygen to our environment, more shade to our City’s canopy and beautifies our communities
that benefit all of us now.

If these healthy trees on private property, don’t interfere with a Building foundation and don’t
threaten immanent danger to the structure of a Building on private property, they should be
protected.

T urge you again to Pass this legislation, as soon as possible. Thank you.

James Trikas



To: The Members of the Board

My name is Eugene A. Sadowsky. It was the summer of 2007 June or July a
Saturday afternoon about 12:30pm and I had gone downstairs in front of my
building. The gardener that was employed by my coop was cutting down the
tree in front of my building. I asked him what happened. He said a big wind
blew part of it down. 1 said I was here a half hour ago and there was no
wind. He then said to me the tree was ugly so he cut the whole tree down. I
ask him who told you to cut it down. He said he took it upon himself. I told
him the tree does not belong to the coop I believe it may belong to the City,
State or Parks Department. I had a big argument with him and subsequently
my good friend and neighbor Mrs. Julia Harrison came down and saw what
he had done and said to him get out of here. A few weeks later he tried to
burn down the remaining stump. I was told by the Super across the street
that the flame was about 2 % feet high. The flames could have got out of
hand and burned down the building. The coop called him down to a special
board meeting and they told him he should not have done that. Only the
bushes he is allowed to cut. The trees are untouchable. Therefore I support
this proposal to protect all of our trees, today, tomorrow and in the future.
Thank you members of the Board.

Eugene A. Sadowsky
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) Date: 3
(PLEASE PRINT) % g
. Name: 3@,@ ? e h@ Y~

.Address: =N
I represent: NL;\) 'Rp a) :hw ( h w Ty K(OJQCI—

Addresa

— = e T

. THECOUNCL &
\C.S
PPr( " THE CITY OF NEW YORK

pec *
Appearance Card E

A

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___. _ Res. No.
[T infaver [J in opposition

L
. 2 r\f‘
Sfy" L \?Ot & S . Date: S I ?..A} i |
{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: N Ao m k'_r\i'\'a-rm9394’3
;\ddren

I represent: C’ D “DA\‘\—‘@“»Q_C

Address: __ '~

’ Please complete this card dnd return t‘

ergeant-at-Arms : ‘

[




THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No.
Y infavor [ in opposition ’
Date; j"’ 2'{'—@\7

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: CO M/l%p (QL \\@K \\ p Y ()»‘3 ﬂL

. Address:

I represent: @U‘Q-@ 1)) C\l/[ [ (O (\Q\ S35
Address: 00 Doy 1.3 ¢ F(C.Al/\q'n. (\76 <

PO R, WS 2 R lssghn ¢
- THE COUN(JL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

in favor [ in opposition

Date: -.S‘/.Z—‘/ ?

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: __CAZSTEN] W) . GLAESER

Address: 47"" %é | g} = ‘FL‘JW PN S My

I represent: M-lﬁﬁﬁ% pA-Uc., NI / acl
Address: 5y 53‘04‘1?7 —Fb&éﬂlm@ N‘l !!5533

——— ———— e L

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. %,@ Res. No.

in favor [ in opposmon -
/08

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT

Name: (¢ 6 ene o”wV LA
Address: __ [/ 2 S — q)cl 9[/ R D /’é_c(f//fy

I represent: _() 8 # ‘9 0 e ;

Address: f g ; "’301 7{/ 67(7'90 /”—Au //g

{




THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Res. No.

- I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _-
O infaver [] in opposition

/3 1)0q

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: q[/\fe(ﬁu!« gﬁ( L;Q

Address:

I represent: \Qew b{d(@ﬂ L-\f PGJ L‘U . )
?§§ bﬂ% [bwc Nb‘%'/ Macioald

THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Address:

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. t“é’ O’_z7 Res. No.
0 infavor (X in opposition

Slule

Date:
{PLEASE PRINT)

Micuper Cchipii

Name:

Address: Die. sf GOVIT RELAT/oMS

1 represent: M‘K Dpr of fPops L& RECREAT 14448
&Zo 3" AvE WY MY /ooér

Addreas:

- THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
[ in favor [J in opposition
Date: $-2/- 7‘
venes Sever Lofaide
Address: [§38 RLVL At
I represent: ["Lﬂ {(-tfg/ee ﬂ‘fﬁ'&‘(—{’ gp £ —t .
Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-4rms




| THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

[J in favor [ in epposition
Date: 5 -2} -m
: (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: W\ﬁaa_r\ Sha_ﬂ €.
Address: 2

I represent: N@W VG'YKs RQS“D‘T&,%O‘K pto\ QC\' /
Drewu uBecW

’ THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. s

in fgvor [0 in opposition
%‘ Date; jl 21 /O
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: LFRDINAND GERRER

Address: \5& 05 /330“”! ST ;’_/\’QJ‘I/N('-.—‘ \/ 11355
HOLLY Civice RASS568 AMD

I represent: ll(lﬁﬁl- N (‘(‘JBR}DGI? Pﬂﬁ?\( (Ln/cfz: i?\/ﬂf\/(“/

Address: e

THE COUNCIL-
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _..._q,é— Res. No.
in favor [ in oppesition

Date: ﬁﬁv Q 20&4
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \T&{Wlﬁ’ﬁ ]yq af
Address: Y- f0 ]57”‘ Street f}ufﬁma /W }}3_: e

I represent:

Address:

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




b

7 i é"uc,e 1 A Saclows K/ |
: -"::‘::‘.;Addreu Lf% 33 1 ‘ 9n ’f ///{4‘74 ﬂ\‘ /{/ y

P_“..._._Addreng.,.. S

Addrese: __LZZ,LQ_Q CP %g fq'lhb \ Iﬂriauxﬂ

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

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

in favor [J in oppositio
Date: /ﬁa;-/ alf/ ‘Q 00?

(PLEASE PRINT)

1 represent: /f // C ‘//C ?9\"-5}’! '¥ﬁ"§5@{)(} Cﬂ{(fo/af

. THE COUNciL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

" 9 G|
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. .(h___. Res. No
&i in favor [ in opposition / I 07

-
Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

m HYM ?&;Pﬂ HFR("L“ ;
I:ddm. [HH -~ DK _5e RA. [ ueh g, M A%gr
I represent E:L\}th'\iﬂ @L\IAMLQ'?? o~ {9,(//'/51—/&‘;—% /fﬁ, Q_ﬂ@

2,

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ,CJL__ Res. No.
@ infaver [J in opposition

Date: _Mﬁuu 21 ?(2"59'

(PLEASE PRINT) - o
Name; Q() a_NZ/’ nu- F’ 2]
Address: JQZ é, 7 4 T’BAMQ ’%qé HD F 14 ‘5{/1;4.\/ I\ﬂf” 5’
I represent: MMW J .

Address: PO BMC 52&&7. g 7 al ({MQW\A; Ng/f é/g 2

’- Pleuase complete this card and return to the ?ergeant-at Arms ‘




i o - e s
LT e o T e L Ll ~ . s e vy

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

"Appearance Card

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

Et infaver [J in oppositien

Date: 5/‘3?} / Q ?
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: B_e_;y_ev-l u m(‘,\-)eﬁm ol i
Addros: /%209 ﬁp/ar Ave_ /-&mﬁmq A/v //351?
I represent: Kfssehﬁ rE‘qr-K Cyvie (‘:—‘!ﬁS‘oQ
Addreaa.(.fiafﬁfﬁ;%‘f/) 3& \%066923 /L/g ({ 385F

’ Please complete this ca?d- and return to the Sergeaﬁt-at-Arms ‘

“IHE CoUNaIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and s onlnt. No. ___ Res. No:
in favor [ in opposition

Date: ¢ O?/Jf)

LEASE PRINT)
Name W/ﬂr/r/% Mr /2//77;/1/0/:4/«*1

Address: Z 3(? 70 6/(/{[ /dtf'e" / //(?Lf‘ Jm

I represent;

Address:

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




" THE COUNCIL
j(}?g L THE CITY OF NEW YORK

’/ Zg 0 ekl (\(L-\ A ppearance Card | / @%

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.

M_(\ <\/ (1 in favor [} in opposition
O WA

Date: /M /ZL// & ;/ /) J?
(PLEASE PRINT)
i

44 u:mz/) s

' ':'f'i'i:i;-N-me
Address: .
I vepresents %/ [ had ooy, z%{:;ré? a
. Address:
’ Please complete zhu cc; and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

: MC& U WW ri‘i'[E COUNC[L T T I
@\ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Y -
3 Appearance Card | / DA

R E R I

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __._____ Res. No.

P

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: 339/7 Jbrson

Address: N

I represent: A//ﬂ prﬂ)’//iﬂA A p:/ﬁ 2 7(-"
o ] 7 7 _

Address:

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

i AR S o 2 st e et 2 i o e e e ol e




