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Good morning,

I am Jumaane D. Williams, the Public Advocate for the City of New York, and I want to thank
Chair Riley and members of the Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises for holding this hearing
and allowing me the opportunity to make a statement.

Although I think the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity is the right lens well-intentioned, there
are a number of challenges and potential negative impacts that include possible gentrification and
the risk of this proposal not producing a lot of affordable housing units.

1.

Gentrification Risk: When market rate housing units are built and rented at higher rates
than current residents pay, property values can rise causing displacement of existing
residents. Whether through the increase in property taxes for longtime residents forcing
people to sell their homes, often to developers exacerbating the issue, or through a rise in
rents as property values rise, if there are no preventative measures in place, vulnerable
communities can be pushed out and it is critical to understand the long-term impacts and
whether there are risks of racial and ethnic displacement. How does the City of Yes comply
with Local Law 78 of 2021? How does the administration plan to address and mitigate
heightened risk of displacement from tax increases or management companies taking
advantage of an already overburdened rental market?

Lack of Affordable Units: While the plan emphasizes affordable housing, it does not
guarantee any number of truly affordable units. Currently, this does not require Universal
Affordability Preference (UAP) and lacks any regulatory system. Stronger enforcement
mechanisms are needed to ensure deep affordability so that developers are not prioritizing
building luxury housing. The same applies to residential conversions. How will this
proposal guarantee deep affordability?

As for recommendations, I want to highlight the following:

1.

Affordability Guarantees: The administration should strengthen UAP enforcement to
ensure a significant percentage of units are guaranteed to be and remain affordable.
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Tenant Protections: No proposal centered around affordable housing can be truly authentic
without other key protections in place for residents of the city. Increasing tenant protections
through the proper funding of right to counsel legislation, as well as exploring aspects of
universal rent control, tenant purchasing options and expanding voucher subsidies should
not be excluded from this conversation. Another option would be to extend rent regulations
to protect existing tenants from evictions where rents are exorbitantly and inexplicably
increased making someone’s dwelling unaffordable from one minute to the next. Further,
we should dig deeper into the tens of thousands of rent-stabilized apartments currently not
counted in the 1.4% vacancy rate that has been the cornerstone of this proposal. I'm sure
we can find a little more housing in every neighborhood if we count those. I urge you to
consider a parallel pathway to strengthening housing rights alongside access to affordable
housing.

Infrastructure Investments: Increased housing density will burden existing infrastructure,

including transportation, schools, and healthcare facilities. The administration must plan
on funding infrastructure improvements alongside housing development that will
strengthen and improve quality of life.

Removing Parking Mandates: Eliminating mandates in public transportation deserts will
be harmful to many neighborhoods. If this proposal were to move forward, I urge that it be
limited to areas within a half-mile of a railroad or subway station. The Council should

consider instituting a municipal parking program that utilizes a multi-tiered, need-based
assessment of areas where public transportation is inaccessible and in high density areas
where prioritizing low-income commuting to these high volume areas where parking is
limited.

Community Engagement: It is important that communities are engaged early on and that
concerns are explained and addressed. Educating, collaborating, and communicating with
residents, community boards, and local organizations is crucial.

Sustainable Design: An increase in construction and population density will strain natural

resources and contribute to pollution. To prevent this, the plan should incorporate
sustainable practices that promote green buildings, energy efficiency, and open spaces.
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10.

1.

12.
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Transit-Oriented Development: Council should consider permitting 5-6 stories in low-
density residential in the Inner Transit Zone and permit 3-5 stories in low-density
residential in an expanded Outer Transit Zone and introduce maximum dwelling unit
factors within the Core Transit Zones.

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs): The Council should explore the creation of a Basement

Apartment Pilot Program, funded through state, city, and federal sources that will protect
homeowners from inequities in accessing pathways to compliance. The Council should
develop legislation to monitor the creation of new basement units and prevent
discrimination. Increased funding should be provided for DOB to ensure timely and
comprehensive inspections are carried out. We have seen too many tragedies resulting from
poor building upkeep, including flooding, fires, and collapses. Public education should be
provided to homeowners regarding ADU compliance and access to supportive resources to
assist funding.

Faith Based Development: While the city does not have a detailed description of the ways
faith based organizations can develop their land, it is important that houses of worship be

protected from predatory practices, as well as prioritized for engagement to develop
supportive housing partnerships. A structure is needed that can extend housing
opportunities for organizations that are limited by current zoning restrictions.

Campuses: DCP should explore enforcement structures to ensure affordability
requirements are imposed on new buildings where developers receive the highest
percentages of return on investments. Remove all public land (NYCHA, schools, hospitals,
etc.) from the Campus Infill proposal.

Town Center Zoning: The Council should consider placing development restrictions on

Special Districts such as City Island, where zoning changes may impact the geographic
makeup of this district and detract from the characteristics that originally solicited the
special designation.

Small and Shared Housing: Supportive housing should be designed to incorporate
adequate on-sight resources to ensure the success of residents, the building, and the
community as a whole. Pathways should be developed for low-income residents to
access homeownership through grant funding programs.
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During today’s hearing, I hope to hear updates from the administration regarding the City of Yes
including clear proposals on the amount of affordable housing guaranteed. I hope to learn more
from advocates, residents, and developers about their recommendations. I hope we can all work
together to ensure that real affordability is prioritized throughout the entire process. We must
adequately invest and support New Yorkers who deserve fair housing and opportunities.

Thank you.
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Thank you to the Council for holding this important hearing today and for splitting it up into two
days to allow for the public’s voice to be heard in a meaningful way. | am Brooklyn Borough
President Antonio Reynoso and | am here today to encourage the City Council to pass City of Yes
for Housing Opportunity in its entirety.

Because our city doesn’t plan — we zone — certain neighborhoods, usually low-income
communities of color, have done way more than their share to address the housing crisis, while
other neighborhoods have done next to nothing. For example, between 2010-2020 in Brooklyn,
Community District 1 — which was rezoned in 2005 — added more than 18,000 new units of
housing, while Community District 18 added only 500 units during that same time. That’s almost
40 times the number of housing units created in one district over another.

For affordable housing, the discrepancy can be even worse. During that decade, Brooklyn
Community District 5 constructed and preserved over 12,000 units of affordable housing, while
in Community District 10 the number is a meager SEVEN units. That’s over 1,700 times the
number of affordable units constructed and preserved in East New York, New Lots, and Starrett
City versus in Bay Ridge, Dyker Heights, and Fort Hamilton. Low-density neighborhoods make up
almost half the city, and in some of these areas, no new affordable housing has been permitted
since 2015, according to NYU Furman Center.

This is how we ended up with the least available housing in our city since 1968. The Regional Plan
Association estimates that New York State needs to build over 800,000 housing units by 2032 to
address current needs and meet expected population and job growth, and New York City needs
to do its part. City of Yes isn't a silver bullet that’s going to get us all the way there. But with this
proposal, we have the opportunity to set a standard citywide that no neighborhood is exempt
from doing their part for the greater good and contributing to new housing.

In my recommendations, | supported the proposal with significant conditions and modifications.
Most importantly, the proposal to legalize ADUs must move forward. If the City Council removes
ADUs from City of Yes, | will withdraw my support, because this is how we get to a more equitable
framework that allows for lower density parts of the city to contribute. In parts of Borough Park,
Bay Ridge, and Bensonhurst, more than a quarter of households are overcrowded, with families
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doubling and tripling up. Allowing ADUs means more units in these neighborhoods, and on a
practical level, it means that for these families, grandma can move over the garage, or a daughter
and her family can move into a safe and affordable basement unit down the street, instead of out
of the city.

Right now, the families leaving NYC at the fastest rate are people of color who make between
roughly 30-50% of the Area Median Income, according to the New York Times. This has to stop,
meaning we need more options for them, and everyone else, here in the city. Research has
showed that the chains of moves sparked by new construction free up apartments that are then
rented or retained by households across the income spectrum. In short, the availability of all kinds
of new housing options benefits everyone.

To be clear, I'm not saying we don’t need to build more affordable housing. [ know there are some
Councilmembers who want to require deeper affordability in the Universal Affordability
Preference (UAP). | support this effort and acknowledge that more affordable housing is
desperately needed, especially at lower incomes. However, | want to caution the Council to be
mindful that this is a voluntary program. We need to find a balance that maximizes affordability
without disincentivizing developers from taking advantage of the option. If the numbers don’t
pencil out, at the end of the day we’ll be left with less affordable housing than we could have had
under a well-considered plan.

In conclusion, | want to remind everyone that this proposal is just one chapter in a much larger
book. Good planning has to be comprehensive, and planning for housing must consider not just
zoning, not just production, but preservation of existing affordable housing and strong tenant
protections as well. The Council should also pass meaningful legisiation aimed at these goals,
including those around broker fees, co-op disclosure, and public benefits on publicland.

To the City Council, | want to repeat what | said to DCP: do not back down; do not scale back; do
not shy away. If you’re going to do anything, do more. Many things about the future are uncertain,
but we know that right now, this is our shot to make changes that our city needs to move forward.
Let’s not waste it. Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF THE NEW YORK LANDMARKS CONSERVANCY ON THE CITY OF YES
FOR HOUSING OPPORTUNITY BEFORE THE NYC CITY COUNCIL (ULURP Number:
N240290ZRY)

Good day Chair Riley and Council members. I'm Andrea Goldwyn speaking on behalf of the
New York Landmarks Conservancy. The Conservancy is a 51-year old organization
dedicated to preserving, revitalizing, and reusing New York's historic buildings and
neighborhoods. We support efforts to increase affordable housing. We also want to ensure
that New York's rich diversity of architecture continues to enhance the City: creating jobs,
housing New Yorkers, encouraging sustainability, and welcoming visitors from around the
world.

We have significant concerns with the process, the content, and the projected outcomes of
City of Yes for Housing Opportunity (CoY/HO).

If CoY/HO is approved, many land use actions will no longer require ULURP. Why would
you give up Council power and why would you mute the voices of your constituents? We
object to this change. Residents have made investments in their communities. They should
not be deprived of certainty, predictability, and a say in how their neighborhoods will evolve
and grow.

CoY/HO is the biggest change to New York City's Zoning Resolution in decades. Yet it has
been rolled out in less time and with less meaningful public outreach than any neighborhood
or even site rezoning. We've participated in rezoning processes that have been developed
over years, with input from residents. Their on-the-ground knowledge about their
neighborhoods has complemented the City's planners and led to more appropriate rezoning
- those valuable insights are missing here.

As there will be many new ways to acquire FAR and increase building size, at least more
landmarks will have new opportunities to transfer their unused development rights. We
support this benefit to landmarks but note that it will also bring significant changes to the
blocks where the development rights land. It is vital that the City Council retains its review,
and that the public still has a voice in this process.

But this is only a start. There is little projection of what CoY/HO will do to older buildings,
designated or not. The environmental reviews gloss over impacts to historic resources.
The neighborhood prototypes don't include any local, State or national landmarks or
historic districts. If wide-scale development is the goal, City Planning should be working
with the Department of Buildings to strengthen TPPN 10/88 standards that are supposed
to protect landmarks from nearby construction.

One Whitehall Street. New York, NY 10004
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We appreciate that rules for the conversion of commercial buildings to residential use will
be eased but if we were writing a plan for housing New Yorkers, it would utilize existing
resources as much as possible, instead of encouraging their demolition. Just three
materials — concrete, steel, and aluminum - are responsible for 23% of total global
emissions {(most from the built environment). Retrofitting a building generally saves
between 50 and 75 percent of embodied carbon as opposed to new construction. Re-use of
existing buildings should be the starting point for how the City creates more housing.

Another existing resource that New Yorkers value is their green space. In a seeming
contradiction to other City initiatives, CoY/HO prioritizes new construction over back yards
and campus open spaces. They will all be chipped away as the 30-foot residential rear yard
requirement, which has been in place for decades, is proposed to be reduced and ADUs and
campus infill are permitted.

We are concerned about the changes to Special Districts. The rules for these Districts have
been developed over years, and are especially calibrated for the particular needs of these
communities. They should not be eliminated.

The outcomes of CoY/HO are unclear. if passed, it will dramatically change our streets and
communities. It will give developers so many options for new, larger buildings that it is hard
to see how many will opt to create affordable units with UAF bonuses. Thousands more
luxury condos will not solve the affordability crisis.

Before the final vote, New Yorkers deserve to know if this will be the City where they want to
live. Inthe past, we've seen the guardrails of the Zoning Resolution pushed to the edges.
We've seen developers find loopholes to exploit. We've seen new buildings in rezoned
neighborhoods that are far beyond City Planning’s projections for development sites. That
has only raised concerns about this massive set of changes, and the too-swift review.

This fast track has to slow down before you vote on the biggest overhaul of the Zoning
Resolution in decades. We ask the Council to press pause and give residents more time to
learn about the implications of CoY/HO. We ask the Council to keep the public’s voice in
the land use process; to ensure that affordable housing takes priority over luxury
developments; and to protect our irreplaceable green spaces.

We're sure that you've heard from your constituents, with concerns about the City of Yes.
It's crucial that those voices are heard. We hope and expect that Council members will
respond to those concerns, make improvements to the proposal where possible, and
eliminate sections where needed. City of Yes might have reached you in haste but its
impacts will last for decades. We rely on you to ensure that this is the best way forward for
New York and New Yorkers.

Thank you for the opportunity to express the Conservancy’s views.



City of Yes Housing Opportunity

Good morning, Chair Riley and Council Members.

My name is Diah Mehera. | serve as Director of Marketing and Communications at Tech:NYC, a
leading technology industry organization.

The housing crisis in New York is a serious concern. Earlier this year, Tech:NYC partnered with
StreetEasy to release a report on housing availability in New York and the findings were
ominous: the tech sector, a major driver of our city's economy, is struggling to attract and retain
talent because of the exorbitant housing costs.

Young professionals are being forced to relocate to another city or forgo living in New York City
altogether. That is not the future we want. We want a strong pipeline of diverse talent to be able
to afford to live — and remain — here. This includes building their families, and continuing to
foster innovation and economic growth.

But this is a citywide crisis, not only a tech crisis. The City of Yes proposal offers a solution —
increasing the supply of housing, particularly mixed-income housing, to create a more inclusive
city that benefits all its residents. This will benefit not only the tech sector, but also ensure more
housing is built that is accessible to teachers, nurses, firefighters, sanitation workers, and the
countless others who keep New York City running.

Tech:NYC recently co-authored an op-ed with Council Member Bottcher on the need for
more housing, giving our support to two solutions proposed by City of Yes:

e Enact zoning reforms to allow modest increases in housing near public transit, which
could give NYC the opportunity to create more than 1.1 million new homes and ease
commutes for workers.

e Remove off-street parking requirements for new apartment buildings, which will reduce
the cost of building new apartments and decrease rents.

Maintaining the status quo is no longer viable. The City of Yes represents a decisive move to
keep New York's promise of opportunity alive for everyone.

Thank you for your time and consideration. | urge you to approve this critical proposal.
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On June 26, 2024, Community Board 10 Queens voted unfavorably on the Department of City Planning’s
City of Yes for Housing Opportunity proposal. Our Board’s vote was unanimously against the proposal with
no abstentions. While we appreciate the time and effort DCP devoted to providing explanations as well as
answers to questions raised at our meetings, our concerns on some specific issues led us to communicate to
the City Planning Commission an explanation as to why CB10 opposed DCP’s proposal and changes to the
proposal Community Board 10Q requests. We ask the City Council to reject the proposal as submitted by
DCP and to effect the changes we support.

Explanation of Community Board 10’s Position

The list below reflects the topics that concerns expressed at our meetings and at our public hearing were or
were related to:

Flooding Infrastructure
Transit zones/Town Center Essential services
Overdevelopment/Parking Community character

During our June 6™ regular Board meeting the public presentation by DCP was aimed for our Board
members to get a fuller understanding of the proposal. Numerous members of the public were present but
their opportunity to ask questions was limited to the meeting’s public session period toward the end of the
meeting as the presentation was not part of a Public Hearing on that evening. As a result, at the request of
our Land Use Committee Chairperson, we then conducted an informal question and answer session just for
the public on June 12, 2024. DCP staff attended to answer questions. That session was well-attended, and the
general tenor and tone was negative from the public present. The concerns of those who attended were
apparent in the questions asked and in comments made in parts of many of the questions. The concerns
expressed generally also revolved around those topics in the list above.

On June 18, 2024, Community Board 10 conducted its Public Hearing regarding the proposal. We received
written comment in support from one couple who reside within Community Board 10 and a couple of letters
from individuals residing other parts of Queens stating opposition. We also received a support statement
from AARP and one from a group of 130 other organizations city-wide in support.



All the Civic Associations active within Community Board 10 submitted written comment in opposition from
the perspective of the neighborhoods they serve. Approximately 3,000 form letters in opposition gathered by
a civic association in the Howard Beach neighborhood were submitted.

At our June 6™ and June 12t sessions and again at the June 18 Public Hearing we provided copies of DCP’s
checklist so that people who did not wish to speak could provide their feedback. People handed them in as
they left at the close of those 3 sessions. All but one we received expressed opposition. Most just checked off
“do not support” without providing anything in the comment box. (Those we received on June 6™ were
anonymous, but those received on June 12th and June 18" included names.) There were 30 people who spoke
at the Public Hearing on June 18, All were residents of Community Board 10. All expressed opposition.

On June 20, 2024, our Land Use Committee met for the purpose of discussing and reviewing all the comments
received and to develop its recommendation to the full Board. The committee voted unanimously to
recommend that the full Board vote unfavorably on the proposal. On June 26, 2024, Community Board 10
held a special meeting for the purpose of voting on the proposal. A quorum was present, and the full board
vote was unanimously unfavorable to the proposal. No members abstained.

Based on the overwhelming opposition expressed by our residents and Board members over the course of
those six weeks, we respectfully requested the Queens Borough President consider the following regarding
CB10’s position as our Borough’s position was formulated. We also requested that the Department of City
Planning and the City Planning Commission consider the views expressed below to gain a fuller
understanding of why CB10 voted unfavorably. We hoped that the DCP and Commission would address our
concerns as their review of the proposal took place prior to submission to the City Council. It did not. Our
neighborhoods still are expressing their opposition to COY/HO. We now ask the City Council to make the
changes we request.

Flooding

The devastating impact by Hurricane Sandy (2012)
showed our city is one of the most vulnerable cities to
coastal flooding around the globe. The low-lying areas
in NYC can be flooded by nor'easter storms and North
Atlantic hurricanes. The frequency of Hurricane
Sandy-like extreme flood events is very likely to
increase significantly as we move into the future due to
the compound effects of sea level rise and climate
change.

Currently, tidal flooding seriously impacts CB10’s
Howard Beach and Hamilton Beach areas. Other areas
within CB10 suffer from flooding related to rainstorm
water. It should be noted that Superstorm Sandy’s
damage in our area primarily resulted from storm
surge unprecedented by our experience from prior
storms. Hurricane Ida that severely impacted Queens
was essentially a rainstorm event not accompanied by
excessive tidal flooding as did Isaias. Neither Sandy,
/ LA Irene, Ida, no Isaias were storm events in which major
Queens 10 S : damaging winds were combined with major tidal surge
N and record-breaking rain.

The potential for damage from future catastrophic
storms is real in many parts of our borough and certainly within CB10. Should we experience a major storm
that has all three elements - tidal surge similar to, or greater, than Sandy, rainfall similar to Ida and other
recent rainstorms, and the level of wind similar to those that have occurred in other states - the devastation
potential is very real in CB10. While there is a city-wide need to create housing, it is imperative to us in CB10
that NO increase in density be permissible in any part of CB10 that is currently within the 1% flood plain.




All the blocks (approximately a third of CB10’s total land area) shown in the picture above should be removed
from any part of COY/HO that would allow for any increased density. Certainly, all the areas shown in blue
should be. All the areas in blue or green were devastated by Superstorm Sandy. Much of the area has also
been impacted severely by subsequent storms of lesser intensity. Further, our view is that increased density
should NOT be permissible in any of the neighborhoods in our district currently within the 2% flood plain.
Those areas potentially may be subject to future inclusion within the 1% flood plain.

: ¥ %1 It should be noted that large segments of our
I- e ‘ “, Ozone Park and South Ozone Park
neighborhoods shown in this picture are
currently located in NYCEM hurricane
evacuation zones, which is a clear indication that
future hurricanes could, and given the effects of
climate change, probably will, impact them in
the future. Housing density must continue to be
limited in them if COY/HO is about planning for
the future. Numerous other governmentally
e S generated maps, whether federal, state, or city,
similarly depict projected increases in land areas
and residences that will be impacted by flooding
f L in coming decades.

Transit Zones & Town Center Zoning
CB10 also has major concerns with the proposed Transit Oriented Development provisions in DCP’s
proposal which would allow 3-5 story apartment buildings within a half mile of subway stations on wide
streets or corners. We also have major concerns regarding the Town Center Zoning provisions that would
allow ground floor commercial uses with 2-4 stories of housing above.

In our Howard Beach neighborhood, our
concerns on these proposals mesh with our
flooding concerns for a number of reasons.
The Howard Beach/Airtrain Subway Station
is located within the Howard Beach area
located east of Crossbay Blvd. on Coleman
Square in what is known to almost all
residents living in Old Howard Beach as
“town.” Its location is within a small C1-3
overlay where the underlying zoning is R3-1.
The 2 bodies of water identified as 4 and B in
the picture are not separate. In actuality, they
are connected by a passage under the railroad
tracks. Historically this entire commercial
- area has been regularly subject to tidal

’\ flooding that comes from 3 different
directions. The area, as is the rest of Old Howard Beach and Hamilton Beach, is impacted now more and
more frequently many times a month even at times when there is no storm event. As recently as the week of
Oct.13-19, 2024 there were again multiple days of flooding.

All of Hamilton Beach, Old Howard Beach, and the Coleman Square commercial area are the sections of
CB10 most vulnerable to tidal flooding. New Howard Beach and the Crossbay Blvd. commercial area is also



subject to tidal flooding more and more frequently. Parts of the Lindenwood area of Howard Beach are
subject to both tidal and storm water flooding.

As we said above, the Coleman Square area is known locally as “town” and has been so known for
generations. There is a reason for that. Hamilton Beach and Ramblersville were the first areas in Howard
Beach to develop. The small, frame commercial buildings in “town” were essentially almost all constructed in
the early 1900s and are mostly ground floor retail commercial with 1 story of currently occupied housing
above. During the 1930s and 1940s most of the rest of Old Howard Beach developed. Prior to the 1950s the
area was a town center that served Old Howard Beach and Hamilton Beach and the former LIRR station for
decades before any of the other areas in today’s Howard Beach west of Crossbay Blvd. came into existence
during the post-World War II building boom.

In the picture above the arrow is pointing south toward the rest of the R3-1 zone within Hamilton Beach. The
black line just above the arrow indicates where the current Hamilton Beach Special Purpose District ends.
This Special Purpose District was created by a resiliency rezoning project developed by DCP in collaboration
with the community for the purpose of limiting density. In light of this current DCP proposal, hindsight
indicates we should have pushed to have “town” and the rest of Old Howard Beach included in it due to the
flooding similarities and the historical connection to Hamilton Beach. That rezoning and the Special Purpose
District was completed just a few years ago. At no time during the discussions with DCP was there any inkling
from it that apartment buildings that would increase density could be or would be considered appropriate
there.

Our view is that the entire C1-3 area suffers from the same tidal flooding as Hamilton Beach regularly. In our
view it is a totally inappropriate area to allow any type of multiple dwellings to be developed there. For
example, were the corner directly opposite the current Howard Beach/Airtrain Station to be developed with
any kind of an apartment building, its residents would find that they often would need hip boots to cross the
street to reach the station. Whenever there is tidal flooding in Hamilton Beach and the Coleman Square
commercial areas there is also tidal flooding on many of the blocks within Old Howard Beach currently zoned
R2 or R3X. It is our view that there be no provision to allow development of any type of multiple dwellings in
those areas either.

We respectfully request the City Council to strongly oppose inclusion of the Howard Beach/Airtrain Subway
Station area as an area where any transit-oriented development as described in DCP’s proposal be
permissible. Further, we request that the City Council support extending the current Special Purpose District
to include all of census tract 884 in it as virtually all blocks within that tract flood frequently now and will see
more flooding in the future. Attached to this statement are some pictures of what a regular occurrence in the
C1-3 area is. That type of flooding shown is also typical and occurring more and more frequently on many
blocks within Census Tract 884.

CB10’s concerns regarding allowing development of multistory commercial/residential uses within our
district on our other commercial strips are somewhat similar yet different as well. Our view is that there
should not be any as-of-right ability to do so. Our view is that there perhaps will be some areas along our
Crossbay Blvd. commercial strip in Howard Beach and along parts of the commercial areas of Crossbay Blvd.
in Ozone Park where such development could be feasible, but they must be approached on a case-by-case

basis through a separate zoning action requiring full community review.

Although it is not germane to this proposal a workforce housing component was part of Resorts World’s
recent presentation regarding its plans should NYRA close and Resorts get approval for a full gaming license.
That would be something we could consider favorably depending on its specifics. You may not be aware that
years ago, long before casino gambling at Aqueduct was even talked about, there were numerous rumors that
NYRA was closing. As that area is basically centrally located in our district, CB10 along with local civic



leaders at that time in all our neighborhoods, engaged in an effort spearheaded by then BP Shulman to
develop a conceptual plan with City Planning for a new community there. CB10 is not necessarily opposed to
considering new housing. However, we are opposed to the types of higher density housing development within
our existing neighborhoods DCP’s current proposal would enable.

In 2013 a large zoning action, known as the Ozone Park rezoning, was approved. The name “Ozone Park
Rezoning” is somewhat of a misnomer. That action also incorporated parts of South Ozone Park and
Richmond Hill. We wanted all of Richmond Hill and South Ozone Park included, but DCP felt that would
make the study area too large.

That 530 block Ozone Park rezoning was undertaken in response to concerns raised by Community Boards 9
and 10, local civic organizations, and local elected officials that existing zoning did not closely reflect
established building patterns or guide new development to appropriate locations. Most of the study area was
within CB10. The proposed actions sought to reinforce the area’s predominant one-and two-family residential
character, while directing moderately scaled new residential and mixed-use development to locations along
the area’s main commercial corridors and near mass transit resources. According to DCP’s own words in the
project documents then, DCP expressed that “the existing zoning does not adequately reinforce the one-and
two-family character typically found on the residential blocks.”

DCEP further stated “Existing zoning also does not distinguish major commercial corridors from residential
side streets. As a result, recent development has not been located along main commercial corridors where it
could reinforce and strengthen established mixed-use areas.”

In that rezoning, areas along the Liberty Avenue commercial and transportation corridor where density
increases made sense were incorporated with some upzoning while downzoning was done in the residential
neighborhoods. DCP’s current proposal will effectively undo much of what was accomplished with that
rezoning. That is not acceptable in the neighborhoods involved in the Ozone Park Rezoning area. It is not
acceptable to the people who own homes and supported it just over a decade ago. For the most part those
neighborhoods consist of attached and detached 1&2 family homes primarily currently zoned in R3-R5
districts. New apartment houses make no sense to those residents other than perhaps on parts of Liberty
Avenue. No support that we are aware of has been expressed by residents and homeowners on the
residentially zoned side street blocks south of Liberty Avenue to allow development of multiple dwellings now
that are not permitted by the 2013 rezoning.

Overdevelopment/Parking/Community character

Within CB10 there is an almost palpable fear among residents that uncontrolled development is what they
will see in their neighborhoods if this DCP proposal is approved. The elimination of parking mandates for
new development is not supported at all in any of our neighborhoods. While a city-wide goal to lessen the

dependence on cars may be in some ways desirable, the need of our residents to get wherever it is they want
to go safely and in a reasonable amount of time will continue their use of cars. Parking space shortages in
both our residential and commercial areas are constant complaints all over our district. For many years for
any development anywhere in our district that required any type of a zoning action the provision of sufficient
parking has been very much an issue in discussion between the Board, our residents, and the developer. For
many years data published in the NYU Furman Center’s annual State of New York City’s Housing and
Neighborhoods reported CB10 has among the highest rates of home ownership of 1&2 family homes out of
the city’s 59 CBs.

That is consistent across all our neighborhoods. Although we have some multifamily apartment buildings, the
essential character of all our neighborhoods is low density residential primarily comprised of 1&2 family




homes with some 3&4 family units also mixed in. The concept of allowing accessory dwelling units is opposed
in all parts of our district.

Infrastructure/Essential services

Residents of CB10 do not consider existing infrastructure sufficient to meet their needs. The need for
roadway repairs is a constant complaint. Capital road and sewer projects take decades to advance to
construction. Con Edison’s grid in our area is insufficient to meet current needs, particularly in parts of our
South Ozone Park neighborhood. Our residents fear that in the absence of considerable infrastructure
improvements prior to further development occurring, their quality of life will deteriorate.

Many of our schools, particularly in the northern parts of our district are overcrowded. For years the
provision of new schools has been our first Capital Budget priority. In the view of our Board and our
residents our police precinct is understaffed. Assigning additional personnel to the 106th Police Precinct has
been our first Expense Budget priority for years. Our crime has been growing, historically. Over the last 23.5
years we have experienced increased major felony crime in more than half of those years. Our call for more
officers is not just driven by the current situation in our city. Our population, both residential and ambient,
continues to grow. We are seeing a disconcerting pattern of increases in major felony crimes against persons
as opposed to property crime. We are also seeing that the percent of major felony crime occurring in our
precinct in relationship to crime occurring in Patrol Borough Queens South overall has been increasing as
well in recent years. It is no surprise to our Board that our residents feel our police services are insufficient
now and they fear increased development will exacerbate the lack of police services. Our residents are also
fearful that other essential services such as fire and sanitation will not keep pace with development.

We realize this statement is lengthy. However, CB10 feels it is needed to explain why our vote was unfavorable
on the COY/HO proposal. There were some provisions, particularly among the district fixes section, that we
possibly might have supported, but overall, our residents and the Board believe the content of the whole
proposal is far too broad to be supported. Even though the proposal is broken down with proposals for low
density, high density, and other categories, we are not a one size fits all city. CB10 is considered a low-density
district by the proposal. However, the proposal as put forth by DCP seems not to recognize that there are
differences even among Community Board districts lumped together into categories like low density, etc. The
many areas Community Boards serve in low density areas all across the city are also not one size fits all.

NYC is a large city however our view is that our city is a collection of neighborhoods, especially in Queens
where the sense of neighborhood identity is very real to our residents. Most NYC Community Board districts
when looked at by their populations are larger than most cities in this state. Some CBs, like CB7Q and
CB12Q in particular, along with some other Queens districts, have populations larger that many NYS
counties. By and large our CBs are larger than many, many cities in the country. What is acceptable and
rational zoning for any of our districts needs to be evaluated and reviewed individually in each district, taking
into account the nuances of differences between them vis a vis housing patterns and desires of the residents.
CB10Q asks the City Council to reject COY/HO as presented and if changes are made by the Council they
incorporate and fully address our views. Thank you.

Betty Braton
Betl [$rAr—

Chairperson

C: Hon. Adrienne Adams, City Council Speaker
Hon. Adrienne Adams, Council District 28 Hon. Joann Ariola, Council District 32
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The Real Estate Board of New York to
The City Council on N240290ZRY, City of Yes for

Housing Opportunity

The Real Estate Board of New York (REBNY) is the city’s leading trade association for real estate,
representing commercial, residential, and institutional property owners, builders, managers, investors,
brokers, salespeople, and other professionals engaged in New York City real estate. We are pleased to
support the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity (N240290ZRY) citywide text amendment.

REBNY strongly supports the goals of Housing Opportunity, which marks one of the most significant updates
to the zoning resolution since 1961. New York City is facing a housing crisis deepened by years of under
production and evidenced by a 1.41% citywide vacancy rate. New York City has lagged behind rapidly
growing cities like Orlando, Dallas, and Phoenix over the past decade in permitting housing units. While
housing production remains anemic, rents continue to rise, and outdated zoning regulations hinder the
construction of much needed homes to address this crisis.

The zoning reforms in City of Yes for Housing Opportunity are therefore essential to the city’s goal of
producing 500,000 units over the next decade. REBNY especially supports key components of this proposal
such as the expanded opportunities for office-to-residential conversions, increased density through the
creation of R11 and R12 districts, and the introduction of a Universal Affordability Preference (UAP). The
changes for office to residential conversions align with the recommendations by the City Council created
Office Adaptive Reuse Taskforce. Additionally, these measures align with the recently adopted tax incentives
467-m and 485-x created through this year’s State Budget and have the potential to lead to the creation of
thousands of affordable homes for New York City residents.

The changes embodied in this text amendment represent the next generation of zoning rules for the
planning, design, and development of housing for New Yorkers. This proposal can ensure housing of all types
and sizes are built and we ask that the City Council carefully consider any changes through the lens of
whether those changes will protect, encourage and enhance the housing pipeline for the city. We look
forward to collaborating with the Council on refinements to the proposal. Thank you for your consideration
of these points.

CONTACTS:
Basha Gerhards Maddie DeCerbo
Senior Vice President Planning Senior Urban Planner
Real Estate Board of New York Real Estate Board of New York
Bgerhards@rebny.com Mdecerbo@rebny.com
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Housing Opportunity Through Zoning Reform

Submitted by the Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization Committee of the
Metro Chapter, American Planning Association

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the proposed “City of Yes
for Housing Opportunity (COYHO)” zoning text amendments on behalf of the
American Planning Association New York Metropolitan Chapter (APA-NYM.)

Introduction

The American Planning Association (APA) exists to elevate and unite a diverse
planning profession as it helps communities, their leaders and residents anticipate
and navigate change. In 2024, APA’s sole policy priority is advocating for support
for zoning reform as it is key to increasing much needed housing supply, a crisis
that continues to accelerate nationwide. Our colleagues throughout the country
are advocating for locally led zoning reform to break down regulatory barriers
that stand in the way of producing more housing. Consistent with this national
policy, APA-NYM, supports many of the proposed zoning text changes included in
the COYHO that enable accessory dwelling units, removal of mandated parking
requirements, transit-oriented development, enhanced town centers, and small
and shared housing. We commend the primary goal of having all neighborhoods
contribute to increasing NYC’s housing supply.

Addressing New York City’s Housing Crisis

We concur with the DCP’s conclusion that New York City needs to facilitate the
development of a substantial amount of new housing. The Adams administration
has a goal of adding 500,000 additional units within 10 years. We do not know
how this number was derived or if it is the correct number of new dwellings
needed but we agree that the current vacancy rate of less than 1.4 percent for
rental housing in general and less than 1% for housing renting at amounts 30% or
less of area median income, is harmful to the city’s well-being and to its
residents. This shortage of housing raises housing prices for New Yorkers at all
income ranges and deters mobility — keeping too many residents in apartments

www.nyplanning.org
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that no longer accommodate their needs while carrying an unreasonable rent
burden and leaving far too many residents with no housing at all.

With the City’s housing goals in mind the COYHO proposes to create conditions
for the addition of about 110,000 units. The environmental review documents
indicate that the new units would be added by 2039 or an average of about 7,300
per year. In effect, production of 110,000 units sounds like it would provide
better than 20 percent of the decade-long goal when it would be more likely to
produce less than 15 percent of that goal. Considering that housing production in
New York City has not reached or exceeded 500,000 in any decade since the
1920s, the COYHO notwithstanding, there is still no pathway laid out to reach the
500,000-unit target.

We appreciate that, unlike previous administrations, this proposal seeks to
encourage housing production throughout the city. Zoning reform is a critical step
in removing barriers to needed housing production. However, the development of
needed affordable housing requires added measures such as increased funding,
technical assistance and education. We have advocated for the creation of the
Federal HUD managed Pro Housing Fund to support similar planning efforts and
are pleased to see that the NYC Department of Housing Preservation and
Development (HPD) received close to $S4 million from the recent round of funding
to support neighborhood planning, City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR)
reforms, public education and engagement to facilitate the development of
affordable housing. We urge the administration to increase capital funding for the
development of affordable housing and adequately staff the HPD to manage
funds and projects. The passage and implementation of J-51 tax abatements, long
used to support preservation of affordable housing, is one quick step forward.

We raise several concerns for the Commission to consider in evaluating public
comments and revisions to the COYHO.

Universal Affordability Preference

The proposal would eliminate both the original R10 Inclusionary Housing Program
and the later Inclusionary Housing Designated Area (IHDA) Program while adding
a new Universal Affordability Preference {UAP). We heartily support replacing the

www.nyplanning.org
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R10 program which was designed in an era when other housing subsidies were
not available in the high-value R10 districts and, consequently, the affordable
housing it produces, while needed, account for less than less than five percent of
a project’s dwellings.

One benefit of the UAP is that it is universal and will not require the lengthy time
and effort required to individually rezone areas to make Inclusionary Housing
programs applicable. It is less clear how effective the UAP would be in areas that
are now designated as IHDAs. In an R6 district within an IHDA today, for example,
the base FAR is 2.7 within 100 feet of a wide street and 2.2 on other lots for
developments that choose not to provide affordable units. If the development
includes the IHDA affordable units, the permitted residential FAR goes up to 3.6
and 2.42 respectively. Under the COYHO, the base FAR within 100 feet of a wide
street increases to 3.0 from 2.7. If affordable housing were provided pursuant to
the UAP, the maximum residential FAR in R6 is increased to 3.9 provided that the
additional FAR is devoted to affordable housing. It is unclear if this is workable.

Would property owners on wide streets currently within IHDAs just take the
increase to 3.0 FAR and forego the available 3.9 FAR? That additional FAR is
unlikely to be profitable. It seems the program would be reliant on incentives
under the State’s 485-X program. For many if not most developments in an R6
district, the project would contain less than 99 units so a developer would have to
provide 20 percent of the units as affordable which for a 3.0 FAR building would
account for 0.6 FAR of affordable housing and 2.4 FAR of market-rate

housing. For a developer taking advantage of the UAP-available FAR of 3.9, 0.9
FAR of the 3.9 FAR — 23 percent - would have to be affordable. Itisincumbent
upon the City to show that the UAP will work in this example (as well as

others). If it doesn’t work, developers who would have chosen the IHDA example
may now just build 3.0 FAR without any affordable housing (or 3.0 with only 0.6
Far of affordable housing).

Rear Yards

Since 1961, both the Multiple Dwelling Law and the Zoning Resolution have
generally required 30-foot rear yards for residential development. Where
opposing rear years back up on each other, the resulting space is designed to be a
minimum of 60 feet deep. It is not by accident that this is the same depth as the
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width of a typical narrow street in New York City. In this way, units in the front
and back of dwellings are entitled to a similar degree of light and air. The COYHO
proposes to change the minimum depth of a residential rear yard to 20 feet up to
a height of 70 feet.

We understand that this is a necessity when creating rear accessory dwellings in
low-density neighborhoods. Fortunately, residential buildings in these
neighborhoods have rarely exceeded 35 feet in height so, generally, there are not
tall structures that would diminish access to light and air in the proposed
reduced-depth rear yards and there are recent prototypes in certain Brooklyn
low-density neighborhoods where reduced-depth rear yards have been permitted
by special permit.

In middle- and high-density neighborhoods, these smaller rear yards and rear yard
equivalents would be bordered by tall structures, meaning that the rear units of
these buildings — and the rear units of buildings on the parallel street the face
these reduced-rear yards — would now have a significantly bleaker environment
outside their windows. It is unclear why this is thought to be needed. In a typical
100-foot-deep lot in a middle and high-density district, the front of the building is
at or near the street line and, when providing a 30-foot-deep rear yard, 70 feet is
available for the depth of the apartment building. Most apartment buildings are
built with a depth of 60-65 feet. While there may be instances where a shallower-
than-30-foot-rear yard might be needed, it hardly seems necessary to obliterate
the rear yard protections for all middle- and high-density residents.

Commercial to residential conversions

We support the expansion of the conversion of commercial to residential
buildings to a city-wide applicability as well as inclusion of shared housing as an
eligible housing type. We do question the lack of affordability requirements. The
several completed commercial to residential conversions in Manhattan’s financial
district produced expensive high-end units. We understand the potentially high
costs of conversion will prohibit affordable units without substantial assistance.
The new Affordable Housing Commercial Conversion Tax Incentive Benefits
(AHCC) passed in this year’s State budget, will require projects to make 25% of
their units affordable at an average of 80% AMI to receive a 35-year property tax
exemption ranging from 65 to 90% and decreasing by 10% for the last five years.
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It is unclear how attractive developers will find this program. Again, consideration
should be given to exploring other funding, incentive and tax abatement
programs to encourage the production of affordable units in these conversions.

Accessory Dwelling Units

The allowance of accessory dwelling units is a strategy employed across the
nation to increase housing supply in lower density areas such as in California,
Connecticut and Oregon. We support this with the concern recognizing that the
development of ADUs will be challenging, particularly for low and moderate
income homeowners. We applaud the recent announcement of a $4 million
allocation to create an ADU pilot program of up to 20 owners as well as other
tools to facilitate these projects. Reaching the proposed goal of 40,000 new ADU’s
will clearly require more financial assistance.

Campus Infill Proposal

The campus infill proposal includes the expansion to 50% of lot coverage for
development which is considerably more lot coverage than most existing
campuses. This proposal should include requirements for mitigation of loss of
public space and recreational areas, community participation procedures in the
planning and review process and inclusion of affordable housing

requirements. This is particularly important for NYCHA campuses, where
residents have endured long standing deferred maintenance due to reductions in
Federal funding.

Lower-Density Neighborhoods

We commend the DCP for developing a proposal that asks all areas of the city to
contribute to addressing the city’s housing shortage. However, it does not do so
evenly. Shortly after the first Zoning Resolution was adopted in 1916 it was
modified to recognize the difference between single- and two-family
neighborhoods. For more than a century — indeed since the consolidation in
1898, one of the city's strengths has been that it incorporated some of its suburbs
within the city limits. Clearly, if the burdens, such as they are, of accommodating
more housing is to be spread out, lower-density districts should not be
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exempted. It also seems likely, however, that the lower-density areas of the city
would be subject to more change than the middle or higher-density

districts. Adding 0.3 FAR to the maximum allowed along a wide streetinan R 6
district would add about 8 percent more floor area and perhaps one additional
story to areas where apartment houses are already common.

Permitting 2.5 FAR, five-story buildings in an R3-2, district (with an 0.6 FAR) in
Laurelton with single-family homes is a potentially far more neighborhood
character altering than anything proposed for the middle and high-density
districts. That is why so many of the speakers in opposition to COYHO were from
residents of low-density communities. We encourage the City Planning
Commission to re-examine its approach to these communities with a more
sympathetic eye. Perhaps a more modest building could accommodate a similar
amount of development at less than 5 stories at 2.5 FAR. Perhaps, merely
fronting a wide street in a lower-density community is not as important as the
creation of real town centers in these communities’ commercial cores, with
greater transit options and possibly higher FAR.

Conclusion

APA-NYM appreciates the ambitious effort made by DEP and CPC in the COYHO,
the most comprehensive zoning text amendment since 1961. The over 1,200
pages of varied changes require considerable review to understand the impacts
on current zoning created over the years including: special districts and many
text elements addressing housing quality, neighborhood services and
infrastructure requirements, however they will generate much needed

housing. We advocate for continued public education and support to implement
these reforms.

However, increased affordable housing requires more than zoning reform. New
York State recently took the supportive actions of lifting the residential FAR cap
and approving the tax abatements: 485-X and the AHCC. We urge NYC to use
these tools and to continue to seek additional resources to support development
of affordable housing to meet the needs of all New Yorkers.

We thank you for this great contribution to advancing New York City’s housing
supply and the opportunity to comment on this important proposal.
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Good morning, my name is Julio Herrera, and [ am the Executive Assistantfor The Black
Institute, a think tank that takes action. We actively implement ideas into actionable
outcomes that directly benefit Black communities and people of color. Our strategic
initiatives focus on education, environmental justice, immigration reform, and economic

fairness, with a ferventinterestin truly affordable housing for every New Yorker.

| would like to thank the Chair and members of the Subcommittee on Zoning and
Franchises forholding this hearing and allowing the voices of their constituencies to be

heard.

The City of Yes falls into the same formula that long-standing residents have become all
too familiar with. A plan packaged with ambitious ideas and broad goals that claim to
address crucial needs that have afflicted this city for years, reinforced by arbitrary

figures that offer a thin veil of reassurance to convince hardworking residents that these

measures are in their best interest.

Firstly, The City of Yes lacks sufficient guarantees that environmental justice will be at
the forefront of these new developments, despite this Administration’s pledge to
address such disparities. As an example, accessory dwelling units, such as basement
units, are often improvised modes of housing marketed to vulnerable families and
individuals and in the last few years, have hosted disaster. We have withessed these
dwellings experience intense flooding such as during Hurricane Ida which claimed the
lives of atleast 11 people and displaced dozens more. What guarantees does the City
of Yes provide fo tenants who would reside in those dwellings? What is your plan to

prevent more residents from succumbing to such tragedy?



Secondly, advocates of this plan have stressed that affordability would be provided
because of its implementation. The only question | raise is affordable to who? The
apartments created will be too expensive for most working New Yorkers, with only 20%
considered "affordable"—and only for those making 60% of Area Median Income (AMI).
Meanwhile, more than half of New Yorkers are already rent-burdened, spending over
30% of theirincome on rent. Furthermore, the number of units pledged by this plan fails
to reassure. The City of Yes pledges to construct 58,000 — 109,000 homes within the
next 15 years. To break that down into simpler terms, that roughly translates anywhere
from 3,900 to 7,300 homes — about 780 — 1,460 per borough per year. Of that miniscule

number of housing units generated, how many can we expect to be truly affordable?

Lastly, the plan allows developers to skip the public review process, Chair Garodnick
mentioned yesterday around less than 1% of developments will be subject to this
change. What stipulates exemption from these conventional zoning processes remains
unclear and leaves New Yorkers out of decisions that impact their neighborhoods. Local

voices, including those on community boards, deserve to be heard and play a role in

how their neighborhoods grow and change.

The City of Yes initiative presents itself as a solution to New York City's challenges
when it comes to zoning and housing. However, it falls shortin addressing the urgent
needs of our communities. The lack of strong guarantees for environmental justice
raises serious concerns, particularly given the tragic history of inadequate housing
protections. Furthermore, the proposed "affordability” fails to meet the real needs of

working New Yorkers, and bypassing community inputin the zoning process



undermines the very essence of a community. You should not only take my word, but

36 of the 59 Community Boards in the city voting fully or partly against it.

| am a tenant, a proud born-and-bred South Brooklynite who on behalf of my family and
my community | say, cannot afford more grand promises with diminished returns, all
while we struggle to live in a city that seems to want to price us out every day. Until we
see a plan that prioritizes true affordability, environmental & tenant protections, and the

preservation of our communities. | urge you to vote no to the City of Yes.
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Good morning, Chair Riley and members of the New York City Council Subcommittee on
Zoning and Franchises. Tam Joseph Rosenberg, Director of the Catholic Community Relations
Council representing the Archdiocese of New York and the Diocese of Brooklyn.

We strongly support the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity, which focuses on many current
zoning obstacles preventing the development of housing throughout New York City. Our City
faces a severe housing crisis, and this crucial updating of New York City’s zoning laws could not
be timelier.

Catholic Charities of both the Archdiocese of New York and the Diocese of Brooklyn and
Queens understand our City’s housing challenges and focus on the mission of producing
affordable housing. They have developed respectively over 6,500 affordable units, housing the
neediest New Yorkers, such as working families, low-income elderly, and the formerly
homeless. In addition, both dioceses own buildings and vacant land that are burdened by
obsolete zoning laws precluding these properties from being used to develop housing. The City
of Yes would eliminate or relax many of these obstacles.

For too long New York City has required off-street parking spaces to be incorporated into
housing developments. This burdensome mandate reduces the number of apartments that can be
built on-site, as well increasing housing construction costs. Removing this mandate is long
overdue and would allow space that was once reserved for cars to now be used to produce
apartments for New Yorkers.

The Universal Affordability Preference would benefit Catholic Charities” housing programs by
providing a bonus of 20% additional affordable housing units in medium and high-density
districts where the underlying development is 100% affordable. This density increase would
produce a significant amount of affordable housing Citywide.

The City of Yes contains other significant initiatives that would be instrumental in generating
housing while assisting faith-based organizations. Currently, landmarked buildings can only
transfer development rights to adjacent properties or those directly across the street. In many
cases, those receiving sites are already built to capacity and there is nowhere for the landmark
development rights to land. The City of Yes changes this by allowing the development rights of
landmarked buildings to be transferred to properties on all blocks adjacent to where the landmark
is located. Not only does this create the opportunity to generate housing in these communities,
but it also provides funds for parishes to maintain and repair their landmarked churches. Many
churches are over a century old, contain stained glass, slate roofs, and ornate stone exteriors.
Conserving these landmarked buildings 1s extremely costly, and this program combines the
welcome elements of spurring housing while creating an income stream for both dioceses to help

1



repair and maintain landmarked houses of worship, something that is not available for any faith-
based organization from the federal, state, or local government. The potential funding stream
would also go far towards assisting other important parish activities such as creating and
expanding food pantries.

We strongly support the campus infill initiative which would allow faith-based organizations and
other institutions to develop housing on vacant land where current zoning regulations prechude
such use.

The City of Yes includes other innovative programs that would help faith-based organizations
develop housing in their buildings and vacant land. One of these would allow the conversion to
housing of convents and rectories, a process which is currently extremely challenging and costly.

The conversion of office and commercial buildings into housing is also essential to address our
City’s housing crisis. Currently, this is only permitted in a limited geographic area in Manhattan
where buildings were constructed before 1961. The City of Yes expands the conversion
opportunities citywide to office and commercial buildings built before 1991, providing the
opportunity to build affordable as well as supportive housing.

This comprehensive and innovative initiative will be indispensable in helping to alleviate our
City’s housing crisis. We urge its passage by the City Council.
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Thank you, Chair Riley, and members of the Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises. My
name is Emily Klein, and I am the Assistant Vice President for Policy and Government Affairs at the
Community Preservation Corporation (CPC), a nonprofit community development finance institution
(CDFI) formed in the early 1970s to help New York City and State restore and rebuild communities
that had been devastated by deterioration and abandonment. As a fifty-year-old affordable housing
lender with a significant footprint in New York City, CPC is honored to provide testimony today in
support of City of Yes for Housing Opportunity and urge this Subcommittee to support these critical

zoning reforms that will allow for the creation of a little more housing in every neighborhood.

it is well known and widely accepted that New York City is experiencing a housing crisis, and
we are in a critical moment to respond. The 2023 Housing Vacancy Survey (HVS) found a rental
vacancy rate of only 1.4%, the lowest this measurement has been since 1968. The HV'S also found that
nearly all low-income New Yorkers are rent burdened — 81% of households earning less than $50,000
without rental assistance were rent burdened, paying more than 30% of their monthly income on rent.
The picture is even more dire for extremely low-income New Yorkers — 86% of households making
less than $25,000 without rental assistance were extremely rent burdened, spending over 50% of their
income on rent. Even for those without rent burden, the current housing market dictated by the City’s
zoning code limits their ability to grow their families, age in place, and access jobs, transit, goods, and
services. An overly tight housing market necessitates the construction of more housing — yet the
combination of New York City’s outdated and overly complicated zoning regulations with entrenched
exclusionary practices and NIMBY sentiment has led to insufficient development siloed only to certain

neighborhoods. According to the New York Housing Conference, in 2023 ten Community Districts
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produced as much new housing as the remaining forty nine Community Districts

combined. This status quo is unacceptable and has materially contributed to the crisis we face today.

To address our housing crisis, we must build a little more housing in every neighborhood — and
City of Yes for Housing Opportunity lays out a citywide roadmap to do just that - by comprehensively
modernizing the City’s zoning code. This administration’s focus on zoning is grounded in the
understanding that zoning is the key to unlocking or blocking development. it can make a
neighborhood more inclusive or more exclusive, and more affordable or less attainable. And in that
respect, zoning dictates who gets to live where, and which New Yorkers have more or less access to
opportunity. New York City’s zoning regulations have not had a meaningful update in roughly 60
years. They were written in a different era for a different city with different housing priorities and

challenges than we have today.

City of Yes would update the toolbox of resources available to meet current housing needs and
promote more equitable neighborhoods across our city by enabling the construction of more housing
of every type appropriate to each community. A little bit more housing in every neighborhood can
create the amount of housing New York City needs without necessitating dramatic changes in any one

neighborhood.

A common criticism of City of Yes for Housing Opportunity is that it would enable out of
scale development and radically alter the fabric and character of existing neighborhoods. It is
important to stress that the proposals in City of Yes for Housing Opportunity were crafted specifically
to do just the opposite— yes, these proposals will enable specific and targeted changes in what tyi)e of
development is permitted in each neighborhood, but these changes will be small by design. In low-
density neighborhoods, this would look like allowing 2-4 stories of housing above existing ground-
floor commercial in town centers, or 3-5 story apartment buildings within half a mile of subway or rail

stations where even in the outer boroughs 1-3 story development is already common. In medium- and



The Community Preservation Corporation

220 East A2nd 51, 16th Floor
New York, New York 10017

high-density neighborhoods, City of Yes would introduce Universal Affordability
Preference (UAP), which will allow buildings to add at least 20% more housing if the additional
homes are permanently affordable at 60% of AMI. For a 40 unit building in a medium density district,
this would mean adding 8 more units and likely going from 8 stories to 10 —a change of scale well
within the existing neighborhood character. These proposals will increase development only by slim
margins on top of what is already allowed, specifically avoiding changes that would bring out of scale

development to New York neighborhoods.

City of Yes for Housing Opportunity offers a once in a generation opportunity to modernize
our regulations, comprehensively address our housing shortage, and build a city that meets the needs
of all its residents. On behalf of CPC, we applaud the Department of City Planning for their tireless
work developing City of Yes and we urge this Subcommittee to support City of Yes for Housing

Opportunity as it is currently written.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today and | am happy to answer any questions.



The Community Preservation Corporation

220 East 42nd 5t. 16th Floar
New York, New York 10017

About CPC

The Community Preservation Corporation {CPC) is a nonprofit affordable housing and community
revitalization company that was formed in the early 1970s to help New York City and State restore
and rebuild communities which were devastated by deterioration and abandonment. Today, CPC
uses its unique expertise in housing finance and public policy to expand access to quality housing,
drive down the costs of affordable housing production, advance diversity and equity within the
affordable housing development industry, and address the effects of climate change in our
communities through the financing of sustainable housing. Since our founding, CPC has mnvested
over $14 billion to finance the creation and preservation of more than 225,000 units of housing
through our lending and investing platforms. CPC is a permanent lending partner to the New York
City Retirement Systems (NYCRS) and we are also an equity partner in the PACT Renaissance
Collaborative, the team selected by NYCHA to renovate and preserve 16 NYCHA properties
located in Manhattan. On behalf of New York State HCR, CPC is also administering the Climate
Friendly Homes Program, a $250 million program to electrify 10,000 units of housing across the
state in the next four years.

Most recently, CPC again answered the call to support our government partners in reinvesting in
communities following the collapse of Signature Bank. Alongside partners Neighborhood Restore
HDFC and Related Fund Management, CPC is leading Community Stabilization Partners (CSP),
the manager of a joint venture partnership with the FDIC to manage the rent stabilized portion of
now defunct Signature Bank’s multifamily commercial real estate portfolio. CPC on behalf of CSP
is now the servicer of record for 1,100 buildings encompassing approximately 35,000 units in
New York City, the majority of which are rent stabilized. We understand the unique role that rent
regulated housing plays in New York City, the distinct financial challenges facing its owners and
operators in today’s market, and its importance as a haven of affordability to its tenants. As a
partner with the FDIC and servicer of the stabilized loan portfolio, CSP and CPC are proud to be
preserving the long-term affordability as well as the physical quality and financial stability of
these buildings.

The Community Preservation Corporation
220 East 42" Street, 16" Floor New York NY 10017
WWW.ConHRunityp.com




EQUITABLE INFRASTRUCTURE GROUP

“Connecting the players, policies, and projects”

City of Yes for Housing Opportunity
Testimonial Letter to the New York City Council
Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises,
Hon. Kevin C. Riley, Chair
Friday, October 25, 2024

| am L. Charlie Oliver, founder and chair of the Equitable Infrastructure Group, and | am submitting
testimony in opposition to the "City of Yes, Zoning for Housing Opportunity"” proposal in its
present form. Despite its good intentions, the proposal warrants deeper scrutiny and monitoring
measures to ensure that it aligns with equitable development and the infrastructure needs of all
communities, particularly those historically marginalized and negatively impacted by climate change
and poor/overlooked infrastructure.

1. Poor Sewer and Stormwater Infrastructure

Poor sewer and stormwater infrastructure significantly hinders New York City’s "City of Yes for
Housing Opportunity" initiative, aimed at transforming the city into a more sustainable and inclusive
urban environment. When sewer systems are outdated or undersized, they become overburdened
during heavy rains, leading to widespread flooding and overflow. This not only damages streets and
homes, especially in vulnerable neighborhoods, but also causes sewage to mix with stormwater,
polluting local rivers and affecting public health. Chronic waterlogging discourages new investment,
makes streets less safe, and undermines the livability that "City of Yes" seeks to enhance. Addressing
these issues through modernized infrastructure would support healthier communities, reduce costly
damages, and align the city with its vision of resilient, equitable urban development.

In 2023, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced more than $256 million in
funding for New York, provided through President Biden’s Bipartisan Infrastructure Law via this year’s
Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF). This funding will support essential upgrades to water,
wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure throughout New York, helping safeguard public health and
preserve valued water resources. Nearly half of this amount will be offered as grants or principal
forgiveness loans, empowering underserved communities nationwide to invest in critical water
infrastructure and create well-paying jobs.

In addition, additional federal funding streams, when leveraged correctly, will provide much-needed

funding to modernize infrastructure and alleviate the historic burdens bore by NYC’s underserved
communities. Such opportunities should be presented in conjunction with the rezoning.

Equitable Infrastructure Group, 110 Wall Street, NYC 10005, equitableinfrastructuregroup.com
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The mayor’s own words are as follows:

“One year ago, Hurricane lda brought the heaviest rainfall in our recorded history and flooded our
streets, subways, and basements, and, worse, claimed the lives of 13 of our neighbors,” said Mayor
Adams. “Our neighbors were victims of climate change, which is bringing longer droughts, stronger
storms, and heavier rainfall to places all over the globe, but we will not simply stand by and do
nothing. We are taking action to protect our city and prevent future tragedies, by ramping up flood
protection with sewer advancements and curbside rain gardens, as well as by building out our
cloudburst infrastructure and expanding other flood mitigation options, including the bluebelt drainage
system. New York City is adapting to the realities of climate change in real-time and doing everything
we can to keep New Yorkers safe and honor all that we lost one year ago today.”

Live video: https://youtu.be/p005UBuQGUc

Environmental Considerations

Another critical issue is the environmental implications of fast-tracking developments. The initiative
lacks sufficient attention to sustainability and resilience, particularly in neighborhoods vulnerable to
the impacts of climate change. There are serious concerns that reducing regulatory scrutiny in the
interest of expedience could lead to projects that do not prioritize green building standards,
stormwater management, or energy efficiency, further burdening communities already bearing the
brunt of environmental injustice. We must ensure that new developments not only add housing but
also contribute to a greener, more sustainable city.

The proposal decidedly opted for the minimum standard allowed.

The Incremental Environmental Impact methodology in the City of Yes proposal falls short by isolating
changes without fully considering their cumulative environmental impacts. This approach can obscure
the broader, long-term environmental consequences of new developments, leading to increased
strain on local ecosystems, infrastructure, and air quality. The segmented analysis may neglect how
individual projects together contribute to overburdening infrastructure, pollution, and urban heat,
ultimately undermining the city’s sustainability goals. A holistic environmental review is essential to
safeguard the balance between development and environmental preservation, ensuring the city’s
growth aligns with resilient, eco-conscious practices.

The Incremental Environmental Impact methodology often focuses narrowly on changes or impacts
directly linked to a single project phase, rather than comprehensively addressing all cumulative,
long-term, or interconnected effects.

Equitable Infrastructure Group, 110 Wall Street, NYC 10005, equitableinfrastructuregroup.com
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Here are some common aspects the Incremental Environmental Impact methodology may

overlook:

. Cumulative Impacts: Incremental analysis may neglect the aggregate effect of multiple

projects in an area, resulting in an underestimation of overall environmental strain.
Indirect or Secondary Impacts: By emphasizing immediate impacts, this approach can
miss indirect effects, such as those related to induced development or increased population
in surrounding areas.

Long-Term Effects: Some environmental changes, like habitat loss or greenhouse gas
accumulation, may develop over decades. Incremental methodologies may undervalue
these long-term outcomes.

Systemic and Network Impacts: In urban planning, for example, incremental analysis
may fail to consider how a single project affects broader systems like transportation,
housing, or ecological corridors.

Social and Health Implications: While environmental aspects are covered, social aspects
such as health risks and equity might not receive sufficient consideration, particularly those
that arise from subtle, long-term environmental changes.

A more holistic approach better captures these issues, especially in projects with significant
environmental or social impact potential, like the "City of Yes" proposal.

Additional Incremental Environmental Impact Cons:

1.

Potential for Overlooked Cumulative Impacts: A segmented approach may overlook
cumulative or "big picture" impacts, especially if each increment’s impacts seem minor but
collectively contribute to significant environmental stress.

. Higher Long-Term Costs: Conducting multiple smaller assessments over time can be

more costly than a single, comprehensive study.

Inconsistent Standards: As assessments occur over time, standards or regulatory
requirements may change, leading to inconsistencies in methodology or mitigation
practices.

Increased Complexity for Management: Project managers and regulators may face
challenges coordinating various phases, especially when multiple agencies are involved or
when environmental factors overlap between project phases.

Uncertainty for Long-Term Planning: While IE| provides flexibility, it can introduce
uncertainty about long-term environmental outcomes, which may affect community support
and investment confidence.

Equitable Infrastructure Group, 110 Wall Street, NYC 10005, equitableinfrastructuregroup.com
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Finally, the rapid development encouraged by the "City of Yes" could strain our city’s already
overburdened infrastructure. From transportation networks to schools, hospitals, and other public
services, many areas are already struggling to keep pace with demand. Without a clear and
comprehensive plan for infrastructure improvements that match the scale of the proposed
developments, this initiative could worsen traffic congestion, overcrowding in schools, and strain on
essential services, leading to a decline in the quality of life for all residents.

2. Economic Impact & Gentrification

The "City of Yes" initiative, while aiming to streamline rezoning and development, will serve to
exacerbate the existing inequities in our city. This initiative's blanket approach to upzoning and
loosening restrictions will accelerate gentrification, especially in low-income and working-class
neighborhoods. By encouraging the construction of market-rate housing without adequate
safeguards, the initiative will displace long-time residents and local businesses who are already
struggling with rising rents and taxes. While the goal of increasing housing supply is critical, without
strong provisions for deeply affordable housing, the "City of Yes" will disproportionately benefit
developers and wealthier residents at the expense of those who most need stable, affordable homes.

While many comparable zoning initiatives to that of other cities were cited during the City of Yes
presentation, the testimonies cherry-picked data — often omitting key findings to the contrary.
Moreover, all initiatives as-is within the City of Yes will exponentially apply pressure on existing
homeowners to ultimately sell.

3. Deep Affordability

The "City of Yes" proposal, while focused on increasing housing options and simplifying zoning
regulations, lacks provisions directly supporting deep affordability, which is essential for lower-income
communities. The plan promotes mixed-use and transit-oriented developments, encouraging more
market-rate units but without dedicated measures to ensure a significant portion of units are deeply
affordable.

One concerning provision is the plan's emphasis on "as-of-right" development flexibility, which
simplifies the permitting process for developers but often benefits those focused on higher-rent
properties, as these developments are generally more profitable. Moreover, while incentives exist for
"affordable housing," they tend to favor moderate-income brackets, leaving low-income households
underserved.

Equitable Infrastructure Group, 110 Wall Street, NYC 10005, equitableinfrastructuregroup.com
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Incentives to encourage affordable housing through density bonuses, though present, lack clear
mandates for deep affordability thresholds, risking a surge in units that technically qualify as
affordable but remain unattainable for those most in need. The lack of specific regulatory
mechanisms to mandate units for extremely low-income earners risks undermining the deep
affordability goals necessary to address New York City's housing crisis adequately.

4. Community Involvement

The proposal’s top-down approach undermines the need for genuine community engagement. Zoning
laws and development decisions should be made with the direct input of the communities they
impact, ensuring that local voices are not drowned out by powerful developers. While the "City of Yes"
promotes growth, it risks reducing the opportunities for community boards and residents to
meaningfully weigh in on the character and future of their neighborhoods. Rapid, unchecked
development without a nuanced understanding of local contexts can erode the social fabric of diverse
communities and continue the Robert Moses-inspired directive of stifing community cohesion.

About Equitable Infrastructure Group

The Equitable Infrastructure Group|Partners (EIG|P) is a private organization promoting fair and
resilient infrastructure for the public good. Our main goal is to foster meaningful discussions and take
action to ensure the delivery of infrastructure that is both equitable and resilient. Our group utilizes
more than a decade of research. This research allows us to closely monitor the key players, projects,
and policies within infrastructure development zones, forming the bedrock of our initiatives. Through
our efforts, we have contributed to creating national strategies, influencing the trajectory of over $870
billion in infrastructure investments. Today, EIG|P is deemed the number one source of advancing
equity in infrastructure and an indispensable depository of information.

Conclusion

In conclusion, while the "City of Yes" initiative is undoubtedly well-meaning in its goal to spur growth
and address housing shortages commendable, it does so in a way that will neglect the long-term
needs of the most vulnerable populations. | strongly urge the council to reconsider this proposal and
ensure that any future development policies center on equity, sustainability, and well-organized and
timed community engagement. Rather than pushing for speed, let us prioritize thoughtful, inclusive
development that benefits all New Yorkers, not just a privileged few.

Zoning reform is not key, effective zoning reform with safeguards is key. Perhaps the best remedy is
to send back with modifications, and in the interim free up the housing inventory currently being
warehoused while moving office-to-residential conversions to the forefront.

Thank you for your time and consideration. If you would require us to clarify our testimony or answer
any questions, do not hesitate to contact me directly at 929-823-4700 (mobile).

Equitable Infrastructure Group, 110 Wall Street, NYC 10005, equitableinfrastructuregroup.com



City of Yes for Housing Council Hearing
Tuesday, October 22, 2024
City Hall Committee Room

Good Evening Chair Riley and members of the committee.

My name is Barbara Blair. | am president of the Garment District Alliance, and | am
here to support the Cily of Yes for Housing proposal.

NYC is in desperate need of additional housing. Allowing more commercial to
residential conversions is an obvious and important step toward addressing our critical
shortage of housing. The City of Yes for Housing is a lifeline for the Garment District in
west midtown Manhattan because it is imperative that we find new uses to occupy
vacant space in our neighborhood's commercial buildings; and to create a safer, 24/7

mixed-use community.

Many property owners in the Garment District are seeing 20—25% vacancies. With
post-pandemic changes in work models, including working from home and reduced
days in the central business district, many tenants are not renewing leases or have
plans to downsize their spaces. Others have even left the district mid-lease due to the
dire social conditions on our streets, including drug dealing, drug use and mentally ill
individuals in need of services. Without residents, ground floor retail is not viable in
many cases because of the limited hours that office tenants keep. These current
conditions are untenable.

For the Garment District, easing restrictions on residential conversions will:
e Activate our streets and create a safer, 24/7 environment
* Provide new users to absorb vacant space
e Increase our customér base to support ground floor retail

¢ Expand opportunities for restaurants to operate during dinnertime and on
weekends

e Allow for adaptive reuse of class B and C buildings that are threatened by both
office tenants downsizing and the “flight to quality.”

For ail these reasons, we are fully supportive of this proposal. For the Garment District
to fully realize the opportunity that this zoning change presents, we recommend that the
plan include capital improvements that are already enjoyed by other neighborhoods. A
dramatically improved streetscape with widened sidewalks on Seventh and Eighth
Avenues, bike lanes protected by islands with planted trees, permanent plazas on
Broadway, and improved street lighting would all further create conditions for a vibrant
mixed use neighborhood.



The City of Yes for Housing addresses a very serious need in the city and, along with
capital investment, presents solutions to the many challenges facing the Garment
District. Therefore, the Garment District Alliance urges the City Council to accept this

proposal.

Respectfully submitted,
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Thankyou for the opportunity for Housing and Services Inc. (“HSI”) to submit written
testimony.

Introduction to HSI

HSI has over 38 years of experience as a permanent supportive housing developer and
provider. HSI is a 501(c)(3) tax exempt New York State not for profit organization. We
provide housing and on-site social services to 625 formerly homeless tenant households
residing in four congregate projects in Manhattan and the Bronx. HSI also operates a 100-
unit HRA funded scattered site contract for households residing in market-rate private
apartments in Upper Manhattan and the Bronx. HSI’s congregate projects have HRA/DHS
SRO Supportive Services contracts, DOHMH services contracts and HRA/HASA housing

and services contracts. All HSI's congregate projects have received significant HPD capital
funding.

HSI’s staff countis approximately 135, representing about 95 full-time equivalent staff
positions.

Acknowledgements:

HSI is a member of the Supportive Housing Network of New York (“the Network”), the
statewide advocacy organization for the New York State supportive housing community. As
a member of the Supportive Housing Network of New York, HSI fully supports the
Network’s City of Yes for Housing Opportunity advocacy for this hearing.

HSI is also very grateful for the Yes for Housing Opportunity Coalition’s advocacy and
analyses work.

HSI fully supports the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity:

HSI fully supports the City of Yes zoning reform as an innovative means to ease the
affordable and homeless crisis housing in NYC.

Here are some of the reasons why HSI supports City of Yes:

e The universal affordability preference

e Higher community facility FARS in R6 and R7 districts
* Optional Parking

e Town Center and Transit Oriented Development
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e Flexibility: Supportive Housing classification as either residential or community
facility
e Quality control: HPD would have discretion to limit supportive housing projects to

experienced providers equipped to provide high-quality on-site services to
residents.

What is congregate permanent supportive housing:

Permanent supportive housing was pioneered in the early 1980°s and has proven to be the
most cost effective and humane way to end chronic homelessness.

Permanent supportive housing understands that the homeless typically suffer from mental
illness and trauma. Merely providing housing will not address the root causes for their
homelessness and, without intensive on-site services, those who are merely housed will
inevitably return to homelessness. Like other permanent housing providers, HSI provides
case management services to its tenants funded by social services contracts. In case
management, tenants referred to HSI housing by its service- contract funders can
voluntarily receive services from specifically assigned case managers who work with the
tenants to overcome issues that caused their homelessness. Case managers act as a
clearing house for each tenant’s specific needs. If a tenant suffers from mental illness, the
case manager will connect them with a mental health provider. If a tenant wants to

overcome addiction, the case manager will connect them with addiction counseling or
rehab facilities.

At HSI, social services also include socialization activities to help formerly homeless
tenants integrate into their communities. We maintain robust security measures, including
24/7 staffing by at least two front desk personnel and comprehensive closed-circuit
security camera (CCTV) systems that monitors both our buildings and the surrounding
sidewalks. Front desk staff act as gatekeepers for building access, and are trained as crisis
intervention specialists, prepared to assist first responders such as NYPD, FDNY, and EMS.

The relationship between congregate permanent supportive housing and affordable
housing within HSI projects:

HS!I’s four congregate projects have regulatory agreements with HPD that require 60% of
the projects’ housing units are reserved for the formerly homeless and 40% for persons of
low income (60% of AMI) (“community tenants”). The homeless units effectively subsidize
the affordable units, enabling HSI to accommodate community tenants with incomes well
below 60% of AMI. The HPD regulatory agreements require that all units be rent-stabilized.

HSI either provides a project-based rent subsidy or assists tenants in securing tenant-
based subsidies for its supportive housing referrals. HSI is happy to accept community

2



tenants with rent subsidies and is also prepared to assist them in navigating their rent
subsidy requirements. In addition, community tenants are entitled to the same case

management services that supportive tenants receive, should the community tenants
request such services.

The urgent need for more supportive housing:

The need for supportive housing has never been more urgent. According to the most recent
HOPE count, 4,042 individuals experienced unsheltered homelessness on the night of
January 24, 2023. In addition, over 87,340 individuals are in the emergency shelter system.
These numbers highlight the overwhelming demand for housing in New York City, with
thousands of New Yorkers left without stable homes each night. While efforts to increase
supportive housing availability have made an impact, the gap between supply and demand

remains vast. It is crucial that NYC take bold steps now to expand access to permanent,
affordable, and supportive housing.

According to the Local Law 3 report recently released by the city, there are more than 9,600

individuals eligible for supportive housing, yet only 2,400 units were available for occupancy in
FY24.

We note that currently, NYC bears enormous costs for the unhoused and those persons
languishing in the shelter system. Recent studies show that an unhoused person living on
NYC streets incurs approximately $45,000 annually in municipal services (EMS,
hospitalizations, incarcerations etc.). The annual cost of a single adult residing within the
NYC shelter system is approximately $49,600. While still primarily government funded, in

calendar year 2023, the average all-in cost for an HSI congregate housing unit was
approximately $21,000.

Beyond the unguantifiable cost of human misery, the lack of supportive housing costs NYC
millions of dollars in municipal services and payments to shelter providers.

What works for supportive housing in City of Yes:

The Universal Affordability Preference and higher FARS in R6 and R7 districts:

The intensive services required in supportive housing necessitate a critical mass of housing
units. HSI's recent analyses have shown that for a 60/40supportive/community housing
project comprised of primarily studio apartments for supportive tenants and one-bedroom
apartments for community tenants, a minimum of 150 housing units is needed to fund the

intensive services. Over the years, HS| has seen many promising sites for development that
didn’t pencil out as feasible but could have with boosts to FARS.

Optional Parking and Town Center and Transit Oriented Development:
3



Supportive housing providers apply competitively for NYC 15/15 social services contracts
and must demonstrate ready, walkable access to public transportation, grocery and drug
stores, and medical centers. Such sites are becoming exceedingly scarce and expensive.
City of Yes’s Town Center and Transit Oriented Development will open new opportunities
for supportive housing providers.

Motor vehicle ownership has never been feasible for virtually all of our tenants, and parking
requirements are completely irrelevant to their needs.

Not-for-profits are the solution to community concerns who fear City of Yes’s
relaxation of zoning requirements will enable for-profit developers who will not
provide affordable rents:

HSI shares the concerns of communities who fear that City of Yes'’s relaxation of zoning
requirements will be a windfall for for-profit developers who will provide barely affordable

rents and whose motivation is money rather than the wellbeing of the communities they
develop and operate in.

HSI's and its peer not-for-profits’ motivation is to keep projects affordable in perpetuity.

Sixty percent of AMI is unobtainable for the vast majority of New Yorkers who most
desperately need truly affordable housing.

Ninety-six percent of HSI’s congregate tenant population meet HUD’s definition of
extremely low income, and HSI has 35 years of experience in providing affordable housing
to New York’s lowest-income populations.

While HSI may not share the experiences of its not-for-profit strictly affordable housing
peers, engaging with and benefiting the community in which supportive housing operates is
an absolute requirement.. Studies by the Furman Institute demonstrate that supportive
housing provides significant favorable impacts upon the communities it operates in.

HSI is proud of its engagement with the communities in which it operates. Examples
include

e AsaClass A property owner, HSI has a seat on the Board of the Flatiron Nomad BID,
and an HSI officer has chaired Board committees overseeing the BID’s homeless
outreach and compliance with the BID’s audit compliance with federal and NYS not-
for-profit law requirements.

e Our project’s extensive security camera system monitoring the bus stop and 94t
Street and subway entrance is used extensively by the 24™ Police Precinct to
investigate incidents and enhance the area’s safety.



HSI has worked closely with its landlord, Harlem CDC, to preserve the
neighborhood and worldwide-renowned Minton Playhouse jazz club, a cultural
landmark.

At its newest project, HSI provides meeting space for many Bronx CB 7 board
committees including CB 7’s Housing, Land Use and Economic Development
Committee.

The necessity for not-for-profits to be preferred and competitive in acquiring and
developing City of Yes enabled properties:

Not-for-profits have the right mission and motivation to effectively serve the goals of City of
Yes. However, their development resources are currently vastly outmatched by those of
the for-profit sector. While for-profit developers may meet the technical requirements of
City of Yes, they often lack the intent and ultimate goals that guide its mission.

To ensure the successful development of permanent supportive housing, HPD and HRA
must be provided with the resources necessary to prioritize and assist not-for-profit
organizations in this endeavor.

HPD staffing levels:
o Since COVID, the decreased staffing levels at HPD has created a

development backlog. The time it takes to get a supportive housing project to
construction has more than doubled - from 12-18 months to 24-36 months.
This delay is costly to projects and the city. Most not-for-profit developers
must borrow to acquire sites, and at today’s rates, it is not unusual for
projects incur over $2million in interest to lenders. For-profit developers
generally pay cash for sites, and they can therefore acquire sites more
quickly than non-profits, saving HPD money. Because of their deep pockets,
for-profit developers have an unfair advantage over not-for-profit developers,
whose mission and passion are developing and operating supportive
housing.

Increased staffing at HPD would partially help address this imbalance by
getting all projects to construction more quickly and saving HPD money.

Supportive services funding:
o Obtaining HPD construction funding is contingent upon evidence of a

commitmentto social service funding. This is an arduous, competitive, and
time-consuming process. The City Council should use its powers to increase
the amount of services funding available to supportive housing providers and
ensure the smooth flow of funds once the projects are operational.



o HSI, and other supportive housing providers, sometimes wait one to two
years to be reimbursed by HRA for services provided under approved

contracts. Such delays jeopardize the viability of not-for-profits that operate
on razor thin margins.

HSI is encouraged by the Council’s support for realigning NYC 15/15 resources away from
the production of scattered sites program units and towards the development and
preservation of congregate housing projects.

In scattered sites programs, the permanent supportive provider obtains leases in its own
name from third-party landlords and places in the leased apartments clients referred to the
provider by the contracting government agency. The provider has case managers who make
home visits to the clients to address their needs. Scattered sites housing is the ideal
solution for formerly individuals who no longer require the intensive on-site services These
individuals seek more independence but need help in maintaining their autonomy in a
non-congregate setting.

HSI operates a 100-unit scattered sites program which we believe is a crucial component
of the continuum of care to end homelessness. However, as testimony to the scale of the
affordable housing crisis and the need for City of Yes, the less than 2% vacancy rate for

housing units makes the scattered sites model unfeasible. We have no plans to attempt a
15/15 scattered site program.

We owe the development of our most recent congregate project to NYC’s 15/15 congregate
housing resources and are eager to use them again for our next project.

While this realignment of existing resources is very encouraging, more resources are

required to put not-for-profit developers on equal footing with the for-profit development
community.

Summary:
HSI fully supports the City of Yes Initiative and urges the adoption of the Initiative.

Regarding the development aspects of City of Yes, HSI urges the Council to provide
preference and resources to not-for-profits who will keep their City of Yes enable projects
affordable in perpetuity and will engage positively in the communities they operate in.



From: Phyllis Inserillo

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 5:49 PM
To: Testimony

Subject: [EXTERNAL] CITY OF NO

My name is Phyllis Inserillo and I am the co-president of the Howard Beach Lindenwood Civic Association.
We represent over 28,000 people living in Howard Beach in the borough of Queens and our community
has come out in overwhelming numbers to say that they are opposed to the City of Yes Housing
Opportunity text amendment.

Howard Beach is a community that consists of 1 and 2 family homes, garden apartments and hi-rise condo and
co-ops buildings. Families choose to live in this tight knit community because of its suburban feel with easy
access to the city. They did not choose to live in a community that is overburdened with too many people,
minimal parking or overdevelopment.

Our community faces significant coastal flooding during weather events and high tides. Challenges that will
only get worse over time. The safety of our residents should be of the utmost importance to everyone
including those who designed this plan and recurrent flooding poses a risk to both property and personal
safety. ADUs can put extra stress on existing infrastructure, especially in areas where the drainage systems may
already be under pressure during heavy rains or floods. Our flooding history raises questions about the
sustainability and safety of new housing units and poses a significant challenge to any development proposal.
Our first responders already have difficulty navigating our streets during coastal storm events. This plan is not
suitable for our town.

This plan could have easily been broken down to be voted on by our community boards instead of as a city wide
change through the existing ulurp process. We suggest that the department of city planning revisit the idea of
making these changes on a case by case basis, but if you don’t, we want you to know that Howard Beach is
saying NO. We say NO to more students in our already overcrowded classrooms. We say no to
waiting longer for basic infrastructure fixes. We are saying no to housing units on top of the stores on
Cross Bay Boulevard. We are saying NO to the people who sit in Manhattan and are trying to tell us
what we need in our community. To them we say we need more police officers, more EMS workers,
more firefighters, and better laws to protect our families. We need better infrastructure for our sewers
and utilities. We need you to correct the flooding issues in our community to keep our residents safe.
Get rid of squatters that have taken over homes and let landlords have their homes back and their
rents paid. If you want to fix something, fix it from its core.

1



The City of Yes is an unsafe plan for my coastal community and anyone who votes yes on it is
putting all of us in grave danger.

Sincerely,
Phyllis Inserillo
Co-President

Howard Beach Lindenwood Civic Association



Commitment to Improve
the Quality of Life

INDIA HOME

A CENTER FOR SENIOR CARE

October 22, 2024
Attn: New York City Council Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises

Good morning, and thank you Chair Kevin Riley and Subcommittee members for the opportunity for India
Home to testify regarding this important issue.

I am here today on behalf of India Home, a Queens-based nonprofit organization dedicated to serving
vulnerable South Asian (SA) and Indo-Caribbean immigrant older adults across New York City. Our mission
is to improve the guality of life for older adults and help them to age with dignity by providing culturally &
linguistically competent social, psychological, recreational, and spiritual services. Since 2007, our
organization has served over 5,000 seniors with senior center programs such as culturally sensitive meals,
enriching programming including yoga, meditation, educational sessions, health and recreational
sessions, creative aging activities, case management services, know-your-rights sessions, technology
classes, mental health sessions, and advocacy among others. The organization has established the first of
its kind Desi Dementia Day Care (3D Care) program for New York’s older adults with low to moderate
dementia. Currently the organization is operating two community shared living or “coliving” homes for
South Asian older adults in Jamaica and Floral Park.

South Asian seniors are one of the fastest growing groups in NYC. Jamaica, Queens is home to one of the
largest SA communities in New York City, inhabited by over 10,000 Bangladeshi (28%) foreign-born
residents (Asian American Federation, 2018). Many SA older adults ages 65 and older are struggling to live
in overcrowded shared households, facing elder abuse & neglect, and safety concerns (NYC Health,
2021). According to a 2023 report published by the Asian American Federation (AAF), the Asian American
senior population in NYC has grown from 125,879 to 168,197 from 2015 to 2020, representing a 33.6%
growth rate: the highest among all major racial or ethnic groups. Within this vastly diverse population,
South Asian (SA) aging populations are growing at much higher rates than other AAPI groups, with certain
SA ethnic groups such as Bangladeshis and Nepalese exhibiting rapidly growing populations due to recent
immigration to the country in the last five to ten years. Because of the high population in the Jamaica
area, there is a huge need for housing. However, existing housing options that are culturally-tailored and
well-suited for these populations are very few in number.

Aristotle, the famous Greek philosopher, once said, “Man is by nature a social animal, and society is
something that precedes the individual.” This wisdom underscores the fact that, throughout history,
humans have lived, worked, and thrived in groups. In modern times, the shared-living model of co-living
has gained popularity, especially among millennials, who value community, collaboration, social
networking, and shared economies. However, the pandemic starkly highlighted the vulnerability of
seniors, many of whom lost life partners and found themselves isolated more than ever before.

178-36 Wexford Terrace Suite 2C Jamaica, NY 11432
Phone: (917) 288 7600 ~ Fax: (718) 425 0891~ www.indiahome.org ~ info@indiahome.org
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Dr. Amit Sood, DDS Vice President
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Recognizing this, the board and staff of India Home embraced co-living as an ideal alternative living
arrangement for seniors. Co-living offers affordability, flexibility, and the chance to form vital social
connections. When India Home approached the NYC Department of Housing Preservation and
Development (HPD) to develop co-living homes for seniors, they were informed of zoning restrictions that
require RS or above zoning for such projects to qualify for government funding. This posed a significant
challenge.

Undeterred, India Home developed two co-living homes in Queens without government funding, relying
on support from the community and philanthropic foundations. Notably, the New York Community Trust
(NYCT) and the Fan Fox & Leslie Samuels Foundation embraced co-living as an innovative solution for
senior housing in a city where housing costs are steep. The elders living in these homes experience a
newfound joy, community, and purpose, being in these models. However, the City’s support is needed to
ensure this model is operationally sustainable.

New York City, known for its diversity and immigrant communities, must consider an inclusive, citywide
approach to expanding and diversifying its housing supply. The NYC Aging Commissioner Lorraine
Vasquez recently visited our co-living model and has voiced strong support for it to better house our
aging immigrant community. To allow for more of such inclusive and effective models, the city must
reconsider outdated zoning restrictions and support the development of co-living homes in single-family
homes, two-family hames, and apartment buildings, within all zoning districts, This would enable more
accessible and community-driven housing solutions for seniors.

Thank you again for your time and consideration. | look forward to continuing the conversation with you
regarding these important changes in legislation and the expansion of the co-living model in collaboration
with the City.

Sincerely,

Vasundhara Kalasapudi, Executive Director

India Home, Inc.

178-36 Wexford Terrace Suite 2C Jamaica, NY 11432
Phone: (917) 288 7600 - Fax: (718) 425 0891+ www.indiahome.org - info@indiahome.org



City of Yes Housing Opportunity Plan

Good morning, I’'m Ed Westley past president of the Jackson Heights
Beautification Group and a 20 year member of Community Board Q3.

I am here today to give testimony in opposition to Mayor Adams city
wide rezoning proposal Housing Opportunity Plan. Most of Queens
concur with 12 out of 14 community boards recommending a no vote.

It would permit building apartment houses where single-family homes
are now, without any requirement for parking. Widespread garage and
basement conversions under cover of law. Unfortunately, our Borough
President did not listen to the voice of the people and supports the
plan with conditions. We know that conditions are meaningless and
will be ignored if the City Council approves the plan.

I’m worried about parking, perhaps it’s a short-term solution with long-
term problems. Correct me if I’'m wrong but the parking requirements
were made to keep cars off public streets.

It seems the new rules will not trump existing covenants or the
Landmark’s review process, this is important for Jackson Heights and
some other neighborhoods in Queens.

Of course, the main target is the one-story taxpayers. It will be easier
to buy your tenants out of their leases. Then build residential on top.
In the Historic District the developer will still need aesthetic approval
from LPC, but outside it, anything goes within that zoning envelope. It
will take years, but the days of the one-story taxpayer are numbered.

Once you open new developments up to market forces, the path,
pattern and rate will be driven by what yields the hest economic
return. Certain neighborhoods will feel more of them than others.
There seems to be no breaking mechanism if one neighborhood gets
more than the allotted new housing.



| am not suggesting discarding everything in the plan. Much of it has a
place somewhere just not everywhere. Under Mayor Bloomberg, we
saw many rezonings but one neighborhood at a time.

Keeping things local is the best way forward.
I urge the City Council to say no to the City of Yes Housing Plan.

My testimony was gathered from several sources’ local newspapers,
several workshops and a few fellow JHBG directors.

Thank you for your attention,

Ed Westley



-’
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Testimony for the New York City Council’s Zoning Committee on the City Of Yes

I’'m John Mudd, the Executive Director of Midtown South Community Council, and I've
been living in Midtown since 84. The Council has been around just as long. We work
with agencies, elected officials, nonprofits, activists, and community, church, and other
groups regarding our basic human needs of health, housing, and food.

The housing crisis is decades old and we haven’t made any real attempts to resolved it.
Our infrastructure is archaic, agencies of oversight understaffed, and response is at a
snails pace. Things haven’t changed. The City's development policies are largely to
blame for the burdening rents, poor health, widening disparity, and increasing
homelessness.

Rather than produce the kinds of housing needed, protect our rent controlled and
stabilized stock, and bring the 64,000 warehoused apartments onto the market, we're
making deals with developers and securing their investments by ensuring development
friendly folks are in office, running the Rent Guidelines Board, and sitting on the
Community Boards to manufacture consent for their communities.

Case in point, four members of Open New York, a nonprofit funded by Billionaire
and co-founder of Facebook Dustin Moskovitz with a purpose to influence elections and
develop, have seats on CB4, and on other boards around the city. This “nonprofit” is
dubiously appealing for “affordable housing and is wedded to the "YIMBY" (Yes In My
Back Yard) movement—exists a super pac called Abundant NY. And they are primed to
influence elections by funding their political proxies to lift the zoning restraints and
simplistically solve the “New York's housing shortage by increasing the rate of housing
production.” Click here for more information.

You will also find Open New York folks providing several testimonials for the City
Council’s Subcommittee on The City Of Yes here today, October 22, 2024.

Agency officials are not protected from stupidity, ideology, or corporate capture. For
HPD Commissioner Carrion to laud his agency’s “robust partnership” with private
industry is appalling, particularly when they have been responsible for pushing
extractive plans responsible for our health, food, housing crises.



Our housing policies in general, as with this City Of Yes proposal, serves the
developers best interest, and does very little to ease or end the homelessness and the
housing crisis (that is a crisis of affordability).

The proponents scream housing crisis often enough and use the term ‘affordable
housing, 'which has been bastardized, overused, and misused to serve the real estate
industry’s marketing goals to coax the public into accepting their schemes.

Land-use and wealth far outweighs public concerns. Rather than wrangle the
developer's grips from their stranglehold on this City's land-use and protect our livable,
breathable, and healing spaces to give people security and comfort; we’re given the City
Of Yes, an opportunity for the developers to acquire and commoditize more valuable
public space; thereby supercharging the housing crisis.

The plan disguises tax giveaways as incentives, uses a repackaged problematic 421A
tax giveaway and a problematic AMI to determine what’s affordable; It continues using a
dysfunctional voucher system to subsidize landlords, and it has no mandates for the
right to housing.—See Samuel Stein, Community Service Society, Housing Policy
Analyst, 421A discussion here and video here.

The plan does not account or resolve a variety of infrastructure problems. Many agreed
with Councilman Robert Holden’s statement, that a proposal “With no infrastructure
upgrade plans—such as aging electric grids, deteriorating roads, overwhelmed sewer
systems, and under-resourced schools—and recent storms killing people in basement
apartments, the last thing we should be doing is pushing forward a rushed plan that
most community boards and countless civic associations oppose.”

When budgeting a startup business you would consider all the infrastructure
needs such as sewers, gas, electric, garbage, transit, and more to run that business
inefficiently. Society needs as much consideration. This plan leaves it to the individual
and or the municipality to deal with while the developer runs off with the money.

The City Of Yes, with unanswered questions, packaged and marketed as an answer to
our housing crisis, is but another wealth extractive plan, that takes advantage during a
moment of need—a disaster capitalist approach. The build it and let the free market fix it
gimmick was disproven a long time ago. The continual commoditizing of homes will
always have the investor looking for more profits at the expense of the renter. This build
mentality and let the market resolve the affordable crisis is likely a purposely ignorant
ideology to continue extracting wealth from a collapsing economy.




In no way does privatization serve the public. But it gives them power to cost us out of
living. Corporate self interest and indifference toward the public is undeniable.

As we speak Related is working to acquire the largest stock of low income
housing this nation has produced. This developer, with some of our elected officials
support, is planning to end public housing and demolish approximately 4,500 people out
of their homes in Chelsea to steal the land beneath them.

Our history of development is our crystal ball, and you don’t have to go very far to see
our future, starting “with former NYC Mayor Bloomberg’'s 2008 rezoning failure of
Midtown, which allowed the over-saturation of hotels, squashed tenement buildings, and
worsened the homeless and housing crisis.”

Other examples...

The Hudson Yards development plan “didn’t go too well, not from the public’s
perspective: The shopping mall project hit hurdles commonly associated with mega-
projects, including revenue shortfalls, cost overruns and spillovers, as well as revenue
lost to tax breaks,” according to The New School, Schwartz Center for Economic Policy
Analysis. The New York Independent Budget Office highlighted as much, with their
analysis of the Hudson Yards financing failure and cost to the public. The Gothamist
asked if we would ever see the 4.5 Billion of taxpayer money spent to cover the
shortfall; have we? Maybe in spreadsheets or reports validating the financial finagling
success to be used for their next adventure?

Furthermore, “the Related Companies, the developer behind Hudson Yards,
raked in at least $1.2 billion,” with the help from the Empire State Development (ESD)
gerrymandered map qualifying the site for a “controversial investor visa program known
as EB-5,” that “was designed to lure foreign investment to distressed communities.” But
“Instead, it subsidizes luxury real estate.”

The Governor Hochul’s guiding principle and unwavering support for Vornado Realty,
Steven Roth’s plan to siphon more tax dollars, crush people’s homes, and eliminate
small businesses in the Penn Station Area, and the indifference for the the public’s
interest can easily be reasoned—void of integrity—by the generous campaign
donations.

The Hochul, Empire State Development Corp (ESD), and Vornado Realty Trust's
development plan ignores the housing crisis and the worst vacancy rate and economic
downturn of our time to demolish almost 20 million square feet around the Pennsylvania
train station, “to bring more commercial property rentals to an already overly
commercialized mecca,” to complete their “river to river” commercial dream.




Public transit suffers as a result of Hochul’'s blatant disregard for—Through-running’s
viability—a more efficient modern fluid transit system that would afford more
convenience, access, and reach to other regions.

The priorities are clear, particularly, when you allow the homelessness conditions to
persist with the millions and billions spent on development. You can not rightly say you
are developing with the kind of outcomes seen on our streets, hospitals, ERs, food
lines, elderly facilities; the cost burdens wear on the public’s psyche and destroys them
physically, until their earning power is diminished, before being pushed out of their
homes and neighborhoods and into nursing homes or worse, the streets.

Our economic system is destroying lives, natural resources, healthcare, housing, food
systems, and driving people out of existence. As our economy degrades further, this
vulgar system, in its more brutal form, that is participating in the genocide and waring
efforts happening overseas, will come to feast more veraciously here at home. It's time
to put the monster on a diet. We need to stop allowing corporate to use the City as a
piggy bank. We need protections from the laws we make and we need protectorates
against the rampaging influences of the corporate class.

People need to be a forethought, not an afterthought. If you truly want this city to be
progressive and humane, refuse this plan, mine it for anything of value, don’t work
within a bubble, and bring the City councils together, with the public advocate, and—
equally—the people, with their advocates, experts, nonprofits, and advisors, along for
the ride.

In other words, let us grab a little bit of democracy from the oligarchy control to have a
more conclusive discussion without private equity and the hierarchical positions already
taken, influenced, planned, and already in the works, and going through the optics of
inclusiveness (case in point: Fulton and Elliott-Chelsea Houses planned demolition).

Respectfully,

John Mudd

Midtown South Community Council
midtownsouthcc.org
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New York City Council Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises
Hearing on “City of Yes for Housing Opportunity”

Neighbors Together Testimony
Written by Amy Blumsack, Director of Organizing & Policy

October 22, 2024

Neighbors Together would like to thank the members of the New York City Council Subcommittee on
Zoning and Franchises, and the committee chair, Councilmember Riley, for the opportunity to submit
testimony on the Mayor’s zoning reform proposal, “City of Yes for Housing Opportunity.”

About Neighbors Together

Neighbors Together is a community-based organization located in central Brooklyn. Our organization
provides hot meals five days per week in our Community Café, offers a range of one-on-one stabilizing
services in our Empowerment Program, and engages members in community organizing, policy advocacy
and leadership development in our Community Action Program. We serve approximately 100,000 meals
to over 12,000 individuals per year. Over the past year alone, we have seen a 63% increase in the number
of meals we are serving, and we see new people on the line every day.

Our members come to us from across the five boroughs of New York City, with the majority living in
central Brooklyn. Nearly 60% of our members are homeless or unstably housed, with a significant
number staying in shelters, doubled-up with relatives or friends, and living on the street. Approximately
40% of our members rent apartments or rooms in privately owned homes, or live in rent stabilized units.

Over the last five to ten years, our members increasingly report that homelessness and lack of affordable
housing options are their primary concern. Our data backs the anecdotal evidence we see and hear from
our members daily: an increasing number of our members are either living in shelter with vouchers for
years at a time, ineligible for a voucher, or unable to find permanent housing due to rampant source of
income discrimination and a vacancy rate of under 1% for affordable housing units in New York City.

Our Work with Voucher Holders

Neighbors Together has been organizing voucher holders since 2018. We conduct Know Your Rights
trainings on how to identify and report source of income (SOI) discrimination, and Housing Search
Workshops where voucher holders get additional support in their housing search and assistance on filing
source of income discrimination complaints to the City Commission on Human Rights (CCHR) when
needed. We work closely with CCHR to ensure that source of income discrimination reports are effective
and have the best possible outcomes for our members. We also partner with CCHR on their restorative
justice set-aside program to ensure that set-aside units obtained through settlements are most likely to
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go to people in need as efficiently and effectively as possible. Additionally, we built and launched the
Stop Source of Income Discrimination NYC website, which provides information about source of income
discrimination and how to report it as well as a mechanism for reporting via the website.

We have worked closely with Unlock NYC to improve New Yorker’s ability to utilize their vouchers.
Starting in 2019 our members worked with the Unlock team to design and test an online tool to help
voucher holders easily report source of income discrimination. The tool has enabled hundreds of our
members to quickly and easily gather evidence and report source of discrimination to CCHR. In our
partnership with Unlock NYC, we have released multiple reports on source of income discrimination and
voucher efficacy, including “An Illusion of Choice,” the SOl mapping tool, the “Serial Discriminators List”,
as well as ongoing budget advocacy to ensure CCHR is adequately funded to enforce against SOI
discrimination.

After over a year of collecting data through the Stop SID NYC website, running know your rights trainings
and conducting housing searches for people with vouchers, Neighbors Together built a grassroots
organizing campaign of directly impacted people who had voucher shopping letters but couldn’t find
housing. The VALUE in Housing (Voucher Advocates Lifting Up Equity in Housing) campaign created a
platform of 5 policy reforms aimed at making vouchers effective tools for accessing permanent
affordable housing. Since launching in 2019, the VALUE in Housing campaign has won a significant
portion of its platform, including:
e Ensuring that CityFHEPS voucher holders receive know-your-rights information about SOI
discrimination upon receipt of their shopping letter
e Increasing the size of the source of income unit at CCHR
e Increasing the payment standard of CityFHEPS to fair market rent
e Improving income requirements for CityFHEPS vouchers so that recipients can increase their
income until they are financially self-sufficient without fear of losing their voucher.

Comments on “City of Yes” Plan

The “City of Yes” plan proposes to “address the housing crisis by making it possible to build a little bit
more housing in every neighborhood” through rezoning. While there is certainly a clear need for more
affordable housing to be built in New York City, “City of Yes” is missing key elements that will address the
housing crisis more holistically and help ensure that the city’s lowest income New Yorkers will be able to
access, and remain in, permanently affordable housing:

e The Universal Affordability Preference (UAP) would allow developers to create 20% more housing
if those units are available to households making 60% AMI. However, the population with the
greatest need for housing are extremely low income New Yorkers, who make 30% AMI or below.
Under the UAP, there is no guarantee that any of the housing built would be available to the

2094 Fulton Street, Brooklyn, NY 11233 | Tel: 718-498-7256 | Fax: 718-498-7159 www.neighborstogether.org



Neighbors
/ @ \ Together

people who need it most, nor is there any requirement that developers create affordable housing
at all.

e The vacancy rate for housing in New York City has decreased dramatically from 4.5% in 2021 to
1.4% in 2023. For rents in the bottom quartile (under $1,100 per month), the vacancy rate was a
staggeringly low 0.39%, while the vacancy rate for the second quartile (51,100 to $1,650 per
month) was 0.91%. Vacancy rates were highest among the top quartile of rents (52,400 per
month and above), at 3.39%.

e The median income for renters in New York City is 59% AMI. Therefore, half the renters in the city
make less than 60% AMI, and even with the Universal Affordability Preference option, at least half
the renters will be locked out of any "affordable housing” development that occurs as a result of
the “City of Yes.”

Recommendations

In order to address the increasing housing and homelessness crisis, the “City of Yes for Housing
Opportunity” must do more than reform zoning regulations in New York City. The city must take a holistic
approach to ensuring that housing production is equitable and that development is targeted to those
who need it most; extremely low income and low income New Yorkers.

To make that possible, Neighbors Together strongly recommends that the City:
¢ Include mandates for housing targeted to extremely low and very low income New Yorkers.

e Immediately implement CityFHEPS reform laws of 2023.

o Inthe current housing and homelessness crisis, the City must do everything it can to
preserve affordable housing and keep families stably housed. CityFHEPS as an eviction
prevention tool would keep many families from entering the costly shelter system, and
would help them remain in apartments whose rents are significantly lower than those
currently at fair market rent. Additionally, CityFHEPS vouchers would keep people housed
now, while development, even at affordable levels, takes years to increase housing stock.

o Additionally, any new developments created under the “City of Yes” plan should include set-
asides for people who are homeless and who have rental assistance vouchers such as CityFHEPS
or the Housing Choice Voucher (otherwise known as Section 8).

o Similar to the Certificate of No Harassment Program, landlords and developers who have engaged
in SOI and/or other types of housing discrimination should be excluded from accessing building
permits and tax breaks. The City cannot address the housing crisis if it turns a blind eye to
landlords and developers who are breaking the law.
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o Increase staffing at HRA and Homebase to create faster processing times for voucher packets and
renewals

¢ Invest funding in a functional, easily accessible and transparent online system for voucher holders,
their case managers, and landlords to track the status of applications and voucher packet
processing.

e Increase funding for the City Commission on Human Rights’ Law Enforcement Bureau to
effectively combat source of income discrimination against voucher holders as well as other types
of housing discrimination.

Conclusion

In order to address the historic homelessness and housing crisis in New York City, Council must demand
that any proposed solutions are holistic; rezoning alone will not create housing for those most in need,
nor will it decrease homelessness. Without a proper investment in a multipronged approach to
addressing the housing crisis, New York City will continue to see increasing numbers of people unable to
afford rent and falling into the vicious cycle of homelessness.

For questions regarding this testimony, please contact Amy Blumsack, Director of Organizing & Policy at
Neighbors Together, at amy@neighborstogether.org or 718-498-7256 ext.-
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Testimony in support of “City of Yes for Housing Opportunity”
City Council Hearing -- October 22, 2024

Thank you to Speaker Adams, Chair Riley, and members of the Subcommittee on Zoning and
Franchises for the chance to testify in support of the proposed “City of Yes for Housing
Opportunity” text amendment. My name is Annemarie Gray, and | serve as the Executive
Director of Open New York. We are a statewide, pro-housing organization with more than 700
volunteer members, many of whom are hers today to testify in support of the proposal.

In the next few weeks, Council Members have the opportunity to take a real step forward in
addressing the City’s dire housing crisis. By passing a strong version of “City of Yes,” the \ ‘
Council will enable over 100,000 new homes to be built in New York City over the next decade.
While this alone will not solve the housing crisis, there is no other option on the table that will
come close to creating as many homes for New Yorkers who are desperate to move out of
shelter or want to find'a better home for their families.

As Vice President Harris and former President Obama emphasized at this summer's Democratic
National Convention, cities like New York must reform its outdated zoning policies in order to
bring down the cost of housing and provide real power to residents who are searching for a new
home. “City of Yes” is a thoughtful and well-designed plan to do just this. By allowing a little
more housing in every community, no neighborhood will be overburdened with new construction,
and all neighborhoods will finally contribute to creating a New York where housing is more
abundant.

While this proposal has seemed controversial at times throughout the extensive public
engagement process, | urge you to not be misled into believing that the loudest and most
oppositional voices are representative of the majority of New Yorkers who are struggling with
housing costs and supportive of impactful solutions.

A poll of 800 registered and likely voters released yesterday makes it clear that New Yorkers are
waking up to the consequences of decades of underbuilding: The results show that 81% of
voters support “City of Yes,” and each of the plan's core components poll between 73% and
80% support. 75% of New York City voters said they are more likely to support candidates for
elected office who vote for this proposal. | have attached a copy of these poll results to my
testimony.

For far too long, many of the most well-resourced parts of the city have said “no” to all forms of
new housing, contributing not only to the overall housing supply crisis, but also to deeply
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in_eq_ui’table patterns of development that reinforce long-standing patterns of segregation. As
many of you know, this year's Housing Tracker Report from the New York Housing Conference
showed that over the last ten years just one Council District — District 17 in the Bronx —
produced more new affordable housing units than the bottom 21 districts.

“City of Yes” will update our zoning rules to meet the needs of New Yorkers in a more equitable
way, allowing more housing of every type in every neighborhood. This means more
income-restricted workforce housing, more backyard cottages to support homeowners, and
more of the cheapest forms of housing to get New Yorkers out of our shelter system and onto
their feet. In order to execute the fair housing goals of the proposal, the policies that would
unlock new housing in low-density districts must not be cut in final negotiations.

Of course, zoning changes are necessary but not sufficient to solving the housing crisis. To
ensure that we are protecting tenants and anyone struggling with housing insecurity, we must
pair “City of Yes™s reforms to the Zoning Resolution with additional actions that will bolster fair
housing, support the neighborhoods most likely to be impacted with new government resources
and investments, and prepare city agencies to support low-income homeowners. We strongly
support the Speaker and Council in your efforts to secure additional commitments that will push
forward even more comprehensive solutions to our housing crisis.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak today. We look forward to working with the Council to
pass “City of Yes."



City Council Hearing on City of Yes for Housing Opportunity
October 22, 2024
Testimony of Patricia O. Loftman, President
Park West Village Tenants Association
Rafael Salamanca Jr., Chair

Greetings Chairperson Salamanca and members of the New York City Council Committee on Land Use.
Thank you for this opportunity to provide testimony on the topic of The City of Yes For Housing
Opportunity. ‘ :

My name is Patricia Loftman. { am President of the Park West Village Tenants Association located on the
Upper West Side of Manhattan. | speak in opposition to this proposal.

The proposed COY is simply a deregulation of the current zoning rules. The public is told that the proposed
goal of COY is to address the current housing crisis. | maintain that a housing crisis does not exist. A housing
affordability crisis exists. This is the legacy of the deregulation of over 400K rent stabilized apartments lost
during the past 20 years, Were those apartments still in existence there would neither be a housing crisis
or an affordability crisis. Under the COY, developers will be permitted to build market rate and luxury
apartments wherever and whenever they want creating residentially segregated communities. We only
need to look at Robert Moses’s legacy to understand what this will look like. Under COY, there is no
provision for prioritizing affordable housing. And why should there be? This proposal was written by The
Biast Committee, a group including developers, construction interests’, donors and loyalists to Mayor
Adams.

Over the weekend, the City Planning Commissioner, Mr. Garodnick was heard, on the radio saying that the
500K residents who fled New York for other US destinations were middle-class, not the poor and that
housing was a major reason. This was in response to concerns voiced that COY would not prioritize
affordable housing. Thus, it is postulated that COY would address the housing needs of this group of
residents — the middle class. | would be interested to know Commissioner Garodnick’s definition of both
affordable and middle class. | consider myself middle class. | am frugal. Yet, with my pension and social
security | could not afford to move to existing new housing or housing created under COY. The housing
that would be built under COY would not help those former middle-class residents who fled NY. It is my
rent stabilized apartment that affords me the ability and stability to remain in my home and continue to
reside in NYC. Housing provides physical, emotional and psychological stability. When one investigates
social determinants of health, housing is central to good health.

For us at Park West Village, zoning currently permits community facility uses up to 6.5 FAR on our lot,
which is much higher than the amount used for residential purposes. {t's nearly impossible to use that
floor area, because most of our lot is required to be "residential open space," which can include both
green space and parking. That open space on our lot is a zoning requirement, it is not a development site
under current zoning. COY allows infill development to ignore the "residential open space” requirement.
Instead, developers just need to keep at least 50% of the lot open. Most developments like ours are around
25% building and around 75% open space. If COY gets rid of the residential open space requirement, that



means about 25% of a lot like ours can be developed as the developer sees fit. COY also changes the space
needed for legal windows and yards and courts, so that developers can put new buildings closer to existing
buildings than current zoning permits. Under COY, infilf could be a community facility building that they
could not fit previously. Infill could be a new residential building that they can build because they now
have more residential FAR. Or a developer could mix the uses of the same building. The COY would provide
the owner with many more options. The owner could construct taller and larger buildings for market rate
and luxury tenants at the expense of the residents of existing buildings who currently have access to light,
air and open space under the current zoning regulations.

The COY proposals will also have a severe impact on our community by failing to address key quality-of-
life issues. As population density increases, existing infrastructure will be unable to ensure clean water
and power, or provide sanitation services, sewage disposal, educational and policing resources to our
neighborhood. Public transportation will become overloaded with more adulis traveling to work and
children traveling to school. Increased traffic resulting from tenants’ vehicles will result in congestion, and
compromise air quality and pedestrian safety. COY also overlooks elements that nourish healthy urban
living: both mental and physical health are challenged when open spaces, fresh air, and light, are
diminished. Experiencing the natural world during daily living educates and sustains children and adults
alike. The guardrails that protect these fundamental resources are removed when COY favors developers
over residents.

For all the above reasons it is my hope that my CM Shaun Abreu will accede to the will of his constituents
and vote no on COY.
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Slingshot Strategies conducted a poll of 900 registered voters in New York City from
October 11th to October 15th, 2024, focusing on housing supply and affordability
generally, and the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity proposal specifically. We
explicitly tested the policy language in use by the New York City Department of City
Planning to describe City of Yes for Housing Opportunity and its policy components.

Our polling surveyed a random representative sample of 500 registered voters across
New York City, as well as 100-voter oversamples in the following areas:

e Southeast Queens, including Council Districts 27, 28, and 31;

e The South Bronx, including Council Districts 16, 17, and the Bronx portion of 8;
e South Brooklyn, including Council Districts 38 and 43;

o Central Brooklyn, including Council Districts 37, 40, 42, and 45;

Our polling found that the City of Yes Housing Opportunity proposal enjoys strong
support amongst New Yorkers citywide, and robust support regionally. Initial support
for a summary of the policy package is at 81% citywide, and a detailed explanation of
the City of Yes policy agenda garners the support of 77% of voters citywide.

City of Yes for Housing City of Yes for Housing
Opportunity: Opportunity:
Summary Description Detailed Description
I Total Support  ® Total Oppose % Total Support  ® Total Oppose
0,
100% - B 816 100% -
50% - i 11% 50% -
0% i TR ODD

NYC Registered Voters NYC Registered Voters



In the regions we oversampled, the South Bronx has the strongest levels of support at
92%. Central Brooklyn and Southeast Queens track close to citywide support levels at
77% and 79% support respectively. Support for City of Yes in South Brooklyn was

similarly high at 74%.

CITY OF YES FOR HOUSING OPPORTUNITY: SUMMARY

SUPPORT | OPPOSE _

Citywide 81% 1%
South Bronx (CDs 8, 16, 17) 92% 5%
Southeast Queens (CDs 27, 28, 31) 79% 14%
Central Brooklyn (CDs 37, 40, 42, 45) 77% 7%
South Brooklyn (CDs 38, 43) 74% 14%

Individual City of Yes policy measures garner between 73% and 80% support from

voters, indicating broad approval for each policy plank, with proposals for ADUs and
commercial conversions ranking highest in terms of support at 80%, while small and
shared apartments come in on the low end (73%) when it comes to voter preference.

CITY OF YES POLICY PROPOSALS SUPPORT | OPPOSE | NET
Convert Non-Residential 80% (P 68
Accessory Dwelling Units 80% 12%
Transit-Oriented Development 79% 11%

Town Centers 79% 12%

District Fixes 79% 12%

Universal Affordability Preference 78% 12%

Campus Infill 74% 14%

Parking Mandates 74% 17%

Small And Shared 73% 17%

In our final test after a summary description, details, and individual policy descriptions,
an overwhelming majority of voters support the City of Yes package 80% to 13%.

"Based on everything you have heard do you support or
oppose the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity proposal?"

7 Total Support  # Total Oppose

100% 1
50% -
0% -

80%

NYC Registered Voters

13%
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Introduction

Thank you to Chair Riley and the New York City Council Subcommittee on Zoning and
Franchises for holding this very important hearing. The Legal Aid Society, Coalition for the
Homeless, Community Service Society, and VOCAL-NY welcome this opportunity to submit
comments concerning the City’s efforts to expand housing opportunities for New Yorkers by
allowing for more housing to be built in areas that are underutilized. Housing development has
long lagged behind the population growth. While we commend the articulated objective of
addressing the City’s vast housing challenges and agree that more housing should be constructed
in areas that are underutilized, an effective plan should address the most acute housing needs and

target the most vulnerable.
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Declining Affordability of Housing

Many New York City renters are facing dire circumstances. In the face of fewer rental
opportunities and higher prices, renters are suffering from a growing disparity between what they
can afford and their actual rent. According to the New York City Housing and Vacancy Survey
(NYCHVS), the median rent for New York City renters in 2023 was $1,641.! In addition,
between 1993 and 2023, there was a net loss of over 600,000 units renting under $1,500 and a
net gain of over 75,000 units with rents of $5,000 and more.? The median renter income is
$70,000,? yet 25 percent of renter households earn less than $25,000 and 15 percent earn
between $25,000 and $49,999. As a result, for half of New York City’s renter households, those
earning under $70,000, the typical renter is severely rent burdened.* Further, among households
earning less than $25,000 a year who do not live in public housing or report having a voucher, an
astonishing 86 percent are severely rent burdened.’ This situation is compounded by the fact
that, according to the NYCHVS, in 2023, there were 33,210 apartments vacant and available to
rent.® Of that number, only 4,442 apartments, or 13 percent, were affordable to New Yorkers

earning less than $50,000 a year.” Only 12,500, or 37 percent, were available to New Yorkers

! Gaumer, E. The 2023 New York City Housing and Vacancy Survey: Selected Initial Findings. New York, NY: New
York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development; 2024. Page 13.
https://www.nyc.gov/assets/hpd/downloads/pdfs/about/2023-nychvs-selected-initial-findings.pdf

21d. at 19.

3 Id. at 42. There was a large increase in the median household income which was driven by the huge influx of higher income
households coming into New York City. "

4 Id. at 55.

S1d. at 57.

¢ Gaumer, E. The 2023 New York City Housing and Vacancy Survey: Selected Initial Findings. New York, NY: New
York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development; 2024. Page 26.
https://www.nyc.gov/assets/hpd/downloads/pdfs/about/2023-nychvs-selected-initial-findings.pdf

T1d.
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earning under $100,000 a year.® In fact, the median income a household would need to afford one
of the vacant apartments is somewhere between $100,000 and $150,000 a year, far above the
median household income of $70,000 and out of reach for households who experience the most
severe rent burden.” Needless to say, the clients of The Legal Aid Society and the Coalition for
the Homeless and VOCAL-NY members cannot afford these rents.

The Petitioners in the matter Vincent v. Adams'? are illustrative of the vulnerable
populations that need access to rental assistance. Plaintiff CT, for example, struggles to keep
herself and her daughter housed after a significant injury rendered her unable to work. Under
current rules, her disability income automatically disqualified her for the FHEPS rent
supplement. However, her Social Security Disability Insurance (“SSDI”’) income of $1,213 per
month is less than her $1,254.60 per month rent. She is eligible for a voucher under the City
Fighting Homelessness and Eviction Prevention Supplement (CityFHEPS) Reform Laws that the
City Council passed, but she faces eviction from her Bronx apartment because the City refuses to
implement the law. Similarly, Petitioners MC and SA are both elderly tenants with relatively low
rents of $1,006 and $1062.33, respectively. However, these rents also exceed their incomes, and
they are unable to pay the rent for the homes they have long resided in because the City refuses
to implement the law that was passed to give them access to the critical lifeline that is
CityFHEPS.

Households such as the Vincent Petitioners face the prospect of shelter and virtually no

chance of finding a new apartment whose rent is as low as their current rent. If they are able to

8 1d.
°Id.
10 Index No. 450563/2024
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secure a voucher as a result of being in shelter, the rent will be much higher and will cost the
City a great deal more. In many cases, such a household may be forced to relocate outside of the
City. The direct correlation between household income and whether a household is able to
remain in New York City is becoming increasingly apparent. In fact, between 2021 and 2023,
there has been a 2-point loss in the number of NYC households earning between $50,000 and
$99,999, 3-point loss of households earning $25,000 to $49,999 and 5-point loss of households
earning less than $25,000.!!

Unfortunately, affordability does not seem to be a prominent feature of the proposed
zoning plan. It certainly does not address the affordability crisis that plagues the lowest-income
New York City households. We are concerned that the housing units that will be developed
under the proposed zoning plan will be beyond the financial reach of low-income individuals and
families. This raises critical apprehensions regarding the plan's capacity to adequately serve the
socioeconomic diversity of New York City residents, ultimately jeopardizing the availability of
affordable housing options for those who are most in need.

For example, the Universal Affordability Preference would allow builders to add 20
percent more units if those units are affordable to households earning 60 percent of the Area
Media Income (AMI). Currently, 60 percent of the AMI for a household of one is $65,220 per
year and $74,580 for a household of two.'? This approach will leave out wide swaths of
households that do not meet this income requirement and for whom the need is most acute. The

zoning plan should include low-income New Yorkers such as those who are eligible for or

11 1d. at 42-43
12 https://www.nyc.gov/site/hpd/services-and-information/area-median-income.page
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already participating in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCV program). A one-
person household cannot earn more than $54,350 and a two-person household cannot earn more
than $62,150 per year to be income eligible for the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA)
administered Section 8 program.!*> When NYCHA recently reopened the waitlist for the HCV
program for the first time in nearly 15 years,'* over 630,000 households applied within a single
week. Such a response demonstrates the vast scale of need for this program and the number of
households who will not benefit from the Universal Affordability Preference. For the New York
City funded and administered CityFHEPS rental assistance program, a household of two must
earn no more than $40,880.!° The high demand for this program likewise demonstrates the need
for housing that is affordable to the lowest income households, and that the Universal
Affordability Preference criteria will not create more housing that is affordable to the households

that need it most.

Declining Housing Availability
Unfortunately for New York City renters, declining affordability is coupled with
declining availability. New York City remains in a housing emergency. The number of vacant
units affordable to low-income New Yorkers is meager. According to the most recent
NYCHVS, New York City’s net rental vacancy rate is 1.41 percent.!® This is not only one the

lowest recorded vacancy rates since 1968, but also a sharp drop from the previous 2021 rate of

13 https://www.nyc.gov/site/nycha/section-8/applicants.page

1 https://www.nyc.gov/office-of-the-mayor/news/390-24/mayor-adams-nycha-will-accept-section-8-housing-
choice-voucher-applications-first

135 https://www.nyc.gov/assets/hra/downloads/pdf/citytheps-documents/DSS-7n-(E).pdf

16 https://www.nyc.gov/assets/hpd/downloads/pdfs/about/2023-nychvs-selected-initial-findings. pdf
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4.54 percent and well below the 5 percent threshold needed for declaration of an emergency.
The picture is even more dire for the “very low rent” apartments (rents less than $1,100), for
which the vacancy rate in 2023 was only 0.39 percent.!” The 2023 vacancy rate for units
between $1,100 and $1,649 was no better at 0.91 percent. The vacancy rate for units between
$1,650 and $2,399 was a frightening 0.78 percent.

This decline in availability extends across all the housing stock in which middle- and
low-income households reside. There remain only 77,000 units covered by either the Mitchell-
Lama program or the federally subsidized Project-Based Section 8 program. This is a loss of 35
percent since 1990.!8 This combination of market forces and governmental decisions has worked
together to have a devastating effect on low- and moderate-income New Yorkers.

The declining number of vacant units available for rent, the fact that housing expansion
has not kept pace with population growth, and the ongoing public housing crisis have all
contributed to the scarcity of available affordable housing.

Safe Affordable Housing is Critical for Individual Wellbeing and New York City's
Economic Recovery

Safe, affordable housing is critical. When families have stable housing, it leads to better

outcomes in health, education, and employment. Housing instability has been linked to greater

17 Gaumer, E. The 2023 New York City Housing and Vacancy Survey: Selected Initial Findings. New York, NY: New
York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development; 2024. Page 21.
https://www.nyc.gov/assets/hpd/downloads/pdfs/about/2023-nychvs-selected-initial-findings.pdf

18 Oksana Miranova, Closing the Door: Subsidized Housing at a Time of Federal Instability, Community Service
Society, March 2018. https://smhttp-ssl-
58547.nexcesscdn.net/nycss/images/uploads/pubs/Closing_the Door FINAL WEB.pdf
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risk of depression,!® worse outcomes for chronic illnesses like diabetes,?° low-weight and/or
preterm infants,?! and general adverse childhood health.?? Frequent moves before a child is seven
years old lead to greater thought-related and attention-related problems.?* These problems can
reduce educational achievement. Children who experience high mobility between third and
eighth grades do worse in school.?* Forced moves are also a predictor for job loss.? If keeping
employment without stable housing is difficult, finding new employment while unstably housed
is even more difficult. The cost of adverse health outcomes, poor educational achievement and
lack of employment is significant and will ultimately harm New York State’s ability to grow its

economy.

19 Burgard, S. et al, Housing Instability and Health: Findings from the Michigan Recession and Recovery Study,
Social Science & Medicine, December 2012.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0277953612006272?via%3Dihub

20 Berkowitz, et al. Unstable Housing and Diabetes-Related Emergency Department Visits and Hospitalization: A
Nationally Representative Study of Safety-Net Clinic Patients, 2018
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29301822/#:~:text=Conclusions%3 A%20Unstable%20housing%20is%20common
,for%20vulnerable%20individuals%20with%20diabetes.

2! Leifhart, et. al, Severe Housing Insecurity during Pregnancy: Association with Adverse Birth and Infant
Outcomes, Int ] Environ Res Public Health. 2020, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7700461/

22 Sandel, et al, Unstable Housing and Caregiver and Child Health in Renter Families, Pediatrics, 2018,
https://publications.aap.org/pediatrics/article/141/2/e20172199/38056/Unstable-Housing-and-Caregiver-and- Child-
Health-in

2 Gaylord, et al., Impact of housing instability on child behavior at age 7, Int J Child Health Hum Dev., 2018,
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8442946/

24 Cutuli, et al, Academic achievement trajectories of homeless and highly mobile students: Resilience in the
context of chronic and acute risk. Child Development 2013. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jeffrey-Long-
6/publication/24250390 Academic_achievement of homeless and highly mobile children in an urban schoo
1 district Longitudinal evidence on risk growth and resilience/links/5c9b85c2a6fdccd4603f111c/

Academic- achievement-of-homeless-and-highly-mobile-children-in-an-urban-school-district-Longitudinal-
evidence-on-risk- growth-and-resilience.pdf

2 Desmond, et al, Housing and Employment Insecurity among the Working Poor, Social Problems, 2016.
https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/mdesmond/files/desmondgershenson.sp2016.pdf?m=1452638824
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Recommendations

We recommend that the City:

e Immediately implement the CityFHEPS expansion as passed into law by the New York
City Council in 2023. This would allow families and individuals in shelter to seek
permanent affordable housing and allow households facing eviction to remain in their
homes and, in many cases, avoid having to even appear in the already overburdened
housing court. The Legal Aid Society represents several tenants in Vincent*® who, like
those described above, cannot meet their needs with their current income that, in some
cases, is the same as the monthly rent. A voucher would make their rent obligation
affordable. They would not have to live under the perpetual specter of displacement.
They would not have to consider foregoing other basic needs to pay their monthly rent.

e Require that the additional housing units added to buildings using the Universal
Affordability Preference be available to high-need households, particularly those that are
eligible for vouchers such as Section 8 and CityFHEPS. In addition, these units should be
set aside for voucher holders to facilitate their entry into permanent housing, particularly
in light of the rampant and largely unchecked discrimination that they face as voucher
holders in the rental market.?’

e While the zoning program primarily presents Accessory Dwelling Units as a means of
accommodating growing families or allowing older people to live closer to family

members and caretakers, the units could also be made available to other tenants. Before

26 Index No. 450563/2024
27 https://www.nytimes.com/2021/03/15/nyregion/real-estate-lawsuit-section-8-discrimination.html
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this is the case, the City should include strong tenant protections and capital investments
as part of the Accessory Dwelling Unit program, and other proposals necessary to
legalize basement and cellar apartments, ensuring that the most vulnerable households are
served. One way the City could achieve this goal is to establish a program under which
property owners are provided with low-interest or forgivable loans for such capital
investments conditioned on commitments to lease the Accessory Dwelling Units to
CityFHEPS or Section 8 voucher holders or other individuals earning 80% or less of the
area median income for a minimum of ten years.

Increase funding for development and preservation of permanently and deeply affordable
housing, through programs like Open Door and Neighborhood Pillars.

Implement a tenant/non-profit right of first refusal framework like the Community
Opportunity to Purchase Act (COPA), paired with permanent affordability, to combat any
potential speculation resulting from changes to the city’s zoning code.

Invest in tenant protections, including additional funding for Right to Counsel and Source
of Income (SOI) Discrimination enforcement.

Investing in a fully funded, permanent, Anti-Harassment Tenant Protection (AHTP)
program as a necessary part of any effort to protect, reclaim, and expand affordable
housing in New York City. AHTP is currently the only City housing program that
provides legal representation to tenants in buildings converting to low-income, limited
equity HDFC coops and to shareholders in low-income limited equity coops. AHTP
provides tenants with access to justice and legal resources for affirmative and preventive

services, diverting eviction cases from being brought to court and preserving and
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improving the quality of the affordable housing stock. AHTP also promotes and supports
community education for tenants, assistance for tenants experiencing harassment and
housing discrimination, and aids tenants who challenge unlawful rent increases and
illegal deregulation and/or losses of affordable housing.

e NYCHA holds a key to unlocking billions in potential revenue through the sale of
Transferable Development Rights (TDRs). With 78 million square feet of unused
development rights, NYCHA has a golden opportunity to revitalize its infrastructure and
ensure the sustainability of public housing in NYC. However, current policies severely
limit the ability to leverage these assets. NYCHA developments are too far from viable
sites to receive their air rights under current policy. And when they do, because there is
no competition, rights are sold at a discount hurting the agency and residents. Over 98
percent of NYCHA developments are landlocked, unable to utilize their TDRs
effectively, highlighting the need for a citywide, as-of-right framework for TDR
transfers. By expanding TDR transferability within a half-mile radius, NYC could unlock
all unused development rights, generating between $4.2 to $8 .4 billion. This is badly
needed funding that could address a major backlog in capital funding. The City of Yes
prioritizes increasing housing supply in NYC and includes an expansion of TDR for
landmarks, but leaves NYCHA residents behind. We recommend the creation of a plan

by DCP to review and submit zoning language that expands TDR for NYCHA campuses.

While our recommendations ensure that the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity centers on
affordability and tenant protections, there are many important features in the proposal that should

not, under any circumstances, be compromised or watered down. These include:
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e Ending mandatory parking minimums in new housing construction;
e Enabling the construction of housing on commercial "main streets" in low-density areas;
e Making density bonuses available for new affordable housing built anywhere in the city,

as is already the case for senior housing; and

Addressing affordability issues in addition to making changes to the zoning code. The Council’s

negotiations should add to, rather than subtract from, the current proposal.

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony before the New York City Council
Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises. We hope that the City will prioritize the needs of the

most vulnerable in this overheated rental market.
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The Legal Aid Society

The Legal Aid Society (Legal Aid) is the nation’s oldest and largest not-for-profit legal

services organization. Legal Aid provides comprehensive legal services in all five boroughs of
New York City for people who cannot afford to pay for private counsel. Since 1876, Legal Aid
has advocated for low-income families and individuals and has fought for legal reform in City,
State, and federal courts across a variety of civil, criminal and juvenile rights matters. Legal Aid
takes on 200,000 cases annually, including thousands of cases in which we fight for the rights of
tenants in regulated and unregulated apartments across the city. Legal Aid also takes on law
reform and appellate cases, the results of which benefit more than 1.7 million low-income New

Yorkers; the landmark rulings in many of these cases have a state-wide and national impact.

Coalition for the Homeless

The Coalition, founded in 1981, is a not-for-profit advocacy and direct services organization
that assists more than 3,500 homeless and at-risk New Yorkers each day. The Coalition
advocates for proven, cost-effective solutions to address the crisis of modern homelessness,
which is now in its fifth decade. The Coalition also protects the rights of homeless people
through litigation involving the right to emergency shelter, the right to vote, the right to
reasonable accommodations for those with disabilities, and life-saving housing and services for

homeless people living with mental illnesses and HIV/AIDS.

The Coalition operates 11 direct-services programs that offer vital services to homeless, at-risk,
and low-income New Yorkers. These programs also demonstrate effective, long-term, scalable

solutions and include: permanent housing for formerly homeless families and individuals living
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with HIV/AIDS; job-training for homeless and low-income women; and permanent housing for
formerly homeless families and individuals. Our summer sleep-away camp and after-school
program help hundreds of homeless children each year. The Coalition’s mobile soup kitchen,
which usually distributes 800 to 1,000 nutritious hot meals each night to homeless and hungry
New Yorkers on the streets of Manhattan and the Bronx, had to increase our meal production
and distribution by as much as 40 percent and has distributed PPE and emergency supplies
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Finally, our Crisis Services Department assists more than
1,000 homeless and at-risk households each month with eviction prevention, individual
advocacy, referrals for shelter and emergency food programs, and assistance with public
benefits as well as basic necessities such as diapers, formula, work uniforms, and money for
medications and groceries. Since the pandemic, we have been operating a special Crisis Hotline
(1-888-358-2384) for homeless individuals who need immediate help finding shelter or meeting

other critical needs.

The Coalition was founded in concert with landmark right-to-shelter litigation filed on behalf of
homeless men and women (Callahan v. Carey and Eldredge v. Koch) and remains a plaintiff in
these now consolidated cases. In 1981, the City and State entered into a consent decree in
Callahan through which they agreed: “The City defendants shall provide shelter and board to
each homeless man who applies for it provided that (a) the man meets the need standard to
qualify for the home relief program established in New York State; or (b) the man by reason of
physical, mental or social dysfunction is in need of temporary shelter.” The Eldredge case
extended this legal requirement to homeless single women. The Callahan consent decree and

the Eldredge case also guarantee basic standards for shelters for homeless men and women.
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Pursuant to the decree, the Coalition serves as the court-appointed monitor of municipal shelters
for homeless single adults, and the City has also authorized the Coalition to monitor other
facilities serving homeless families. In 2017, the Coalition, fellow institutional plaintiff Center
for Independence of the Disabled — New York, and homeless New Yorkers with disabilities
were represented by Legal Aid and pro-bono counsel White & Case in the settlement of Butler
v. City of New York, which is designed to ensure that the right to shelter includes accessible
accommodations for those with disabilities, consistent with Federal, State, and local laws.
During the pandemic, the Coalition worked with Legal Aid to support homeless New Yorkers,
including through the E.G. v. City of New York Federal class action litigation initiated to ensure
Wi-Fi access for students in DHS and HRA shelters, as well as Fisher v. City of New York, a
lawsuit filed in New York State Supreme Court to ensure homeless single adults gain access to

private hotel rooms instead of congregate shelters during the pandemic.

Voices Of Community Activists & Leaders (VOCAL-NY)

Voices Of Community Activists & Leaders (VOCAL-NY) is a statewide grassroots membership
organization that builds power among low-income people affected by HIV/AIDS, the drug war,
mass incarceration, and homelessness in order to create healthy and just communities. We
accomplish this through community organizing, leadership development, advocacy, direct
services, participatory research and direct action. VOCAL-NY is building a movement of low-
income people dedicated to ending the AIDS epidemic, the war on drugs, mass incarceration,
and homelessness. We fight for systemic change rooted in justice, compassion, and love. We
approach this work with a firm belief in reducing harm and ending stigma, and the knowledge

that the issues impacting our communities are driven by institutional oppression, not personal
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failings. Our campaigns have saved or improved the lives of hundreds of thousands of New

Yorkers across the state.

Community Service Society of New York

The Community Service Society of New York (CSS) has worked with and for New Yorkers
since 1843 to promote economic opportunity and champion an equitable city and state. Through
a strategic combination of data-driven research, direct services, and people-driven advocacy, we
ensure New Yorkers have the power to create change in their lives and the life of our city and
state. Our programs, policy analysis, legal advocacy, and campaigns expand access to health
care, safe and affordable housing, employment, opportunities for individuals with conviction
histories, consumer debt assistance, and more—making a tangible difference in the lives of

millions.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today. My name is Eric Rosenbaum and | am
President & CEO of Project Renewal.



We are one of New York City’s largest homeless services providers, and we know that stable
housing is the foundation upon which people build resilient families and communities. We are
proud to partner with the city to provide shelter, housing, health care, and employment services.

Many of our clients who are unhoused also struggle with mental iliness, substance use
disorders, and histories of criminal justice involvement. These conditions are often rooted in
patterns of unstable housing that stretch back to childhood — yet over 30,000 children are
staying in a New York City shelter. Without equitable access to affordable and supportive
housing, our city will continue to face rising mental health concerns, overdose crisis, and public
safety issues.

Unfortunately, New York City suffers from an extreme shortage of affordable housing that has
its origins in the aftermath of World War Il. The Gl Bill created a generation of homeowners—
but also systematically excluded Black soldiers and their families. Denying them the wealth-
building opportunity of homeownership had devastating consequences that continue to
reverberate today.

The Gl Bill was just one of the many discriminatory housing practices that created profound
inequity that go well beyond housing. Urban renewal projects of the 1960s and 70s often led to
the displacement of non-white and low-income communities. Gentrification, which continues to
this day, has the same impact. And while housing discrimination is no longer legal, the impact is
still disproportionately skewed to people and communities of color. This long legacy of housing
inequity has resulted in generations of displacement and instability which are major root causes
of the challenges our clients face.

The City of Yes proposals, including amendments that would expand opportunities for housing
within all districts, can make a real difference in overhauling zoning regulations and addressing
the availability of affordable housing.

Increasing affordability will reduce homelessness and address this key root cause of
generational mental health challenges, substance use disorders, and criminal justice
involvement. The alternative is a depressing and ever-increasing spiral of spending on shelter,
mental health treatment, and jails.

We applaud the Mayor, City Planning, and the City Council for working to address the housing
challenges that impact all of our neighbors. With the City of Yes, New York City will become

more affordable and safer, a city where families at all income levels can thrive.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.



From: angelo bellocchio |

Sent: Sunday, October 20, 2024 12:40 PM
To: Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] no to city of yes

| am a longtime resident of City Island Bronx NY 10464 am | oppose the City of Yes

Anielo Bellocchio

City Island NY 10464




Good morning Speaker Adams, members of the City Council, other elected officials, and fellow
civic leaders, all of whom are volunteers.....none of whom are paid..My name is Barbara Larkin,
a retired NYC elementary school teacher and past president of the Belle Harbor Property
Owners Association, a well-respected 70year old civic organization of over 1300 families which
| am honored to represent. Its mission: to improve the quality of life of taxpaying
homeowners. As a VP of Queens Civic Congress, 've participated in zoom meetings & rallies & |
can confirm representatives from Springfield Gardens, Howard Beach, South Ozone Park,
Cambria Heights, Neponsit, and Forest Hills just to name a few are adamantly opposed to this
proposal. Objections include, but not limited to, lack of infrastructure needed to absorb
increased density, absence of enough classroom seats to accommodate mandates limiting
class size. If you think parking, traffic, and crowded streets are horrendous now, just imagine
what increased density will do to our city. The population is now below 8,000,000 due to
hundreds of thousands of taxpayers moving to other states. If this proposal, which is a top
down, Robert Moses approach, is approved, hundreds of thousands of

hard working New Yorkers would pack up & leave for sure. | thank God for the city council
members who understand that much goes into rezoning....in 2008 dozens of civics worked
cooperatively with John Young and together reached consensus. Recently, real estate
developers have shared with me that there now exist empty housing units and that passing this
draconian proposal is totally unnecessary! For those of you who are familiar with the series of
books entitled Choose Your Own Adventure.....where the reader chooses the ending of a
story.......| want you to imagine NYC's future:

Choice 1:....Decades from now NYC would be a designhated one of the most magnificent cities in
the United States ...comprised of gorgeous highrisers in Manhattan and lovely quaint
neighborhoods inits outer boroughs equipped with great schools, terrific hospitals, adequate
parks, and plenty of fresh air. Résidents are happy! .

Choice 2: Decades from now NYC is a city which was abandoned by all its dedicated civic
leaders, has unbelievable congestion denying elder parishioners the ability to attend church
services, and constant water main breaks due to increased density of tall buildings throughout
its outer boroughs.....

Developers are thrilled!

{ implore you all ......Choose the Ending #1. Your children & grandchildren will applaud your
legacy!
Thank you..... Barbara S. Larkin



Testimony for City of Yes for Housing Opportunity
Dear City Officials,

Here are my biggest concerns with the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity:

First, in regards to the building of affordable housing, the loosening of regulations for developers
must have enforceable requirements in regards to the non-mandatory inclusion of affordable
housing. Any concession or increased FAR in exchange for affordable housing must result the
affordable housing promised at the AMI promised or result in a fine equal to the build of that
affordable housing, which will fund affordable housing renovations throughout the city for the
following:

- small building owners of owner-occupied buildings that have rent-stabilized units

-NYCHA housing units

Because the idea that “adding a little bit of housing in every neighborhood” will certainly increase
the frequency of adjacent construction, the following protections and updates need to be made:

1. When an LLC claims to be the owner/ developer of a proposed construction, the DOB must also
require confirmation of personal identities through government-issued identification.

2. A DOB permit application for a new building must include the currently required construction
drawings, as well as foundation drawings and support of excavation drawings for any lot with
adjacent structures.

3. ADOB permit application for a new building must include proof of a funded escrow account to
pay for the attorney and engineer hired by the owners of the adjacent buildings as required by law.

4. ADOB permit application for a new building must include proof of adequate insurance coverage
for their build/ employees/ contractors and any potential liability for damage to adjacent lots/
buildings.

All of these points will help protect existing owners/ families in adjacent properties, ensuring safety
and maintaining housing security for long-time New Yorkers.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Best regards,
Gia Sharp

Voter and homeowner



From: John Massengale

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2024 4:56 PM

To: NYC Council Hearings

Cc: Testimony

Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes Testimony from John Massengale

To the New York City Council:

Pasted in below is my testimony for the New York City Council's consideration of the rezoning proposed
by Mayor Adams in the City of Yes.

Respectfully submitted,

John Massengale AIA CNU

The City of Yes Is Not the New York We Love: An Open Letter to the New York City Council

New York City is in a housing crisis. In response, Mayor Adams and Big Real Estate (the made up of the
ten or fifteen families and corporations that own and build New York’s biggest buildings and
developments) propose the solution of zoning changes they have branded “The City of Yes” (COY). There
are many good ideas in the third part of the proposal, the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity (COYHO).
But implementation primarily relies on market-driven solutions, which means the most profitable of the
ideas will likely be built, while others won’t. There are few requirements and no funding for housing most
New Yorkers can afford.

[ am an architect and urban designer in New York, Chair of CNU NYC <https://cnu.nyc/>, the local
chapter of the Congress for New Urbanism <https://cnu.org/>. I have been a YIMBY for decades, working
around the country as an architect and urban designer to advance the cause of walkable, sustainable, and
equitable neighborhoods, towns, and cities. Members of the well-organized and well-funded YIMBY
movement call me a NIMBY, because I care about New York City, good architecture, strong urbanism, and
affordable housing for all.

['ve been writing about the COYHO in the Straus News community newspapers in New York like Our
Town <https://bitly/COY1>, in an ongoing series on the design website Common

Edge <https://commonedge.org/>, and on my

blog <https://blog.massengale.com/2023/03/23 /nycresheight/>. Here are a few points that are not in
many of the bullet point lists I've seen from various groups. I've covered all the points in greater depth in
the [City%200f%20Yes%20articles%20listed%20here]City of Yes articles listed here.
<https://www.cnu.nyc/newurbanism/coyho/>

Yes to Bigger Profits for Big Real Estate



The most profitable buildings in the history of New York are the super-luxury supertall apartment towers
on Billionaires’ Row on 57th Street. Because of that, COYHO has new ways to build them. The new R11
and R12 zones have FAR of 15 and 18: before Governor Hochul got rid of the 63-year-old, statewide 12
FAR cap this year, supertall developers had to rely on a combination of commercial and residential
zoning to get what they wanted, limiting the areas where they could build. But new tools make it easier to
transfer air rights, and therefore easier to build supertalls in more places: if COYHO is approved as
written, the next generation of supertalls will be in midtown and downtown, where air transfer rights are
unlimited. It remains to be seen what will happen on the Upper East and Upper West Sides, within view
of Central Park. COYHO will allow towers up to 1,000 feet without using R11 or R12, which have
Mandatory Inclusive Housing requirements. Any luxury housing developer with an option to avoid a
permanent commitment to dealing with affordable tenants will do that.

With over 100,000 people per square mile, the Upper West and Upper East Sides of Manhattan are
already two of the three densest residential neighborhoods in the Western world, more than twice as
dense as the historic neighborhoods in London, Paris, and Rome. Like all the most popular residential
neighborhoods in New York, the Upper East Side and West Side were built with height limits far lower
than allowed today, even before the City of Yes. Despite what Big Real Estate says, residential
neighborhoods were not governed by the 1916 zoning, which was for commercial districts, but by
regulations that limited buildings to 1.5 times the street width or 150 feet, whichever was less. That
limited buildings on side streets to 90 feet tall. The height limits gave air and light to the apartments,
streets, and neighborhoods where people lived.

The booming economy of the Roaring Twenties brought some oversized buildings that skirted or simply
broke the rules. The most egregious examples were apartment hotels, which were supposed to be in the
business districts regulated by the 1916 zoning. These abuses contributed to a new statewide Multiple
Dwelling Law in 1929, which allowed taller buildings on large lots of 30,000 square feet of more. These
could have 150-foot towers on 150-foot “podiums” or bases that maintained the street wall. Only five of
those exceptions were built before the 1961 zoning resolution thirty-two years later: four on Central Park
West (the famous twin-tower buildings that reduced bulk above the base) and one on the East River,
before Robert Moses built the FDR Drive (River House).

Towards the end of the 20th century, developers discovered they could charge a 30% premium for
apartments that towered above their neighbors. The Chair of the City Planning Commission at the time,
Joe Rose, said "Views have become so prized that we unleashed an intense desire for building height
without regard for neighborhood character or scale. Each new building tries to achieve better views by
being taller than the last. The consequence has been a powerful inducement to break away vertically as
far as possible from the neighborhood pack. While there is nothing wrong with nice views, it is not
necessary to have a city shaped by a desperate grab for them."

Rose proposed new zoning that emphasized neighborhood character and limited the height of residential
towers. A third-generation New York developer, Rose spent the first few years of his time in office selling
the plan to the development community. When he finally put his proposal on the Mayor Rudolph
Giuliani’s desk, however, there was a phone call from Big Real Estate within half an hour that killed the
plan. Twenty-five years later, we have Big Real Estate’s counterproposal in City of Yes—which we can
already see in special permit buildings all around us. Hudson Yards and Billionaires’ Row are the poster
children for the City of Yes in Manhattan.



Rose called the 1961 zoning resolution an ideological statement of Modern planning that did “violence to
our urban fabric.” He saw historic districts as New Yorkers’ response. The first historic district was
Brooklyn Heights, which came four years after the 1961 zoning. Today, there are over 160 historic
districts. Parasitically, Big Real Estate wants to profit from the value the historic districts have created by
building alien invaders towering over their buildings and streets. COYHO will make it easier to do that.

Build Baby Build

Calling recent development “market-driven” is accurate to a degree, but much of it has been subsidized
by New York’s taxpayers. The newly Neoliberal New York City subsidized the public-private construction
of Hudson Yards, contributing more than $5 billion in direct and indirect subsidies. Widely known as
Dubai-on-Hudson, it is one of the most unpopular places in New York City. The city built waterfront parks
on the Hudson and East Rivers—obviously a good thing—that created luxury housing sites on former
industrial land. New York then sold air rights from the parks to the neighboring buildings, so those could
be taller. Previously, no one thought parks had air rights to sell. The parks, like the Highline, were
unaffordable housing generators. Contrast this with Battery Park City, built by a public body with the
authority to create bonds. Battery Park City is a profitable development that makes a payment to New
York City every year.

Recent history shows that the construction of expensive condos and rental apartments in New York City
does not “trickle down” to lower prices for anyone, whether on Billionaires’ Row, along the river in Long
Island City, or anywhere else. The most profitable building in the history of New York, the seventy-story
condominium at 220 Central Park South, has slightly fewer apartments than the twenty-story building it
replaced. But those were rentals. Approximately more than a third were rent stabilized (and more than
half the occupied apartments when the building was sold were rent stabilized). One of the apartments in
the new building sold for $238 million to a Chicago hedge fund manager as his New York pied-a-ciel.
Although it is not his primary or even secondary residence, it is the most expensive residential property
of any kind ever sold in America.

Choosing a place to live, or finding a place where we can afford to live, is more complicated than buying a
widget. For every article that points to supply and demand in housing and says “restrictive zoning” is the
problem, there is another study that says no. Politics, economies, and housing are all local, and many of
the issues in Manhattan are different than the problems in Manhattan, Kansas. Location, location, location
and New York’s standing as a global city for the global rich contribute to our problems. So does the way
New York State and New York City cater to Big Real Estate in what Sam Stein calls “the Real Estate State.”

Joe Rose’s cousin Jonathan Rose is a prominent affordable housing developer. He is also the author of a
book called The Well-Tempered City: What Modern Science, Ancient Civilizations, and Human Nature Teach
Us About the Future of Urban Life. <https://www.cnu.nyc/newurbanism/the-well-tempered-city-
reviewed /> A New Yorker, Rose complements and amplifies many of the points made by the great New
York urbanist, Jane Jacobs, in particular her emphasis on the complexity of cities. It is a mistake to boil the
planning of cities down to the single-issue factors that the City of Yes, Big Real Estate, and YIMBYs
emphasize: height, density, or the number of new building permits being the usual ones. Looked at in
isolation, these factors can support the supply-and-demand argument, implying that all we have to do is
to remove restrictions and we will have housing for all. Jacobs, however, convincingly made the case that
these simplistic arguments “go about the problem from the wrong end.” They might produce higher
profits, and even higher property taxes, but they diminish the city and city life.

We Deserve Better



On Billionaires’ Row, in Long Island City, in downtown Brooklyn, and along the Hudson River, New York
developers have built tens of thousands of new apartments recently. But they are almost all expensive,
they frequently sit on one-way, suburban-style streets, and most of them could be in any city in the world
that has apartment towers. New Yorker Leah Goodridge, one of the three New York City Planning
Commissioners who voted against COYHO, said afterwards, “There were lots of Black and brown New
Yorkers who came and testified against this project.” What they asked, she added, is “Why are we giving
away the city to private developers? What are we getting in return?”

Affordability is a large part of what many New Yorkers worry about. There is also the nature and
character of the city we love and choose to live in. Walking around the most loved New York
neighborhoods, we see their buildings are lower and their streets are more comfortable places to be. New
Yorkers put up with small apartments and take part in public life outside their apartments. In New York
City, most of our public space is in our streets. This is not “just about aesthetics,” a common YIMBY
dismissal. Many of the places Big Real Estate has built are not places where New Yorkers want to be. They
are frequently what New Urbanists call “density without urbanism,” with placeless towers sitting on
auto-sewer streets.

We deserve better. City University of New York Professor David Harvey said it well: “The question of
what kind of city we want cannot be divorced from the question of what kind of people we want to be,
what kinds of social relations we seek, what relations to nature we cherish, what style of life we desire, or
what aesthetic values we hold.”

John Massengale AIA CNU
Architect, Urbanist, Author, Educator.
Fellow | CNU | Seaside | Create Streets

Massengale & Co LLC
Broadway Chambers

277 Broadway, Studio 1300
New York, NY 10007-2012
212-731-0731 0

212-751-2277 ¢

massengale.com
street.design

https://slownewyork.city




From:

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 5:24 PM

To: Testimon

Cc: Marmorato, Kristy

Subject: [EXTERNAL] CITY OF YES public hearing

I am against the proposed “City of Yes”.
I am a lifelong resident of the Bronx and plan to stay here and raise a family here. I feel this is going against
what community activists have fought to protect and fix and preserve the great communities of NYC.

The proposed “City of Yes” initiative in New York City, which aims to streamline the approval process for
developments, has drawn criticism for several reasons:

1. Risk of Gentrification: The initiative could accelerate gentrification in vulnerable neighborhoods,
leading to rising rents and property values that may displace long-term residents and small businesses.

2. Community Displacement: By facilitating rapid development, there’s a concern that existing
communities may lose their identity and cohesion as new developments cater primarily to wealthier
newcomers.

3. Environmental Impacts: Critics worry that a faster approval process may neglect necessary
environmental reviews, leading to developments that could harm local ecosystems or exacerbate climate-
related issues.

4. Lack of Community Engagement: Streamlining processes may reduce opportunities for residents to
provide input on developments that affect their neighborhoods, undermining local voices and priorities.

5. Infrastructure Strain: Rapid development without adequate planning may place undue pressure on
existing infrastructure, such as public transportation, sanitation, and emergency services, leading to
overcrowding and decreased quality of life.

6. Equity Concerns: The initiative may favor wealthy developers and projects that serve affluent
residents, further widening the gap between different socioeconomic groups and neglecting affordable
housing needs.

7. Quality Control: A focus on speeding up development processes could lead to shortcuts in building
safety and quality standards, raising concerns about the long-term sustainability and safety of new
construction.



In summary, while the “City of Yes” initiative aims to encourage growth and modernization in NYC, its
potential downsides highlight the need for a balanced approach that considers the needs and voices of

existing communities.

Joseph Connolly

Bronx NY 10465

Sent from my iPhone



From: mariama Jame [

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 1:46 PM

To: NYC Council Hearings

Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes Housing Opportunity Public Hearing Testimony
Attachments: IMG_8031.jpeg

My greatest concern is affordable housing and the fact that CoY doesn’t mandate any at all and that affordable units created in exchange for
developer incentives don’t have to be allocated on the site of the development receiving the incentives, allowing for the continued relegation of
communities of color and/or low income earners to the outer boroughs, effectively red-lining while also turning areas like those in Lower Manhattan
into luxury enclaves even existing middle to upper class residents are being priced out of, fueling their migration to & gentrification of those same
outer boroughs which of course results in the poorer people being pushed out. Talk about a vicious cycle. It’s downright nasty!

New York has got plenty of housing stock. What we need is specifically, genuinely and permanently affordable housing. Trickle-down economics is
a 50 year failed experiment conducted by the most Conservative of Republicans. It does not and will not work in housing here. Further, there are no
unhoused or housing insecure wealthy people clamoring in the streets. It's simply bad math to develop the majority of housing at market rates. All
government properties developed for residential use must be 100% and permanently affordable with a plethora of multi-bedroom units for families at
AMIs of 60% and below.

Consider when creating this housing that AMI, a metric implemented in the 1930s, in 2024 is racist, sexist, homophobic, classist, ableist and
transphobic. It was derived in a time when there was a "man of the house". Women couldn't even have their own bank accounts. Black people
couldn't even vote. Today a family may consist of a single woman, one sole female income earner who presumably earns less than her male
counterparts, and her two kids or two lesbians, or a trans person with a child. I know it's federal and there's nothing you can do about the metric itself
but you can keep it in mind when determining what AMI truly makes sense for most New Yorkers and is sustainable.

Below is a related quote of mine in this past Thursday’s Crain’s Business. Thank you for "hearing" me out.

Regards,

Mariama James



100% Affordable SWTC co-founder
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My family and I oppose the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity text
amendment. We live in Flatbush Prospect Lefferts Gardens where many
blocks are not yet landmarked. Our block enjoys community and connections
with its neighbors, some of whom have been residing here for over 40 years.
There is a strong commitment to the community from long-time and recent
home owners and apartment residents. There is great value in a
neighborhood where people aren't forced to leave and can live where they
appreciate their neighborhood.

We oppose the Zoning for Housing Opportunity amendments and request that your
council members vote "No." These amendments are not ideal. As you are
aware, there is not a need for further upzoning to create housing or affordable
housing; in fact, there is a need for "right zoning" to preserve the stability of
our residential community, historic architecture and small business and
ensure that population density does not overwhelm infrastructure, including
sewers, public schools, parking, sidewalks, subways and sanitation.

Please support community based planning to allow local community boards
and council members to determine where and whether zoning or parking
waivers are appropriate in exchange for affordable housing or other
community benefits and mitigation of environmental effects. Adding density or
reducing parking is appropriate in different places in different communities.
Most of District 9 is covered by R6 and R7 zoning that would receive massive
density increases, leading to the demolition of most of our neighborhood, with
current tenants having to leave and wait years before competing with the rest
of the city in a lottery for new apartments.

Support non zoning affordable housing strategies, especially affordable
housing preservation. According to the city planning equitable development
data explorer, 2/3 of Community District 9 dwelling units are in rent

stabilized buildings. In addition, over 25,000 units of buildable housing remain
possible under the current zoning.

Thank you for your attention.
Your constituent,
Maura Balaban



| live in Midtown, but | am originally from the south, the South Bronx.
You can take the boy out of The Bronx, but not The Bronx out of the
boy, which means to me - a lifelong concern for the poor, for the
migrant, for working people of all backgrounds and ages from all
parts of our world - for "the least of these."

| applaud Chair Garodnick for his superhuman efforts to solve our
decades-long and ever-overwhelming affordable housing crisis.

A little more housing in every neighborhood and greater density
around transit hubs are excellent concepts, but what kind of housing,
who's building it, who's profiting, who's paying too high a price?

We must have modest, contextual development, as Chair Garodnick
says, and housing, affordability must come with greater investment in
places lik e Brgnx as Councilmember Salamanca points out, but
the underlying question with this City of Yes text amendment remains
- will it increase or decrease economic and racial segregation in our
town?

Here's an example of how developers, bankers, and venture cap
game the global real estate market in this city - The Prince George, a
194 landmark, thirteen stories with more than 400 units of
supportive housing, always in need of funds, sold air rights to the
developers of the "billionaires' bunker-in-the-sky" on Fifth Avenue &
West 29th Street, more than fifty stories high with maybe less than 30
units, none smaller than two story duplexes, for people who might
reside there for the two weeks of the US Open... meanwhile the
Avenue is teeming with our unhoused neighbors.

Let's ask ourselves how we might build the housing we need while
preserving light & clean air, our streetscapes & green spaces... Let US
make investments in housing, hospitals, schools, parks, and public
transportation rather than leaving this to the whim of pecuniary
interest.
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Good morning, and thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak to you all today. My

ere, went to

name is Sallyann Sinisgalli. I am a lifelong resident of Howard Beach. I grew up h

school here, and have raised my kids here.

I speak before you today to discuss the City of Yes Housing Proposal. I want to cite

multiple grievances that I have with this plan, including an over-generalized plan, lack of

community discourse, and the overcrowding of schools and other municipalities.

Starting with the problem of this over-generalized plan, the City of Yes Housing Proposal

makes the wrongful assumption that since every neighborhood is within New York City, they

will all be equally affected, and one general plan will work for the whole City. I can assurc you

this assumption is not only incorrect but is absurd. Each borough has a specific layout and

and my neighborhood,

cars, and we do not have adequate public transportation in Queens, and the whole reason why

Manhattan or Brooklyn is because | do not

I love without living in a building. In my neighborhood, like so many others, we enjoy

City that

the luxuries of easy parking, lower density, and single-family houses. That is why I bought a

home here. To pass this plan and implement the City of Yes is to upend and ruin the dreams of

many families like mine.

The second problem I want to address ‘. the lack of community discourse while creating

this plan. Mayor Adams and his tyrannical administration have decided they know what's best

for us. Instead of hearing the voices of the communities and the people, the Adams




administration has gone ahead and created this plan that just moves to further an agenda that I,
along with many others, do not get behind. As someone who is elected to be a representative,
Adams and his plan does not represent the interests of so many New Yorkers. I ask that the
committee starts to consider our community's complaints before they let this plan go forward as
it stands today.

The final problem that I want to address, and possibly the most important, is the etfect
that this plan will have on our schools and municipalities. This plan will be detrimental to our
public services. I went to public school in Howard Beach, and so did my children. If you allow
this plan to go through, the quality of the education system in our neighborhoods will fall. With
more children in the schools comes less classroom space, and less attention for each child. If
there is one thing we cannot allow, that is our children to suffer at the hands of a poorly made
plan.

Examining this plan in its entirety, I have seen its many shortcomings. I ask that you
consider all the points I have made today and consider the effects this plan will have on our City,

our neighborhoods, our communities, and our children. You have the power in your hands.

Please do not fail us. The next generation 1s counting on you.




CHARNEY

5-26 46t Avenue, Suite 2A
Long Island City, NY 11101
charneycompanies.com

Thank you to the Mayor’s Office, the Department of City Planning, and all those involved in advancing the
City of Yes for Housing Opportunity proposal. I also extend my gratitude to the members of the City
Council, Borough Presidents, Community Boards, and housing policy advocates who have contributed to
this important initiative.

As we approach the upcoming City Council vote, I want to express my strong support for this proposal.
The City has not seen proposed zoning changes this bold since the 1960s, and these are crucial for enabling
New York City to build smartly and affordably. The implications of these changes are vast and will benefit
generations to come.

The City of Yes for Housing Opportunity directly addresses the root cause of our housing affordability
crisis: limited housing production. As a developer focused on affordable housing, I understand the
complexities involved in advancing housing projects. While I appreciate the recent supportive actions taken
at the state level, including legislation passed in Albany earlier this year, it is essential to utilize every tool
at our disposal to tackle our city’s housing supply challenges. The basic principle of supply and demand
dictates that increased housing production is vital for lowering prices.

This proposal provides an essential opportunity to address our housing needs. Although it is not a panacea,
it represents a significant step toward alleviating the housing crisis, complementing ongoing efforts at the
state level.

The financial viability of real estate development projects hinges on their ability to yield returns for
investors. For public goods like affordable housing, incentives such as tax abatements are critical to
stimulate investment. Without these incentives, we face stalled projects and historically low vacancy rates.
The zoning changes proposed in the City of Yes initiative offer a new and potentially far-reaching approach
to this challenge.

I seek to clarify the role of real estate developers in this process. While often misunderstood, our work is a
legitimate profession subject to considerable risks. Developers are held to high standards of financial and
personal accountability, particularly when projects face delays or obstacles.

Over the past year, | have actively engaged in discussions around housing, particularly affordable housing,
with legislators at both the city and state levels. I strive to be a transparent ally to elected leaders, sharing
insights and developing comprehensive financial models that illustrate how proposed legislation impacts
real estate financing. This commitment to transparency is fundamental to my role.

Transformative social change can be achieved through both bold initiatives and thoughtful, incremental
measures. The City of Yes for Housing Opportunity embodies this incremental approach, sharing the burden
of housing development across neighborhoods and ensuring that no single area disproportionately bears the
weight of this responsibility.

From a developer’s perspective, policies that enhance affordability in high-cost neighborhoods must be
embraced. The Universal Affordability Preference (UAP) proposal will contribute to increasing the housing
stock and addressing decades of discriminatory housing policies. Removing density limitations will



facilitate development of a range of housing typologies to serve a broader set of constituencies, meeting the
housing needs of more New Yorkers.

As a car owner, | understand the concerns of driver communities, especially in transit-deprived areas.
However, we must also advocate for parking reform by eliminating outdated parking mandates for new
construction. The choice between housing and parking is clear, and we should follow the lead of progressive
cities in modernizing our zoning laws for a sustainable future.

I also support the inclusion of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) in the City of Yes proposals, while
recognizing the valid concerns raised by some neighborhoods. I encourage state support through incentives
and subsidies for ADUs, which can provide significant financial benefits to homeowners.

Whether through developing housing in commercial corridors or converting office buildings into residential
units, all these measures aim to achieve a singular goal: increasing housing supply to reduce costs.

Ultimately, the key question regarding housing affordability in New York City is straightforward: according
to supply and demand economics, increasing supply will lead to lower prices. I urge our elected leaders to
support this proposal and make decisions that align with our shared goals.

As alifelong New Yorker, I am committed to fostering equitable and mixed-income housing, which enriches
our city’s diversity. We must establish housing policies that reflect our world-class status. Let us seize this
opportunity to affirm housing as a human right and work together to create a lasting legacy of affordable
housing for New York City.

Samuel Charney
Principal
Charney Companies LLC



From: stacey ool [

Sent: Monday, October 21, 2024 1:39 AM
To: Testimony

Cc: HOWARD BEACH LINDENWOOD CIVIC
Subject: [EXTERNAL] CITY OF YES TESTIMONY

I am unable to attend the upcoming meetings regarding the City of Yes proposal and I am sending this email to voice my concerns regarding this
proposal.

I am a life-long resident of Howard Beach. Howard Beach is a small hometown within Queens with a country feel. This neighborhood has a very
strong sense of community. We look out for one another and respect our community and our neighbors. Unlike Manhattan, South East Queens is
suburban with a beautiful natural environment. This is the reason so many generations have remained in Howard Beach; we love our neighborhood.

Unfortunately, the City of Yes proposal will change the character of our neighborhood along with the surrounding neighborhoods. We already have
infrastructure concerns such as:

o Extreme traffic congestion on the Belt Parkway, Woodhaven Boulevard and Crossbay Boulevard make it dangerous for EMT, Fire and Police
to respond quickly to life or death situations.

o Increased flooding in coastal areas of Queens, especially the Rockaways, Broad Channel, Hamilton and Howard Beach, which are still not
protected with storm resiliency projects. Lives were lost in these areas during Super Storm Sandy and none of these areas should have more
residents increasing the usage of water and sewer resources that are already inefficient. Basement apartments would be death traps if another
storm would hit this area.

e Old Howard Beach has only one public school which is PK-8 and our neighborhood's public high school has been extremely overcrowded for
years.

e The nearest hospital is already overwhelmed and with the traffic congestion in this area getting to the emergency room in a life or death
situation could be deadly.

e Our environment is suffering; we lack sufficient sanitation services, increased airplane and helicopter traffic, noise pollution and car
emissions. More housing will only increase the need for services that our City cannot keep up with now along with an increase in air
pollution.



e Our public service employees are already understaffed especially Police, Fire/EMT, Teachers and Sanitation employees. We have the best
agencies in the country, however, at this time they are extremely overwhelmed.

A change in zoning and increased housing with the lack of adequate infrastructure is dangerous for our wonderful city, its residents, and its
employees. It should not be approved.

I strongly oppose the City of Yes proposal and say, “NO TO CITY OF YES”.

Stacey OToole



From: Teresa gencivengo [

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 10:36 AM
To: Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of yes

Sent from my iPhone



Opposition to City of Yes Housing Opportunity Text Amendment

October 21, 2024
To everyone voting on this proposal in the City Council:

I am writing to you to express my opposition to the City of Yes Housing Opportunity text
amendment proposal. I chose to live in Howard Beach and or/raise a family here because of its
suburban feel and one- and two-family homes that make it a tight knit community. Although I
love living in Howard Beach, the city for decades has not done its job to care for the
infrastructure here as we experience major flooding with any high tides and rainfall.

There are many reasons I oppose the plan including:

- We do not have adequate resources for schooling for more children as our schools
are overcrowded with one school even having trailers in its school yard.

- We have inadequate infrastructure for utilities and sewers. Cross Bay Boulevard is
often closed during high tide and coastal weather events because of the danger of
passing through.

»  We have inadequate staffing for NYPD, FDNY and EMTs to cover more people that
would be living in the community. The response times to 911 calls have increased in
our community with the depletion of the police department.

- We see on a regular basis the inadequacies of the 311 system as the Department of
Buildings is trying to address the problems created by developers, who are not
closely monitored by city agencies or the DEC

NYC residents were not the authors of the City Planning proposals and are therefore not
confident that anything would come of the proposals other than straining our already

overburdened resources. There is no upside to this proposal for our community.

I ask that you vote NO on this proposal on behalf of the people you represent.

Sincerely,

Tom Balbone



For the New York City Council
Public hearing on City of Yes for Housing Opportunity

Testimony for necessary urgent solving housing problem in NYC
OPEN NEW YORK

Valentyna Novosad

Qver 500000 Ukrainian refugees have arrived in the US, and New York
State, particularly NYC, leads the city in welcoming them. It is a particular
category of refugee because:

1. Most Ukrainian refugees are women, women with children, and elderly
people.

2. Many of them lost their homes due to the War, as well as losing their
husbands and sons.

3. Often, their income is zero initially and long due to unemployment due to
language barriers.

The most pressing issue for this category of refugees, as for all refugees in
NYC, is the housing crisis. The housing situation for Ukrainian refugees in
NYC is fraught with challenges. Many refugees are struggling to find
~affordable housing in NYC, a city known for its exorbitant rents. The limited
resources and support services available further complicate the situation,
making it difficult to secure stable housing and employment, hindering their
ability to find suitable accommaodation. While community organizations work
tirelessly to assist, the demand often surpasses the available resources.

The first step towards resolving this issue is to Increase the number of
affordable housing buildings. By expanding the availability of affordable
housing units through new developments and subsidies for existing
housing, we can help alleviate the shortage and provide a more stable
living situation for Ukrainian refugees in NYC.



Also important is Increasing the number of shelters and transitional housing
designed explicitly for women, children, and elderly people.

Another vital aspect of the solution is  to provide comprehensive support
_services. By offering job training and hiring events, we can empower
women to secure stable housing, addressing a key challenge Ukrainian
refugees face in NYC.

Increasing funding for housing vouchers can help low-income families
afford housing in desirable neighborhoods.

Restoring the rental temporary assistance program for up to one year for
those in temporary financial difficulties will save many families who lose
their housing due to their temporary inability to pay.

Community Partnerships, such as collaborating with local nonprofits and
community organizations, can enhance support networks and resources
- available to women in need.

Other steps to resolve the housing problem are:

-Expanding the programs to support buying the first-accommodation with
conditions affordable to low-income families.

-Increasing the use of 4% LIHTC for building affordable housing.

Solving housing problems is urgent for several reasons:

1. Immediate Safety: Many refugees flee conflict and violence, needing
- urgent housing to ensure their safety and well-being.

2. Mental Health: Stable housing is crucial for mental health, helping
refugees get rid of trauma and stress from displacement and War, which
they had in their native countries.

3. Integration into society: Access to housing facilitates integration into
the community, allowing refugees to establish roots, find jobs, and
participate in local life.

4. Impact on Children. Children are particularly vuinerable. Stable
housing is essential for their education, health, and overall development
today; it cannot be postponed to the future.



5.  Public Health. Adequate housing helps prevent overcrowding and
associated health risks and reduces strain on public health systems.

6. Community Stability. Addressing housing needs supports social
~cohesion and reduces potential tension in communities hosting refugees.

7. Moral Responsibility. Providing housing aligns with humanitarian
principles and reflects a commitment to support those in crisis.

Urgent action is necessary to address these interconnected challenges
effectively.



[EXTERNAL] Support for Lifting Parking Requirements - Land Use Testimony 11/4/24, 1:48 PM

[EXTERNAL] Support for Lifting Parking Requirements

Aaron Jefferson <R

Wed 10/23/2024 1:28 PM

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to
phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

| support lifting parking requirements; this measure will improve NYC's ability to build more housing much more easily than is
done now. Parking requirements take up valuable space, and ultimately make the city less safe due to the proliferation of cars in a
city where public transportation and pedestrianism should be prioritized.

Regards,

Aaron

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO92YAPAAAY%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=25&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Aaron Schloff

To: Land Use Testimony

Cc: District25

Subject: [EXTERNAL] This New Yorker urges the City Council to pass City of Yes -- end parking mandates!
Date: Friday, October 25, 2024 8:43:25 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Dear Council:
I am writing to urge you to pass City of Yes and to end parking mandates for developers.

If people want parking, they can rent or buy in a building that has it. But if builders can choose
whether to have parking or not, they can build more affordably.

I'm a native born New Yorker but regardless, I say New York is for New Yorkers who care
about it, no matter how long you've lived here. Half my council district (and half of my
borough) is foreign-born. I like it here. I'm against nativism.

Let's build more housing so people can afford to stay here.

Regards

aaron mack schloff
Jackson Heights NY


mailto:aaron.mack.schloff@gmail.com
mailto:landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov
mailto:District25@council.nyc.gov

From: abby schroering

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes for Housing Opportunity
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2024 3:30:58 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Greetings!

| am writing to encourage you to end parking mandates. They are out of date, and
they move us in the wrong direction. Please prioritize space for pedestrians, cyclists,
green space, and affordable housing, and continue working toward an NYC with
minimal cars.

Many thanks,
Abby

Harlem Resident


mailto:abby.schroering@gmail.com
mailto:landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov

From: Abu Nayeem

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Testimony on parking mandates and City of Yes
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2024 4:22:14 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hi, my name is Abu Nayeem residing on Community Board 12. I support lifting parking
mandates and the City of Yes, Housing Policy.

~Abu Nayeem

Founder/Programmer of the Saint Paul Open Data Initiative
MS Agricultural and Resource Economics from UC Berkeley


mailto:anayeem1@gmail.com
mailto:landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://github.com/sustainabu/OpenData_Saint_Paul__;!!Pe07lN5AjA!Uy5Q9RLxI5y47uxrZJtp3KbyP-6JFe_mK6rdGy9xJqzL6eEkPBoYEkHfpGwBqYqHViiL_3Hj3VB5kXzeVKBX8ItK54MUYw$

[EXTERNAL] - Land Use Testimony 11/8/24, 3:04 PM

[EXTERNAL]

Adam Drake < RO

Tue 10/22/2024 10:25 PM

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to
phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

| support removing parking minimums and building as much housing as possible to lessen the burdens imposed by the housing
crisis. Recent comments from councilmembers suggesting those who weren't born in nyc don't deserve a voice are disqualifying

and out of touch. Nyc wouldnt be great if people didn't move here. None of you should forget that (or enjoy a primary).

-Adam

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092X9UAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=3&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



[EXTERNAL] Testimony on City of Yes Parking Mandates - Land Use Testimony 11/4/24, 2:38 PM

[EXTERNAL] Testimony on City of Yes Parking Mandates

Kroopnick, Adam . < RO

Wed 10/23/2024 11:21 AM

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender
and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hello,

| have lived all over New York City since moving here 14 years ago. Housing has gotten increasingly
expensive and our mass transit options have lagged as our roads have gotten more clogged. Ridding
ourselves of the parking mandates to increase housing is critical to maintaining a city that is equitable
and diverse. It is asinine for us to mandate parking minimums in areas as densely populated as New
York City and we should free developers to put in parking where it is demanded—i.e. In transit
deserts in low-density areas—and more housing where it is needed—i.e. In the high-density
neighborhoods.

We must move away from policies that were put in place 70 years ago and think of a greener, mass-
transit oriented future.

Thank you

Adam Kroopnick

Adam Krooinicki M.D.

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..NpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO92X%2F4AAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=56&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Adilene Sierra

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes Zoning for Housing Opportunity
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2024 1:01:56 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button
or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

Good evening,

I’m writing in regards to the COY proposal by the City Planning department. As a resident of CB1 in the Bronx, |
am concerned by a few things in the proposal that I feel have been overlooked. Firstly, as per a presentation given
by the Planning department representatives in my CB, they mentioned new units are planned to fall between the 40-
60% AMI, which I strongly believe should be lowered to 20-60%. If the true aim of this project is to make housing
accessible and affordable to longtime residents New Yorkers who are unable to keep up with current market rate
rents, then there should be steps to make sure that not only

A. These new units in question are to be *actually* financially accessible to lower income residents of the city

B. That there are actual proposals for rent regulations for these new units (i.e. rent stabilized, rent controlled units).

Failure to implement these basic requests in the initial proposal leads me to ask who exactly are the new
developments for, if not lower to middle income residents who have been priced out of their longtime homes for
years now?

Furthermore, there should be a push to raise the amount of affordable units within the new developments. As it
stands, by the time these are built, only 10-15% of the total units will be affordable. If the genuine aim of this
project is to include New Yorkers who are currently houseless, on the verge of eviction, and in precarious housing
situations, then the aim should be to raise it to 80%, not lower it. Given the amount of people that applied for section
8 housing earlier this summer, the demand is for truly *affordable* housing, not a handful of “affordable” units
within a newly built complex.

The privatization of these dwellings will highlight that those who are able to get an apartment do so out of luck, not
out of being granted a basic right. And on that note, is there a reason why this doesn’t become an extension of public
housing, given the alarming rate of houseless people in the city? Would that not alleviate the precarious housing
issues people find themselves in, instead of handing over a “housing crisis” to private developers who are offered
limited incentives to help alleviate it besides filling their pockets?

In addition, if this is to address the housing crisis that is being presented, then I believe there is a gap in this proposal
to address the thousands of currently vacant rent stabilized units in the city. creating a plan to open up those vacant
units would help thousands of currently houseless residents, adding to the number of units available. There should
definitely be a plan to incentivize landlords to open up the units and *keep* them at their current rental rate.

Lastly, I believe there should be an incorporation into this proposal for green space within the developments. Given
that many of our old buildings built last century were larger in size, some had access to courtyards and gardens,
there should be green spaces for tenants to congregate, and at the very minimum include terraces and/or balconies.

Thank you,
Adilene


mailto:adisierraa@gmail.com
mailto:landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov
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[EXTERNAL] Testimony For Zoning For Housing Opportunity

Adria Crum <R

Fri 10/25/2024 6:20 PM

OO OO OO OO OO OGO s Tesinony
<landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>; Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender
and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Peter Ventura and | (Adria Crum) oppose the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity text amendment. We live in Flatbush Prospect Lefferts
Gardens, where many blocks are not yet landmarked. Our block enjoys community and connections with its neighbors, some of whom
have been residing here for over 40 years. There is a strong commitment to the community from long-time and recent homeowners and
apartment residents. There is great value in a neighborhood where people aren't forced to leave and can live where they appreciate
their neighborhood.

We oppose the Zoning for Housing Opportunity amendments and request that your council members vote "No." These amendments
are not ideal. As you are aware, there is not a need for further upzoning to create housing or affordable housing; in fact, there is a need
for "right zoning" to preserve the stability of our residential community, historic architecture and ensure that population density does not
overwhelm infrastructure, including sewers, public schools, parking, sidewalks, subways and sanitation.

Please support community-based planning to allow local community boards and council members to determine where and whether
zoning or parking waivers are appropriate in exchange for affordable housing or other community benefits and mitigation of
environmental effects. Adding density or reducing parking is appropriate in different places and communities. Most of District 9 is
covered by R6 and R7 zoning that would receive massive density increases, leading to the demolition of most of our neighborhood, with
current tenants having to leave and wait years before competing with the rest of the city in a lottery for new apartments.

Support non-zoning affordable housing strategies, especially affordable housing preservation. According to the city planning equitable
development data explorer, 2/3 of Community District 9 dwelling units are in rent-stabilized buildings. In addition, over 25,000 units of

buildable housing remain possible under the current zoning.

Thank you for your attention.
Your constituent,

Adria Crum & Peter Ventura

I 5 NY

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAA092hneAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=23&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Aesha Valencia

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] OPPOSAL TO NYC A CITY OF YES PLAN
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2024 9:43:48 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

To Whom it May Concern: The City of Yes plan, a 1 size fits all agenda, is a poor fit for our
communities. This proposal will put additional burden on already overwhelmed infrastructure
in flood prone areas. Place stress on already overcrowded and many underperforming schools.
In most situations increased population and density will jeopardize public safety. Our police
force, fire department, EMS, health and human services cannot withstand additional work
loads. This aggressive plan will remove parking mandates for new development projects. Our
car-centric, R 1 - R 5 neighborhoods are already parking deprived. A housing crisis is the
alleged reason for this over reaching plan. However, allowance of tens of thousands of new
entrants to our city while there is a crisis is akin to strategically placing additional holes in a
sinking ship. New York City cannot maintain their sidewalks. Over 9,000 sidewalks damaged
by tree roots await repair. The repair wait list exceeds 5 years. New York City please fix what
you have before adding more. Go back to the drawing board and do a district by district
assessment. Determine which fingers properly fit the gloves and bring a modified product
back to the respective council members and their constituents for approval. Reject this City of
Yes-Housing opportunity initiative in its entirety and VOTE NO! Tell City Planning to go
back to the drawing focusing on affordability, home ownership and our needed infrastructure.
Force feeding creates a gag reflex. This plan in its current state is not digestible for many New
Yorkers. Thank you in advance for your anticipated cooperation.

Best,
Aesha Valencia
Bronx NY 10461

Sent from Gmail Mobile



The Mental Health Crisis in America’s Cities and Their Responses to It

Foreword

The United States is facing an unprecedented mental health crisis, with staggering increases in stress, depression, isolation,
loneliness, and accompanying mental health hurdles faced by Americans of all ages. Addressing this surging mental health crisis
is one of the most pressing issues facing America’s cities. In many of its national meetings, the U.S. Conference of Mayors has
examined mental health issues, adopted a considerable body of policy relating to the mental health crisis, and called for an
adequate federal, state and local response to it. Leading Conference efforts on the issue is our Vice President, Reno Mayor Hillary
Schieve, who chairs our recently formed Task Force on Mental Health.

Following up on discussions on mental health during our Leadership Meeting in March, we asked mayors to respond to a survey to
help inform the work of the new Task Force, further development of the Conference’s mental health policy, and our advocacy
efforts in this area. The survey sought to collect information on mental and behavioral health needs in cities and the ability of
local agencies to meet residents’ service needs; mental health problems affecting young people and the services available to meet
their needs; the relationship between homelessness and mental health problems; emergency response initiatives; police officer
health and wellness; and behavioral health worker shortages.

Survey responses received from 117 cities in 36 states provide a wealth of information about mental health needs in our cities,
how local officials are working to address them, the problems they are facing in doing this adequately, and what they need

to better serve those with mental and behavioral health problems. This information is contained in this publication. We are
discussing the survey’s findings during our 91st Annual Meeting in Columbus, June 2-5, and will use them under Mayor Schieve’s
leadership to inform the work of cur Task Force and in advocacy efforts aimed at meeting cities’ needs in this area and expanding
access to mental and behavioral health services.

me

Tom Cochran
CEO and Executive Director
June 2023

The United States Conference of Mayors




The Mental Health Crisis in America’s Cities and Their Responses to It

The cities that experienced an increase in mental health problems were asked to identify the main causes of that increase. Leading
the list was substance abuse, with 85 percent of the cities identifying it. This was followed by:

= COVID-19, listed by three-fourths of the cities;

» Homelessness, by 74 percent;

= Economic concerns and/or uncertainty, by 72 percent;

« Affordable housing shortage, by two-thirds; and

= Unemployment, by 27 percent.

The cities reported that their top mental and behavioral health problems are:

ﬁw‘-ﬂ‘ + Substance use disorders, in 65 percent of the cities;
& + Homelessness stemming from mental illness, in 56 percent;

* Mental and behavioral health worker shortages (including school counselors), in 56 percent;

» Access to behavioral health services, in 56 percent;

- Mental illness among young people, in half of the cities;

First responder and other municipal employees’ mental health needs, in six percent.

Other mental and behavioral health problems listed by individual cities were depression, loneliness and isolation, lack of
mandatory long-term mental health care, and parent and family mental health and wellness resources.

Eighty-two percent (96) of the cities reported that they have developed new initiatives or programs and/or increased funding to
established programs to address growing needs for mental health services within specific groups in the community.
The remaining 21 cities (18 percent) said they had not.

The United States Conference of Mayors




Drug-related overdoses overtook “alcohol misuse or dependence” as the leading cause of death in the DHS/OCME
count in 2014, and have since remained the main killer among homeless New Yorkers, reflecting a nationwide

increase in fatal drug use.
Not even a lethal pandemic killed more homeless New Yorkers than drugs like fentanyl-laced opioids.

COVID-19 accounted for about 20 percent of the deaths in the 2020 fiscal year, but dropped to about 5 percent last
year, making the coronavirus the fifth leading cause of death. Since the start of the pandemic, at least 135 New

Yorkers experiencing homelessness have died of COVID-19, according to DHS data.

Leading causes of death among New Yorkers experiencing
homelessness, FY2021

Data from the Sixteenth Annual Report on Deaths Among Persons Experiencing Homelessness

Drug- Heart Accidents  Alcohol  COVID-19
related disease  excluding misuse/dependence
overdose

There were 640 deaths recorded between July 1, 2020 and June 30, 2021, according to the city's latest annual report. NYC's
Chief Medical Examiner investigated 579 of the deaths to determine a cause.

'id Brand | City Limits = So IYCD t of Hoi s, Human Re

| Datawrapper

https://citylimits,org/2022/03/08/2021-was-deadliest-year-on-record-for-homeless-new-yorkers/ 11/5/23, 7:44 AM
Page 6 of 15
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Current Statistics on the Prevalence and Characteristics of

People Experiencing Homelessness in the United States
(Last Updated July 2011)

Research data describing the national prevalence of homelessness and related issues are limited. In
this fact sheet, you will find data from multiple sources, including the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development’s (HUD) June 2010 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress (AHAR).
This fact sheet also includes data from the 1996 National Survey of Homeless Assistance Providers
and Clients (NSHAPC). Although these data are older, they represent the most comprehensive study
of homelessness to date and are cited to provide historical context. Notes about differing definitions of
homelessness are included as needed. To provide updated resources or ask questions, contact
Kristen Paquette at kpaquette@centerdsi.com.

Individuals who are Homeless

According to the US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s June 2010 Annual Homeless.
Assessment Report to Congress (2010 AHAR) ', on a given night in January 2010:

« 407,966 individuals were homeless in shelters, transitional housing programs, or on the streets
(this number does not include persons in family households)'
* 109,812 individuals were chronically homeless, a 1% decrease from the previous year

Over the course of a year (October 2009-September 2010)", the 2010 AHAR found that:
. 1,593,150 individuals experienced homelessness

According to 1996 National Survey of Homeless Assistance Providers and Clients (1996 NSHAPC)
data®, 85% of homeless clients were single.

Data in the AHAR are comprised of annual point-in-time counts and HMIS data reported through-
out the year (October 2009-September 2010). Data are reported based on HUD’s definition of
homelessness, which includes people in shelters and on the streets, but not those who are “dou-
bled up” with families or friends.

This number represents people who accessed emergency shelter or transitional housing pro-
grams.

NSHAPC data only includes people who accessed homeless assistance programs.

N
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Mental lliness & Substance Use

Data from research conducted in the past five years indicates that*' X! xiil-

« About 30% of people who are chronically homeless have mental health conditions.
+ About 50% have co-occurring substance use problems.

According to analyses of data from the 1996 NSHAPC*/V:

* Over 80% of people who are chronically homelessness have experienced lifetime mental
health problems

« Over 80% have experienced lifetime alcohol and/or drug problems



have homes. The Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) estimates
that roughly 38% of the homeless suffer from an alcohol dependency while 26% abuse drugs.

Published by Chris Carberg

Battling addiction and ready for treatment? Find Treatment Now

The Correlation Between Addiction and Homelessness

Homelessness is a broad term to describe someone who doesn’t have a permanent residence. While
homelessness is often associated with living on the street, that is not always the case.

Homeless individuals may live in an emergency shelter, transitional housing, or a car. Alternatively,
they may bounce around from place to place, staying with people they know. By definition, anyone
who does not have “a regular, adequate, and stable night-time residence™ can be considered homeless.
According to the National Alliance to End Homelessness, in 2020, more than 500,000 people in the
U.S. were considered homeless on a nightly basis.

Homeless people suffer from alcohol and drug addiction at a higher rate than those who have
permanent residences. Due to their financial situation, they also don’t have access to the level of care
needed to address their drug, alcohol, and mental health issues.

Many homeless people find themselves in their current situation due to their addiction. As a result of
their addiction, they might have lost their house because they could no longer pay their bills, or their
partner or spouse might have thrown them out.

On the flip side, people who are homeless might turn to drugs or alcohol while living on the street as a
form of self-medication to numb the proverbial pain of living on the street.

Addiction and Homelessness Statistics

A survey by the United States Conference of Mayors in conjunction with the Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) found that 68% of cities reported that substance
abuse was the largest cause of homelessness among single adults.

Below are some additional facts and statistics about addiction and homelessness:

e Approximately 38% of all homeless people abuse alcohol

® About 26% of all homeless people abuse drugs

e Close to two-thirds of homeless veterans suffer from alcohol or drug abuse

e Homeless people are nine times more likely to die from an opioid overdose than the general

population
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My name is Aidan Noonan, i am a resident at_GIen Oaks 11004. | am opposed to the City of Yes, due to
concerns of public transportation, as a college student, my sole way of getting to class is by taking city bussing, as it is taking the
bus can take me upwards of 50 minutes, | fear that increasing the number of perminent residents will only cause that time to go
up, either by increased number of people taking the bus, or the increased about of road repairs needed. On top of this | also fear
that an increased number of houses will have on the power grid.

| have spent my entire life living in Queens. As Queens resident, | enjoy my residential community. Cars are necessary to bring my
family to medical appointments and chemotherapy treatments.

| oppose The City of Yes!

A concerned citizen,
Aidan Noonan
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the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to
phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

As a resident of Crown Heights, | am writing to urge the council to approve the city's zoning reform proposal. The current zoning
regulations are hindering the city’s ability to develop and thrive.

| reside in a new 69-unit building that was exempt from parking minimums. The building is fully occupied, so clearly there is
demand for housing without parking. In a transit rich city such as ours we should be doubling down on walkable neighborhoods

that are accessible to everyone- with wide sidewalks, bus loading areas, and zoning that allows corner stores more broadly.

-Alan Mooiman
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From: Albert Taylor

To: Land Use Testimony; District3; Speaker Adams; District2; Districtl
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes, proposal
Date: Friday, October 25, 2024 12:40:19 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Greetings,

I speak as a 45 year resident of Chelsea and active in the
Council of Chelsea Block Associations and the Advisory
Committee to the Hudson River Park Trust.

I strongly support the position of Manhattan Community
Board 4, that the important effort to improve housing
availability 1s best continued with local control and not with
centralized rules that can have detrimental effects that could be
avoided with good local community effort. Quality of life
should be balanced with quantity of housing units.

Issues include:

1. Lacks Genuine Affordability Measures: While the proposal aims to
increase housing supply, it fails to include mandates for genuinely affordable
housing units. This raises concerns that the new developments will primarily
cater to higher-income residents, rather than addressing the needs of low- and
moderate-income New Yorkers who are most at risk in the current housing
crisis.

2. Potential to Degrade Housing Standards: The proposal allows for
reduced housing quality standards, such as smaller unit sizes and reduced
setback requirements. This could lead to a decline in living conditions,
contradicting long-standing efforts to maintain decent and safe housing for all
residents.

3. Insufficient Planning for Infrastructure and Services: The proposal
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does not adequately consider the impact of increased housing density on
infrastructure, including schools, hospitals, parks, and transit systems.
Without a comprehensive plan to expand these services, the quality of life for
existing and new residents could be compromised, leading to overcrowded
facilities and strained public resources.

4. Risk of Overdevelopment and Loss of Community Character: The
transfer of development rights, particularly from landmarks, could result in
larger, out-of-scale developments that threaten the unique character of many
neighborhoods. This could lead to the displacement of long-term residents
and small businesses, as market-driven developments reshape the community
fabric.

5. No Guarantee of Equitable Distribution of Benefits: The proposal's
reliance on market mechanisms overlooks the complex dynamics of housing
supply and demand. There is a concern that the benefits of increased supply,
such as price stabilization, may not reach the most vulnerable populations,
similar to past policies where luxury developments did not alleviate the
broader affordability crisis.

There are better solutions with less risk of detrimental
unintended consequences if local input 1s maintained.

Thank you for your consideration,
Albert Taylor
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attachment.

Dear Council Members,

| am writing to express my strong support for the City of Yes zoning reform package. As a lifelong New Yorker who has lived in over a dozen
different apartments, | have experienced firsthand the struggles of finding affordable rental housing in our city.

The evidence couldn't be more clear: New York City faces a severe and historic housing shortage. The apartment vacancy rate is at its lowest
since 1968, at just 1.41%, while median rents are at all time highs. The supply of available housing is clearly not meeting the demand! Over
half of renters are rent-burdened, spending more than 30% of their income on rent. This crisis affects all of us, but it's particularly
challenging for young people trying to build our lives in this city we love.

City of Yes offers a comprehensive approach to address this crisis. By allowing a little more housing in every neighborhood, we can make a
significant impact without dramatic changes to any single area and ensure that every neighborhood does its part. Studies have shown time
and time again that cities that build more housing of all kinds are more affordable for everyone.

Importantly, City of Yes would end racist exclusionary zoning practices that have severely limited the types of housing that can be built,
contributing significantly to racial segregation and concentration of poverty. Furthermore, it promotes transit oriented development and
removes costly minimum parking requirements, which will not only be economically progressive but also help our city meet its climate
goals.

For young people like me, these changes could mean the difference between staying in New York or being forced to leave due to housing
costs. The proposal's emphasis on creating more affordable units and diverse housing types is crucial for ensuring that New York remains a

viable home for the next generation of workers, innovators, and community members.

In conclusion, | urge you to support the City of Yes zoning reform package with as few modifications as possible. It's a critical first step
towards addressing our housing crisis, promoting equity, and securing a more affordable and inclusive future for all New Yorkers. Thank you.

Best,

Alec Bardey
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From: Alex Knight

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Lift Parking Mandates NOW!
Date: Friday, October 25, 2024 12:16:51 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
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attachment.

Cities much smaller than New York and with much more limited public transit have been
ditching parking mandates, including Buffalo and Minneapolis to name just a few. It's past
time for New York City to do the same. A city with such robust transit is undermining itself
by mandating parking. It's time to move forward and stop making builders include parking.

Thank you,
Alex Knight
Brooklyn, NY
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From: Alex Lefteratos

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Remove Parking Mandates
Date: Friday, October 25, 2024 9:20:48 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

I am a lifelong New Yorker who owns a car and I even recognize that parking mandates for
developments hamstrings their ability to be made with the pedestrian in mind. It's frankly
ridiculous we still have this on the books. We are not Houston.

Best,

Alex Lefteratos
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From: Alexander Schwarz

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes for Housing Opportunity - Support for Lifting Parking Mandates
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2024 5:01:39 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

My name is Alexander Schwarz, of Bay Ridge, Brooklyn.

| am writing in strong support of City of Yes. This is an incredible opportunity to provide more housing for
New Yorkers, which will increase housing availability and affordability, add jobs, revitalize neighborhoods,
encourage transit and promote community cohesion.

I'm specifically writing in support of ending parking mandates, a costly, harmful and outdated policy that
has been eliminated in many cities, to great success.

Parking mandates impede affordable housing development, increase housing costs and rents and
disproportionately burden low-income households with costs.

Building new housing along transit lines reduces emissions, improves access to jobs, boosts
neighborhood well-being and makes commuting easier.

The proposal is popular - 74% of New York City voters support lifting parking mandates - with just 17%
opposed - according to a new poll from Open New York.

It should be emphasized that ending parking mandates does not harm NYC drivers. In fact it benefits
drivers, transit riders and everyone, in that new buildings will only have parking if there's demand for
parking, thus eliminating the current problem of mandatory, often-empty parking spaces adding costs for
new housing, thus reducing affordability.

Thank you,

Alexander Schwarz

Brooklyn, NY 11209
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To whom it may concern,
| am a resident and a homeowner in New York City and vehemently opposed the city of yes, along with many other constituents. Lifting the
guard rails on development will change our neighborhoods for the worst and empower developers to make money versus support the

communities. Zoning restrictions are important and rampant development is not going to solve housing crises.

Please listen to the voices of the people, who oppose this measure, and refrain from passing the city of yes.

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO92YArAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=66&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Joshua Maw

To: Land Use Testimony

Cc: Joseph, Rita; Piguant, Juvanie; Speaker Adams

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Testimony For Zoning For Housing Opportunity
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2024 10:13:19 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
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My family and I oppose the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity text amendment. We live in Flatbush Prospect
Lefferts Gardens where many blocks are not yet landmarked. Our block enjoys community and connections with its
neighbors, some of whom have been residing here for over 40 years. There is a strong commitment to the
community from long-time and recent home owners and apartment residents. There is great value in a neighborhood
where people aren't forced to leave and can live where they appreciate their neighborhood.

We oppose the Zoning for Housing Opportunity amendments and request that your council members vote "No."
These amendments are not ideal. As you are aware, there is not a need for further upzoning to create housing or
affordable housing; in fact, there is a need for "right zoning" to preserve the stability of our residential community,
historic architecture and small business and ensure that population density does not overwhelm infrastructure,
including sewers, public schools, parking, sidewalks, subways and sanitation.

Please support community based planning to allow local community boards and council members to determine
where and whether zoning or parking waivers are appropriate in exchange for affordable housing or other
community benefits and mitigation of environmental effects. Adding density or reducing parking is appropriate in
different places in different communities. Most of District 9 is covered by R6 and R7 zoning that would receive
massive density increases, leading to the demolition of most of our neighborhood, with current tenants having to
leave and wait years before competing with the rest of the city in a lottery for new apartments.

Support non zoning affordable housing strategies, especially affordable housing preservation. According to the city
planning equitable development data explorer, 2/3 of Community District 9 dwelling units are in rent stabilized
buildings. In addition, over 25,000 units of buildable housing remain possible under the current zoning.

Thank you for your attention.
Your constituent,
Alice Hooper
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From: Alice Shechter

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] No to City of Yes
Date: Wednesday, October 9, 2024 4:49:02 PM
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attachment.

Mayor Adams's “City of Yes” Housing Opportunity Plan is a gift to developers and will hurt
tenants.
This plan has:

e No affordability
e No community control
e Tenant Harassment

Alice Shechter

ronx
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Hello,

I'm a resident of Astoria, Queens. I'm writing today to express my strong support for lifting parking mandates
citywide.

Parking requirements make the city less livable and walkable. They perpetuate a cycle where more parking
causes more driving, which in turn creates more demand for parking, necessitating more parking
construction and car-centric street design, and on and on. Lifting mandates helps break the cycle and
encourage public and active modes of transportation, fostering a more vibrant and accessible streetscape.

The exorbitant cost of building parking also directly contributes to the housing crisis. Cities that have
abolished parking mandates have seen a surge in the amount and affordability of new housing created.

In Astoria in particular, our sidewalks are continuously cut through by community driveways/parking, which
are both dangerous to pedestrians especially in this residential family neighborhood, and prevent the
planting of more trees that could help cool our concrete jungle and prevent flooding during heavy rains. We
are in a climate crisis - the research has clearly shown we need to do more to reduce emissions, and we
know how to do it. We know car-centric infrastructure is not sustainable nor does it contribute to a
prosperous city. It just comes down to whether we want to prioritize fixing our problems, or enabling the few
that benefit from this car centric world.

In New York, transportation is the leading cause of greenhouse gas emissions, and personal car usage
accounts for more than half of that. Lifting parking mandates promotes greener transportation options, which
helps reduce emissions. Parking lots also contribute to flash flood risk and the heat island effect, both of
which have disproportionate impacts on communities of color; lifting mandates is a climate justice issue.

| strongly support lifting parking mandates citywide as a critical step towards building more affordable
housing, boosting livability, and fostering climate sustainability.

Thank you,
Alice Thum
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| support the city of yes plans to improve housing.
| specifically support the reduction in parking spot requirements.
| am a 6th generation New Yorker.

Alicia Kershaw

“You can waste your lives drawing lines. Or you can live your life crossing them.” —Shonda Rhimes
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Testimony for City Council on City of Yes-Housing

My name is Alida Camp. | am a member, and former Chair, of CB8 Manhattan,
although I am writing individually.

| urge each City Council Member to vote no..

The short 45-line summary of the entire 8oo+-page document, does not, for
example, state which provisions specifically will deprive Community Boards and
City Council Mermbers of input into the land-use process.

1. The plan does not require affordable housing.

2. Landlords warehouse affordable units.

There are reports that tens of thousands of units are kept off the market.
Something is wrong when landlords benefit financially while the city cries
in desperation for housing.

This should be stopped before the proposal, which allows extensive
changes to the City’s landscape, is enacted.

Start with smaller, easy fixes before tackling an 8oo-page plan that does
not mandate affordable housing.

3. There is no requirement for affordable housing.

A City needs middle and lower-income residents. They work, often for the
government, and should be able to live near where they work. If it weren't for
middle income housing, my parents would not have been able to live in the
Bronx, where | grew up.

Without a requirement for affordable housing, the plan does
nothing to keep New York vibrant.



4. Using bonuses, the amount of affordable housing created, drops to

167% of residential units in that building. This is an unacceptably
low figure.

5. The plan, in the text but not in the summary, removes Community
Board and City Council member input from much of the land use
process... Is this how you envision the City Council, diminished power,
diminished opportunities to influence the City’s organization and planning.

6. The City did not provide an adequate opportunity to the public to
understand the proposal. How could an over 8oo-page proposal be fairly
summarized in 45 lines, 3 for each proposal??

No one actually understands what it means.

For example, | spoke to an urban planner about elimination of community
input which is hidden in the plan. The removal of community input is not
part of the City’s summary. Shouldn’t there be input on the full plan and
not just the portions the City chose to reveal in summaries. Yes, the public
could read it, but if the City selectively highlights what it wants, painting it
as a fair proposal designed to build a little more housing everywhere, who
is going to bother to read the fine print??

7. The plan is inconsistent with other parts of the City of Yes plan.

For example, the commercial plan allows commercial use in residential
units. How is that consistent with more housing.

The voices of the community have not been heard. | met a black woman
who lives in an area of Queens which would be allowed to build more accessory
dwelling units. She told me that those units have been destroying the sense of
community and neighborhood.

The plan undermines historic districts, a valuable and irreplaceable part of
this City.



8. AOC's opinion piece in the Times spells out how affordable housing
should be built.

While | generally disagree with her views, | agree on this one. The
government should be building housing. Until then, affordable housing,
not more market rate, should be a priority. Those who can afford market
rate will find housing. Those who work for the City, the nurses, bus drivers,
government reps and their staffers, musicians, dancers, museum workers,
teachers, sanitation workers, police, and firefighters, need housing. Please
read the piece if you haven't already.

AOC and Tine Smith, Our Solution to the Housing
Crisis, September 18.

Scott Stringer made the same point as Comptroller. He noted,
approximately 5-6 years ago, that the City had 1000 pieces of land on which it
could build affordable housing. The City should not rely on for-profit developers
to build what will only cut into their profits or for which they will exact too much
recompense from the City. They have no motivation to build anything other
than market-rate, profitable housing.

9. More time needs to be spent reviewing the proposal. It tries to do too
much, which isn't fair to anyone.

10.The Mayor’s motives should be looked at more closely.

This proposal does only one thing — provide more market rate
housing, allowing developers to determine the course of the City without
community input and without a plan.

When read in conjunction with the Mayor’s plan to eliminate environmental
review of many buildings, this spells trouble for the City. If you are a proponent of
congestion pricing, eliminating environmental review and responsibility is a far
bigger load on the environment. Already, most emissions come from buildings.
Already, there is a heat effect coming into Manhattan. | feel a heat effect on the
Upper East Side, even compared to the West Side where buildings are lower and
fewer.



Without responsibility, what will the City be like.

This plan denies the responsibility of the Administration to ensure that the
level of new housing the Plan would allow as-of-right is in the best interest
of the entire City.

11. Non-residents buy or rent far too many residential units without
living in New York full, or close to full time.

The New York Times recently published statistics that approximately 24% of
residential units are used by owner here for a few weeks of the year, Taxing
those owners would allow the City government to build permanent affordable
units without either hoping for the good will of developers or giving away the
store to developers to encourage affordable housing construction.

Those owners do nothing for their communities or the City as a whole, while they
take far more. They take in the sense that the land, which could be used for
housing for those who actually live here, and they take because their buildings,
through the extensive amenities provided to lure the wealthy, use up city
resources. When they are here, they use City resources without benefiting the
City.

12. Affordable housing units will be demolished, replaced by market-rate
housing.

This has happened on the Upper East Side, where more than 10,000
affordable units have been lost.

The City of Yes is too much. While zoning is changed enormously, there has been
little effort to inform the public of the vast changes. Who could comprehend and
absorb the extent and type of changes that the proposal would implement. There
are too many details on too many pages, but too little highlighting of the effect
of the changes on the community and the City.

This is a gift to for-profit developers. You should not sign the card.



Please vote No.
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To the Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises:

| am against the City of Yes Housing Opportunity proposal. | believe this will ultimately destroy the
character of my community here in Bayside, Queens. This is definitely a one size fits all proposal.
Why would the City Planning Commission even consider this when we know that every community
has its own needs and characteristics. | also understand that the plan will do little for people who
need affordable housing. Those making really low wages will not be helped with this proposal.

| watched the hearing during your committee meeting the other day. Toward the end, groups of
young men were called up to speak in the chamber, almost all in favor of the proposal. It was very
strange that so many people showed up at the last minute like that. Sort of like it was planned to
shore up the number of "in favor" votes.

| am opposed to the proposal. ADUs, transit oriented development, town center development,
elimination of parking requirements for new construction all are nightmares. | hope there'll be many
changes considered before a vote is taken on this proposal.
Aline Euler
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| am a driver and a cyclist (e-bike now, which are also in dire need of protective laws--that is
for another email) and | support City of Yes 100%.

Truly affordable housing (not developers' definition, a Cost of Living definition, please) need to
expand, and not in Transit Deserts.

Expanding transit and better protected bike lanes/pedestrian plazas, car free/bus-only streets
are all necessary for environmental gains, usable spaces, increased infrastructure, transit
options, and housing for all in our city.

Please pass City of Yes!
Alison McKenna

Jackson Heights, NY (home)
Astoria, NY (workplace and former favorite home town)
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I am against the proposed zoning changes associated with city of yes. I do not want any changes to zoning and want
to protect City Island Special District Zoning.

Alison Winters

City island 10464
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attachment.

Hello,

I'm a resident of Astoria, Queens. I'm writing today to express my strong support for lifting parking
mandates citywide.

The exorbitant cost of building parking directly contributes to the housing crisis. Cities that have abolished
parking mandates have seen a surge in the amount and affordability of new housing created.

Parking requirements also make the city less livable and walkable. They perpetuate a cycle where more
parking causes more driving, which in turn creates more demand for parking, necessitating more parking
construction and car-centric street design, and on and on. Lifting mandates helps break the cycle and
encourage public and active modes of transportation, fostering a more vibrant and accessible streetscape.

In Astoria in particular, our sidewalks are continuously cut through by community driveways/parking, which
are both dangerous to pedestrians, especially in this residential family neighborhood, and prevent the
planting of more trees that could help cool our concrete jungle and prevent flooding during heavy rains.
We are in a climate crisis - the research has clearly shown we need to do more to reduce emissions, and
we know how to do it. We know car-centric infrastructure is not sustainable nor does it contribute to a
prosperous city. It just comes down to whether we want to prioritize fixing our problems, or enabling the
few that benefit from this car centric world.

In New York, transportation is the leading cause of greenhouse gas emissions, and personal car usage
accounts for more than half of that. Lifting parking mandates promotes greener transportation options,
which helps reduce emissions. Parking lots also contribute to flash flood risk and the heat island effect,
both of which have disproportionate impacts on communities of color; lifting mandates is a climate justice
issue.

| strongly support lifting parking mandates citywide as a critical step towards building more affordable
housing, boosting livability, and fostering climate sustainability.

Thank you,
Allen Cheng

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhAMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092YAUAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=42&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Allison Considine

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes for Housing Opportunity
Date: Friday, October 25, 2024 11:11:55 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hi,

I'm writing to express my strong support for ending parking mandates. Like millions of my
fellow New Yorkers, I rely on public transit, my own two feet and my bike to get around our
city. I rely on housing near transit, and to keep rents affordable, I want to see more affordable
housing near transit- and removing parking mandates will make that easier and cheaper.

Thank you!
Allison Considine


mailto:aconsidine15@gmail.com
mailto:landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov

[EXTERNAL] City of Yes, Please! - Land Use Testimony 11/6/24, 4:34 PM

[EXTERNAL] City of Yes, Please!

Allison Kiteley <>

Wed 10/23/2024 10:43 AM

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender
and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hello,

My name is Allison Kiteley, I'm a resident of Bed-Stuy. | was really excited to see the City of Yes proposal, New York is already the greatest
city of America but it's been long in need of an update to bring it to its full potential as a cosmopolitan paradise. A New York City with more
housing could help us fight back against ever rising rents, keeping native New Yorkers in their homes while also making room for new
residents.

It's been a disappointment to see so much of it picked apart. Removing the parking requirement doesn't even reduce the amount of
parking, it just means there won't be more. Don't even drivers wish the number of cars would stop rising? This just increases traffic (and
therefore pollution) for all of us. The loss of the bodega aspect is especially a loss, people may not like local commerce for some reason, but
in my view it's a safety issue. Having stores and therefore people around makes walking the streets safer for women like me.

| believe in a vision of a New York that feels like a truly modern city, one that acknowledges climate change, with robust public transit access,
affordable housing, and ample jobs. These changes are nowhere close to enough to get us there, but it's a first step, and | hope we can take

it.

Best regards,
Allison

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..NpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092X%2FkAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=62&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1
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[EXTERNAL]

Alyssa Azzara <

Wed 10/23/2024 3:31 PM

Inbox

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender
and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

| oppose the rezoning!

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092YBoAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=87&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Alyssa Manfredonia

To: Land Use Testimony

Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes- City Island_ Alyssa Manfredonia
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2024 5:06:21 PM

Attachments: Feedback worksheet Effect on City Island.pdf

City Island _Effects of City of Yes.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Good Afternoon

My name is Alyssa Manfredonia and I made a formal verbal testimony on Tuesday evening
against the city of yes. After speaking, chairman Riley asked me and additional questions in
regards to if I oppose the proposal in full or just because of City Island.

For the record I oppose the full proposal for all low density areas

After explaining- the chairman stated that [ would not need to worry as the City Island Special
District would not be changing. While this is true and we are grateful for this, the current

Special district codes would still not protect us from the City of Yes Proposal.

Please see the attached feedback worksheet giving detail as to how each proposal of the City

of Yes would affect City Island even with Special District Zoning.

Also attached is a markup of the existing and proposed zoning codes changes that directly
state how and why this would be changed. There are also some examples to show the bulk
changes that would still affect our residential districts even with our Special protections.

The special district zoning would protect out commercial zones from being over developed but
the code changes proposed within the zones themselves would not be protected by the special
district and would allow an increase in development and population which our geography and
infrastructure cannot support.

The City of yes should not be approved entirely for any low district areas especially City
Island even if the Special District Zone remains .

Sincerely ,

Alyssa Marie Manfredonia, R.A, AIA
AMArchitecture LLC

New Rochelle, NY 10801

www.amarchitectureny.com


mailto:alyssa@amarchitectureny.com
mailto:landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.amarchitectureny.com/__;!!Pe07lN5AjA!Q4v8FlQxG5Z7MS-ltBDq-mXH9z2zzI3GyVOUJPTsXhk3HK4Fzn23QxoVEChvBE-coKyc0f-zOtHW495nxT4WGJudqzffs5u6xB4$

City of Yes for
Housing Opportunity

CITY OF YES EFFECTS ON CITY ISLAND
EVEN WITH OUR SPECIAL DISTRICT

Instructions: This worksheet is for anyone who chooses to express their support or
concerns. If you choose to complete this optional worksheet, please review each part
of the proposal. Check the box to express whether you support or do not support that
specific goal or project component. You can leave notes in the comments section.

Low-Density

Town Center Zoning

Re-introduce buildings with groundfloor

commercial and two to four stories of

. housing above, in areas where this
= classic building form is banned under

today’s restrictive zoning.

Do Not Support
[l

Support

The special district will protect this in
regards to bulk. Additional use groups
might be permitted due to the economic
change proposal

Transit-Oriented Development

Allow modest, three-to-five story

apartment buildings where they fit best:

large lots within half a mile of subway
or Rail stations that are on wide streets
or corners.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this, only in
regards to bulk/height not in regards to
multi family and different types of
development uses

Accessory Dwelling Units

@@ )

Permit accessory dwelling units
such as backyard cottages, garage
conversions, and basement
apartments.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this

We are 1-2 Family zoned. By permitting ADU on a current
2 family, you ultimately have a multi family dwelling on a 2
family lot- Influx of population/ development that
geography/infrastructure cannot handle safety

District Fixes

Give homeowners additional flexibility
to adapt their homes to meet their
families’ needs.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Only supported based on permitted
exceptions for existing non-conforming
dwellings
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Medium and High Density

Universal Affordability Preference

Allow buildings to add at least 20%
more housing if the additional homes
are permanently affordable. This
proposal extends an existing rule for
affordable senior housing to all forms
of affordable and supportive housing.

o

\'|:.

Support Do Not Support

[]

Special district will not protect this, only in
regards to bulk/height not in regards to
multi family and different types of
development uses

Citywide
Lift Costly Parking Mandates

Eliminate mandetory parking
requirements for new buildings.
Parking would still be allowed, and
projects can add what is appropriate
at their location.

Support Do Not Support

[]

Special district will not protect this at all.
We are a 1-2 family zone that needs on
site parking, with minimal public transit

Convert Non-Residential Buildings
to Housing

Make it easier for underused,

. I nonresidential buildings, such as
I offices, to be converted into housing.

Support Do Not Support

[]

Only supported based on this being permitted in existing
dense areas/transit accessible as they are already are
using infrastructure/ buildings that exist- reusing and
re-purposing things that already existing in permitted
areas- not introducing this into low density areas

Small and Shared Housing

Re-introduce housing with shared
kitchens or other common facilities.
Eliminate strict limits on studios and
one-bedroom apartments.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this at all.
This is a life and safety manner. There is not
information about a new building code which
would set rules for these conditions.

Campus Infill

Make it easier to add new housing on
large sites that have existing buildings
on them and already have ample
space to add more, (e.g., a church with
an oversized parking lot).

&

Support Do Not Support

L]

Only supported based on this being permitted in existing dense
areas/transit accessible as they are already are using infrastructure/
buildings that exist- in moderate space- but if not transit accessible
then you should not get rid of parking to account for more buildings-
reusing and re-purposing things that already existing in permitted
areas- not introducing this into low density areas






Miscellaneous

New Zoning Districts

Create new Residence Districts requiring
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing that can be
mapped in central areas in compliance with
state requirements. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this
This is a life and safety manner. There is not information about
a new building code which would set rules for these conditions,

Update to Mandatory Inclusionary
Housing

Allow the deep affordability option in
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing to be used
on its own. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L] []

-N/A do not currently have enough
information

Sliver Law

Allow narrow lots to achieve underlying
Quality Housing heights in R7-R10 districts.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Does not apply to City Island
This is a life and safety manner. T

Quality Housing Amenity Changes

Extend amenity benefits in the “Quality Housing” program
to all multifamily buildings, and update to improve
incentives for family-sized apartments, trash storage and
disposal, indoor recreational space, and shared facilities
like laundry, mail rooms, and office space. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this
Our bulk will be protected but more people/units
can be put into the space

Landmark Transferable Development
Rights

Make it easier for landmarks to sell unused
development rights by expanding transfer radius
and simplifying procedure. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L] L]

-N/A do not currently have enough
information

Railroad Right-of-Way

Simplify and streamline permissions for
development involving former railroad rights of
way. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L] L]

-N/A do not currently have enough
information
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City of “Yes” Housing
Opportunity

Direct Effects on City Island
*-Even with Special District

& the Changes to Community Board 10
- City Island Neighborhood






Current Districts
On City Island

R2 - (Single Family Detached Residential)
R3A - (Detached Residential)

C1-2 (Local Retail District)

C2-2 (Local Service District)

C3 (Waterfront Recreation)

\ 0 T . T

M1-1 (Light Manufacturing)






City of Yes Districts
On City Island =

C3 ( Waterfront Recreation)

- R2- Detached Residential)
->» R3A - (Detached Residential)

=>» C1-2(Local Commercial District)
- C2-2(Local Commercial District)
>

>

M1-1 (Light Manufacturing)

*While the zoning map does not change, the zones are revised to remove
single family from R2 zones as well has label the C zones as commercial
districts removing the retail / service aspect

COY CODE

City of Yes Zoning Code: 11-122





New Terms: COY CODE

4.

An‘ancillary dwelling unit” is an additional #dwelling unit#, permitted on the same #zoning lot# as a #single-# or #two-family residence# that does not exceed eight

hundred square feet of #floor area#. Only one #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted per every #single-# or #two-family residence# on a #zoning lot#. In the #high-risk flood
zonet#, as defined in Section 64-11, no #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted in a #basement# or #cellar#.

Existing terms like Expanded transit zone, transit zone, have been omitted & replaced with the following

A “qualifying transit-accessible site” (12-11) is a zoning lot that is (pg 29.)

a. in a R1 through R5 District, and meetings the following: Has a minimum lot size of 5000 sf, Is located in a greater transit zone and has frontage along a wide street (75’

min,) or along the short dimensions of a block.

b. In aR1 thought R5 district is located within the greater transit zone and contains a community facility

c. In aR1 thought R5 district is located outside of the greater transit zone and contains a community facility that is existing
d. In aC1, C2 or C4 district mapped within or with a residential equivalent of an R1 through R5 district

e. In a M1 district paired with a R1 thought R5 district

A “Greater Transit Zone” (12-11) is an area comprised of both the “Inner Transit Zone and Outer Transit Zone”

a. Inner Transit Zone is an area showing boundaries in APPENDIX |

b. Outer Transit Zone is an area outside of the inner transit zone that is comprised of blocks that are wholly or partially within a half-mile of mass transit station as per

66-11 (66-11: For the purposes of this Chapter, “mass transit station” shall refer to any subway or rail mass transit station operated by a transit agency.



https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-vi/chapter-6#66-11



New Terms: COY CODE

An“a ncillary dwelling unit” is an additional #dwelling unit#, permitted on the same #zoning lot# as a #single-# or #two-family residence# that does not exceed eight

flood zonet#, as defined in Section 64-11, no #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted in a #basement# or #cellar#.

# 1, #3 would affect how city island is developed
significantly

Existing terms like Expanded transit zone, transit zone, have been omitted & replaced with the followin,






New Terms:
Key Terms

Key terms that appear throughout the City of Yes

Affordable

As a rule of thumb, a home is considered
affordable if it costs less than 30% of a
household's income. Naturally affordable
housing meets this measure when it's available
on the open market. Income-restricted
affordable housing - which is created through
tax incentives or public subsidies - requires
households to meet a legally-defined income to
qualify for the housing.

Area Median Income (AMI)
A measure of affordability determined yearly
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urbg
Development. AMI determines the eligiblg

York City, this measure is based g
el

As-of-right Development
Development that follows zoning regulations
(as opposed to development that would
require zoning changes to be built). As-of-right
development involves limited City approvals
and does not need to go through a public
review process.

City of Yes Zoning Code: 33-121/33-431/33-441

|Mandatory Inclusionary Housing area| —1€e d [222]: if other
modifications a necessary

A “Mandatory Inclusionary Housing area™ is a specified area in which the Inclusionary Housing

Program is applicable, pursuant to the regulations set forth for such areas in|Section 23-96

NCEUSIONARY HOUSING) 27-00 (ADMINISTRATION), inclusive. The locations of

The City of Yes proposal removes a lot of language/ text that
“protected” low density areas as well as the communities. Currently,
anything that is not “as of right” must be reviewed and approved by the
required city boards as well as having public hearings to involve the
community. These boards are important because they allow the public's
voice to be heard and it also allows the City Boards to a more in depth
study of the project for uses/ sizing that is currently not permitted. For
example, these boards ask questions to the answers in regards to
environmental studies, traffic information, site developments,
infrastructure, sewer, stormwater etc.

The City of Yes proposal is making uses and sizes of developments “As of
right” that were not permitted before- resulting in no public hearings
and no City boards which would result in no in depth analysis of these
development






City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

21-10
PURPOSES OF SPECIFIC RESIDENCE DISTRICTS

[ALIGNING WITH PROPOSAL TO INCLUDE ADDITIONAL HOUSING TYPES IN SOME
EXISTING DISTRICTS AND CREATING NEW DISTRICTS]

21-11

— € d [Z2): The Proposal updates the

R1 and R2 — Single-Family Detached Residence Districts

These districts are designed to provide a suitable open character for single-family detached

dwellings at low densities. as well as multiple dwellings in appropriate locations. These districts
also include community facilities and open uses that serve the residents of these districts or
benefit from an open residential environment.

This district may be mapped only within the Spectal Ocean Parkway District as well as

21-13
R3A, R3X and R4A — Detached Residence Districts

9 These districts are designed to provide for single- or two-family detached dwellings on zoning

lots of specified lot widths, as well as multiple dwellings in appropriate locations. R3A Districts
also permit zero lot line buildings. These districts also include community facilities and open
uses that serve the residents of these districts or benefit from a residential environment.

City of Yes Zoning Code: 21-10

| title and language for Rl and R2
districts to reflect the allowance for
apartment buildings in certain

| locations. In addition, R2X would be
folded back in to this section to

| reflect changes made to it.

R2- REMOVED SINGLE FAMILY,
ADDED MULTIPLE DWELLINGS
TO THE TEXT TO PERMIT IN
CERTAIN LOCATIONS

= iCommonhd [23): The Proposal updates the

descriptions of other low density
districts to also reflect the allowance
for apartment buildings in certain
locations.

R3A-

ADDED MULTIPLE DWELLINGS
TO THE TEXT TO PERMIT IN
CERTAIN LOCATIONS

The single family removal and the additional notation
of “Multi family” would make this a “as of right
condition”

What this means is that, its permitted so in the past
when someone wanted to put a multi family in a
single-two family zone they would have to apply for a
variance, and city boards to get this approval. The
board meetings are public hearings which means the
public can speak and be aware of the proposed work

If this is “as of right” due to the new zoning changes,
no public meeting would be required resulting in the
use just being permitted

CITY OF YES WOULD
[ PERMIT R3A ZONE
MULTI-FAMILY WHICH WAS
NOT PREVIOUSLY ALLOWED

CODE WOULD NOT PROTECT
THIS

THE CURENT SPECIAL DISTRICT
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R2 & R3A Districts

Changes to Residential districts






Bulk / Use Changes:

Residential Districts

R2: Detached Residential

R3A: Detached Residential

1-2 Family Use CURRENT CITY OF YES RN SirE 1-2 Family Use CURRENT CITY OF YES B
LOT WIDTH 40FT. 30FT. . LOT WIDTH 25 FT. 25FT, .
LOT AREA 3800 SF. 2850 SF. . LOT AREA 2375 SF. 2375 SF. .
Z\?&Lom AREA S 78 1.00 ;‘;\\';Ig"OOR AREA 5 75 1.00
FRONT YARD 15 FT. 15 FT. 5FT. FRONT YARD 10 FT. 10 FT. 5FT.
REAR YARD 30 201 - REAR YARD 30 20 .
1 SIDE YARD 5FT. 5FT. . 1 SIDE YARD 0FT OFT .
BOTH SIDE YARD 13FT. 10FT. . BOTH SIDE YARD 8FT 5FT. .
BASE HEIGHT 21FT. 25FT. . BASE HEIGHT o1 T - )
MAX. HEIGHT 35FT. 35FT. . MAX. HEIGHT 35 FT 35FT )
LOT COVERAGE 50 "CORNER "CORNER LOT COVERAGE N/A 60% / 80% CORNER P
sz 2055325502536 o LA SR SRR S, VoL B B

O O O % R RN N LY Y Y Y Yy oy oy oy
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City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-331/23-341/23-361





XA

§3A Example:

Additional 1250 sf. In FAR
Additional 500 sf. In Coverage
Smaller side yards

Smaller rear yard

New Single / 2 family homes would be able to
built bigger, and closer to one another.

They would also have no requirement for
parking

The max. Height would still be capped at 35’ as
per the current code

ADJACENT PROPERTY

e U S E s |

e

1ST FLOOR: 3,000 SF.
2ND FLOOR: 750 SF.

___________ — — — o— — — — . - - — — — — — —— Q_______ .-
! T ! < if
o | > =5 |
=] ! S| e !
i ! Al o !
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80 180 50 |
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1ST FLOOR: 2,500 SF. SCALE: NTS SCALE TS

ADJACENT PROPERTY

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-331/23-341/23-361





Additional Changes: Residential Districts

L2 T A A 2 2

REMOVED DU FACTOR (DWELLING UNIT FACTORS) -500 sf per unit now
PERMIT ADU ON SINGLE / TWO FAMILY LOTS

REMOVED OPEN AREA REQUIREMENTS BETWEEN ADJACENT SIDE YARDS
Provide clarification on balcony requirements

Additional stipulations for allowing long term care facilities in R2 / R3A
NO OFF SITE PARKING REQUIRED FOR NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL
CAN REMOVE PARKING FOR EXISTING 1-2 FAM. BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL
WAIVER FOR PARKING FOR MIXED USE REQUIRED

R2 districts now permit rental of off street parking space

Parking spot size reduced to 300 sf., current code is 400 sf.

FAR definition - removed attic allowance of 5’ height for FAR due to increase of FAR ( now .75)

(23-52)
(12-16)
(Omitted)
(23-62)
(24-111)
(25-21)
(25-232)
(25-37)
(25-41)
(25-62(4))

(12-10)
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Additional Changes: Residential Districts

REMOVED DU FACTOR (DWELLING UNIT FACTORS) -500 sf per unit now Small apartments, more densely populated buildings allowed

PERMIT ADU ON SINGLE / TWO FAMILY LOTS | 2 family lots can have another small unit on the property / in the dwelling- totaling 3

(12-16)

REMOVED OPEN AREA REQU’REMENTS BETWEEN ADJACENT SIDE YARDS 1-2 family lots can have building much closer to one another

Provide clarification on balcony requirements

Additional stipulations for allowing long term care facilities in R2 / R3A

NO OFF SITE PARKING REQUIRED FOR NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL | No parking required for new 1-2 family lots

(23-62)
(24-111)

(25-21)

CAN REMOVE PARKING FOR EXISTING 1-2 FAM. BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL| Existing 1-2 family properties can eliminate parking on property

WAIVER FOR PARKING FOR MIXED USE REQUIRED | Mixed use buildings can get parking waived

R2 districts now permit rental of off street parking space | Rr2 can rent there on property personal spot

Parking spot size reduced to 300 sf., current code is 400 sf.

L2 T A A 2 2

FAR definition - removed attic allowance of 5’ height for FAR due to increase of FAR ( nhow .75)

(25-37)
(25-41)
(25-62(4))

(12-10)

CITY OF YES WOULD PERMIT ZONE BIGGER BULK WHICH WAS NOT PREVIOUSLY ALLOWED THE

CURRENT SPECIAL DISTRICT CODE WOULD NOT PROTECT US FROM THESE CHANGES
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Additional Changes: Residential Districts

)
=7

-> REMOVED OPEN AREA REQUIREMENTS BETWEEN ADJACENT SIDE YARDS (Omitted)
> Side Yard Changes- where?
-> Current code 23-461 has open air regulations that permits a minimum 8 ft. required setback

between buildings containing residences on adjacent properties

44 inclusive.-shall-be-permitted-ob i open-arées roquired to

mww%ﬁm&*z)e%&eimwm}mm;mm—m

-> R3A with a zero lot line condition- no more required open area setbacks
> | do not see any language for this in the City of Yes Proposal

Open area at least 8’ wide requ1red between res:dential buildings

748—)‘ %sw&
\ \2'1 6' 5;'"5«‘9
1 I Existing detached detached
| \ | residence with side residential
| | | yards that total at building
| L R R e - T
| | |
| | | #5'7 #-8 5 #5' A8
| | | . . s.;ln yards
From my understanding this has e ae
. required
been omitted
1-2 family lots can have building
closer to one another
zm& zmu ZAo?ran;‘lr.“of Zoning Lot
Adjacent Subject Adjacent
Zoning Lot Zoning Lot Zoning Lot
Figure €

@3-461ed)





Additional Changes: Residential Districts

Accessory Dwelling Units would not count towards the maximum number of units or the “dwelling unit

-> PERMIT ADU ON SINGLE / TWO FAMILY factor,"which is the minimum average unit size (learn more on page 40). This means that single-family
homes in single-family districts would be able to add an ADU.
LOTS
=>»  Does not count towards the dwelling units- s N
OvteADU?er!-orz.-hmij Does not count towards
Essentially permits 3 Families on all lots SYOng with S ke S
size of 800 square feet dwelling unit factor, if applicable

=  An‘“ancillary dwelling unit” is an additional

#dwelling unit#, permitted on the same #zoning lot# as FAR Height .
Counted as Limited to 2 stories,
a #single-# or #two-family residence# that does not Soakley/fal flook aree SN e
exceed eight hundred square feet of #floor area#. Only
Parking :
one #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted per No parking Distuncs fomen ot fae
g 5 feet
requirement
every #single-# or #two-family residence# on a #zoning
lot#. In the #high-risk flood zone#, as defined in Section
Yards Distance between
64-11, no #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted in Pormsttad obstruction in buildi
rear yards limited to 50% 10 feet between detached
yard coverage ADU and other buildings
Ultimately permits 3 families on a 2 family Allow Conversions of Existing Structures

This proposal also extends flexibility to convert existing structures into ADUs under a noncompliance
provision. Existing structures, such as detached garages, would be allowed to convert into ADUs even
if that introduces a new noncompliance - for example, exceeding FAR limits. However, a wholly new
space could not be added. This noncompliance provision may support the legalization of some existing
informal units.

lot with no parking requirements
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R3A with ADU

CURRENT CODE

Example:

I R L B i
ol i l i i
Si | ' | '
S | I | |

! i l ! i
! i ! i i

|

|

|

@

|

|

|

|

|

i

|

|

|

i

[

| |
i i I I i
] | L .. i .|

50" 50' 50 50"

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-331/23-341/23-361

Example of 4 Adjacent Lots in a R3A zone built
to max. Coverage as per current zoning






2K 2K 2

\

R3A with ADU

This is an example of a R3A 2 family house with a ADU and no
parking. Essentially 3 families could be living on such property, there

. . . ) property, there ... 1._._,__.;0;]_ _________ e
EX a m p l e . would be on site parking and with the new bulk requirements the ] 5 I
. buildings are closer to the property lines and larger 2 %—O‘ { 0 :
i i 25 HEIGHT. MAX. o
No pa.rklng required City island is a coastal zone so the ADU cannot be in the basement 00 SF. —] I
Additional 500 sf. In Coverage . . o L : ™)
. but it can be in another building on the property, or within the house | I
Smaller side yards : =
as well | = I
Smaller rear yard i = |
Essentially 3 families permitted i |
This can also be permitted in basements / cellars and promotes working to legalize current non-code L -0|5-0 2 FAMILY P
compliant units i DWELLING P
**no basement of cellar units permitted in coastal zones I DETACHED I
___________________________________________________________________________________ | |
1 ! r T 1 = R
=l | | | |
Si i i i i E l 2,950 SF. 60’|50 ‘%
= i i i i & | 1 %
i i l i i €l R
| | | i i Sl 60% e
| M =
|
i § | (MAX_FOOTPRINT) I §
| < | | <
! | |
|
i | |
| A B il T | WY
i ! : '
@ ! : I
! | |
| 3
i _________ | PP SN PI  T) SSP  SRN p— e ¢ —
I ]
! 50
i i i i i *NO PARKING REQUIRED*
S S . Lol A J CITY OF YES ZONING- SITE PLAN
50' 50' 50' 50' ADU:800 SF. SCALE:NTS
OVERLAY R3A 1ST FLOOR: 2,000 SF.
SCALE: NTS. 2ND FLOOR: 950 SF.
= This would be an example of 4 lots adjacent to one another and how they
City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-331/23-341/ 23-361 would essentially look with max. Footprint and ADU additional unit C OY C O D E






Additional Changes: Residential Districts

- NO OFF SITE PARKING REQUIRED FOR NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL(25-21)
- New construction would no longer require parking for single / two family dwellings as well as there can be

waivers for mixed use buildings

_ Commented [Z12): The Proposal lays out the
e pmhuﬂ.' nqu

———— = Bl eiane e st S SR
w; L w,,‘::,"‘:",;;'z',:}m:“:m [REPURPOSING SECTION NUMBER. ESTABLISHING NEW PROVISIONS GOVERNING fanily houses. Ocher praviously requised
[ALLOWING FOR THE WAIVER OF NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING REQUIREMENTS e e it BEMOVAL O EXISTING REQUIRED PARKING SPACES) Siicrationary sctions The. sectisn alss
- help support mixed use developments o
FOR MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTS, CONSISTENT WITH PROJECT GOALS.] since the ground £loors could be more RIR2R3R4RS R6R7RERIRIORII RI2 e el
sasily used for non-residential uses removed.

instead of parking.

R1R2R3R4RSR6 R7TRE R RIORIL RI2

SINGLE / 2 FAMILY DWELLINGS

MIXED USE BUILDINGS WITH
CAN REMOVE EXISTING PARKING SPACE

RESIDENCE WOULD HAVE NO

REQUIRED PARKING OUTSIDE
OF GREATER TRANSIT ZONES
2540 Commented [Z16): The Proposal would 1
RESTRICTIONS ON OPERATION OF ACCESSORY OFF-STREET PARKING provide a consistent of rules for how
SPACES / parking spaces may be used. Multi-space
facilities could be made available as
public parking. “Individual® parking
spaces (typically associated with 25231
/ | single- or two-family houses) would be Permitted vemoval for single and two familv homes
/ allowed more limited rental opticns,
E“" Ty o mittirales in wost:distsicte [REPURPOSING SECTION NUMBER. ESTABLISHING ALLOWANCE FOR SINGLETWO
'urpose-of Spac = v FAMILY HOMES TO REMOVE PARKING WITHOUT AN AUTHORIZATION.
Use of Spaces Accessory to Permitted Residential Uses This flexibility would allow parking

spaces to more efficiently be used.






Additional Changes: Residential Districts

- NO OFF SITE PARKING REQUIRED FOR NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL(25-21)

->  New construction would no longer require parking for single / two family dwellings as well as there ¢

waivers for mixed use buildings

as37

[ALLOWING FOR THE WAIVER OF NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING REQUIREMENTS
FOR MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTS, CONSISTENT WITH PROJECT GOALS.]

R1R2R3R4RSR6 R7TRE R RIORIL RI2

conmmng llnsldcu:csﬂ m nccotdsuxc wnh Ihls Section:

@ ing lott within the ¥Toner Traasit Zone#:

(b) n any #zonin; Iotﬂwnha”l arealf
the #Outer Transit Z

uare feet or less that is located within

the ﬂ(}malel Tmu.n Zoned

2540
RESTRICTIONS ON OPERATION OF ACCESSORY OFF-STREET PARKING
SPACES

2541
Purpose of Spaces and Rental to Non-Residents
Ise v 1 1t

vaive the non-residential parking
requizements for developments with

r"Immn-m Proposal would also

residences on small lots. This would
help support mixed use developments
since the ground floors could be more
sanily used for non-residential uses
instead of parking.

MIXED USE BUILDINGS WITH

RESIDENCE WOULD HAVE NO
REQUIRED PARKING OUTSIDE
OF GREATER TRANSIT ZONES

‘I c.-m‘mq:m. vroponl mxd
/| provide a consistent of rules for how
| | pazking spaces may be used. Multi-space

facilities could be made available as

|/ |public parking. “Individual” parking

| spaces (typically associated with
single- or two-family houses) would be
allowed more limited rental opticns,
consistent with rules in most districts
Today.

This flexibility would allow parking
spaces to more efficiently be used.

2523
Removal of Required Parking

[REPURPOSING SECTION NUMBER. ESTABLIY
REMOVAL OF EXISTING REQUI|

RIR2R3IR4RSR6R7R8RIRIORII RI2

No parking is required so as mentioned,

If you have a 2 family dwelling with a ADU unit, you
essentially have 3 families living on 1 property with no off
street parking

While the City of Yes concept is that ADU would be used say
for a elderly family member / generation families and
concluding not everyone has a car that would need to be
parked- there is no stipulation on who can live in the ADU
from my understanding. Also, we are not a greater transit zone
so much of the community is a driving due to out location and
access to transit

1)1 G531 G LS8 LN I P AL L

muhl mau‘d hﬂmn Jul) ’0 I9W und ld:le ofadepmnl shall not be removed, except:

@

®)

SINGLE / 2 FAMILY DWELLINGS
CAN REMOVE EXISTING PARKING SPACE

(€)  where located within off-street parking facilities built prior to May 8, 2013 within the

mmumnmmwmmmmmm

25231

[REPURPOSING SECTION NUMBER. ESTABLISHING ALLOWANCE FOR SINGLETWO
FAMILY HOMES TO REMOVE PARKING WITHOUT AN AUTHORIZATION ]

required pursuant to Section 25-22 shall be penmitied to be removed as-of-nght af any tin

However, where driveways such spaces

adjacent #zoning lots#, removal of parking spaces may only be authorized by the City Planning

ide shared access to

s located on





City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

MULTIPLE DWELLINGS ON

(a) In R1 and R2 Districts. #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-family# #detached#
"TRANSIT ACCESS. SITES" IN R2

#residences# or any type of #residence# on a!#quahtvlng transit-accessible site#: I

in R3A Districts, #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-# or #two-family#
#detached# #residences# and #single-# or #two-family# #zero lot line buildings#

or any type of #residence# on a!-#auahfvmg transit-accessible site#: |

MULTIPLE DWELLINGS ON
"TRANSIT ACCESS. SITES" IN R3A

(2)  inR3-1 Districts, #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-# or #two-family#

#residences#. #detached# or #semi-detached# or any type of #residence# on a

Heamalifxrina trancit ancaccihla citatt: and

"Some areas on City Island can fall under a

“Qualifying transit-accessible Site”
NOT SURE IF SPECIAL DISTRICT PROTECTS THIS OTHER THAN HEIGHT/BULK-NOT USE

City of Yes Zoning Code: 22-122






City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

MULTIPLE DWELLINGS ON
"TRANSIT ACCESS. SITES" IN R2

(a) In R1 and R2 Districts. #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-family# #detached#
#residences# or any type of #residence# on a!#quahtvlng transit-accessible site#: I

MULTIPLE DWELLINGS ON

in R3A Districts, #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-# or #two-family#
"TRANSIT ACCESS. SITES" IN R3A

#detached# #residences# and #single-# or #two-family# #zero lot line buildings#
or any type of #residence# on a[#?uahfvmg transit-accessible siter: |

2) R3 1 Districts, #res1dent1al uses# shall be lumted to #single-# or #two family#

- X
#.—nml Rnnn frnv\nif nnnnocil\ln nifa# nn,l

Currently, 1 and 2 families are only permitted “As of right”
For example: most streets off of City Island Ave are only permitted currently for 1 and 2 families “as of right”.
If multiple family dwellings are being proposed they must go to planning or some boards of sorts to be approved- a public meetings

With the City of Yes - “Any type of residence is permitted on a qualifying transit accessible site

This is “as of right” due to the new zoning changes, no public meeting would be required resulting in the use just being permitted
This results in any areas ( shown in orange on the map in this presentation) would be permitted for ANY type of residential use that permit larger

bulk

and can fall under a
-accessible Site”

SQUITIC UIcus UIT ©ily

City of Yes Zoning Code: 22-122
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City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

M C [236): The Proposal would extend
i visions Tulti ilv Buildings the current amenity framework for
quality housing buildings to all multi-

=>» R2and R3A are nowincludein [NEW TEXT] Batter rerlict Gonbmeoricy residensadt

design.
RIR2R3 R4 RSR6R7R8 RO RIORIIRI2

Any existing multi-fam buildings
In the districts indicated, the #floor area# provisions of this Section may be applied to can apply these provisions

S peC i a I F I OO r Area P I"OVi S i 0 nS fO r #developments#, #enlargements#, #conversions# or alterations after [date of adoption] in all

#buildings# containing three or more #dwelling units#.

Multi-Family Buildings M VCOOIIMMM [237): Zoning currently allows

Floor area provisions for amenities quality housing buildings to exempt ~3

percent of their area if devoted to
recreation space. The Proposal extends

[MOVING TEXT FROM SECTION 28-13 AND MODIFYING] this to all multi-family buildings and

expands the allowance to 5 percent to

. Ll
) Th | S C h a pte r fOCU SeS O n Am e n Ity Floor space in a #building# allocated to #residential# amenities, including, but not limited to, :;:Z:;:::ﬁ:xiiazg:c:;p:};::;dx::ﬂ::zlul

recreational space. lounge, communal workspaces, package room, fitness centers, laundry :“::g::g:;on o W

facilities. wellness services or pools. pet amenities. or pools. may be exempted from the in 23-60.

definition of #floor area¥, in an amount not to exceed five percent of the #residential floor area# - = ) )
Spaces not be incl u d ed i n the of the #building#, However, amenity space shall not include floor space for circulation through ~ Amenity space in multi-fam. will not count

the #building#, including, corridors or vertical circulation spaces. towards the FAR- you can make more
residential spaces

3-232 | Commented [Z38]: The Proposal would

FAR calculations to result in Floor area provisions for corridors aintain the corzent exemptions for

their usability. Corridors can now be
[RELOCATING FROM SECTION 28-12 AND 28-31, AND MODIFYING] terminated by apartments with more
bedrooms or outdoor spaces, in addition
. to windows. They could also include a
more Space SpeCIﬁca"y fOI’ Floor space in a #building# in allocated to corridors may be exempted from #floor area# i

pursuant to the provisions of paragraphs (a) or (b) of this Section. Such provisions may be
applied individually or in combination.

dwel I i ng un itS (a)  Comdors Termination

The summary of sections 23-230 to 234 is that they are excluding specfic spaces from the FAR calculations
What this does is- for example, if you are allowed to’build 10,000sf this amount includes apartments, hallways, mechnical

space, amenties etc. This provision excludes them from the calculations which then allows more sf. for residences which
means bigger buildings, densly pupulated buildings

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-23





City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

2}_—& < d [Z36): The Proposal would extend
Special a Provisions for Multi-family Buildi the amenity fr k for
quality housing buildings to all multi-
family buildings. Changes are made to
[NE\"" TEXT] better reflect contemporary residential
| deaign.

RIR2R3 R4R5 R6 R7R8RIRIORII RI2

Any existing multi-fam buildings
In the districts indicated, the #floor area# provisions of this Section may be applied to can apply these provisions
#developments#, #enlargements#, #conversions# or alterations after [date of adoption] in all

#buildings# containing three or more #dwelling units#.

. . . 23231 - Commented [237): Zoning currently allows
Additional text has been added to remove things from the calculations of Floor area provisions for amenities quality housing Puildings €o exempt ~3
FAR. For example: 5:223:12:\ :p:::.n;:: Propo‘s,:: ex:ans

[MOVING TEXT FROM SECTION 28-13 AND MODIFYING] this ;0 :tl‘l ﬂ‘;i“'f“itv ?“ildiw: :"d
. . | expands the allowance to 5 percent to
If you have a 5000 sf lot with a Floor area ratio of 1, you would be cover a wider range of shared amenity
permitted have 5000 sf of allowable square footage to build, Floor space ina #building# allocated to #residential# amenities, including, but not limited to, :f:t;::nf:und in contemporary residential
recreational space. lounge. communal workspaces. package room. fitness centers. laundry e
e . D A recreation space requirement is found

. . . facilities. wellness services or pools. pet amenities. or pools. may be exempted from the in 23-60. |
In this proposal the amenity space and other service areas would not count definition of #floor area¥, in an amount not to exceed five percent of the #residential floor area# o ) ) ) )
in that calculation - meaning that you could potentially have 5000 sf. Of of the #building#. However, amenity space shall not include floor space for circulation through ~ Amenity space in multi-fam. will not count

towards the FAR- you can make more

residential space and say 2,000 sf. Of the other service areas / amenities the #huilding#, including, conridors or vertical circulation spaces, residential spaces

space permitting a 7,000 sf building that currently would not be permitted

23-232 — ¢ d [238]: The P 1 would
e : . : HH ted maintain the current exemptions for
These additional incentives would promote bigger buildings and more Floor area provisions for corridors T R e eV TR A Ca e
residential units. | their usability. Corridors can now be
[RELOCATING FROM SECTION 28-12 AND 28-31, AND MODIFYING] terminated by apartments with more

| bedrooms or outdoor spaces, in addition
In addition which | do not have full detailed understanding of currently, ) st il Bt

. . . . B #building# i : ; " 4
there is also incentives in the proposal to permit more bonuses when Eloor space in a #building in allocated to corridors may be exempted from #floor area | corridor.

o . . pursuant to the provisions of paragraphs (a) or (b) of this Section. Such provisions may b
affordable housing is added as well so ultimately the new proposal is T R R T B e M IS 0

pplied individually or in combination.
permitting tones of residential units to be built as well as allowing them to PSR B
be smaller and different “Styles” of living as well

(a) Coridors Termination

They would also have no requirement or very minimal for parking

The summary of sections 23-230 to 234 is that they are excluding specfic spaces from the FAR calculations
What this does is- for example, if you are allowed to’build 10,000sf this amount includes apartments, hallways, mechnical
space, amenties etc. This provision excludes them from the calculations which then allows more sf. for residences which
means bigger buildings, densly pupulated buildings

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-23





Ci1-2 & C2-2 Districts

Changes to Commercial districts






City of Yes Districts - Commercial Overlay Current

Current zoning- All C1-1 and C2-2 (City Island Avenue) must following the residence districts bulk requirements-

meaning it has to follow the permitted sizing the same for the house.

34-111 Residential bulk regulations in Cl or C2 Districts whose bulk is governed by surrounding LAST AMENDED 12/15/1961 (D HISTORY | (&) (&
Residence District

C1-1C1-2C1-3 C1-4 C1-5 C2-1 C2-2C2-3 C2-4 C2-5

In the districts indicated, the bu/k regulations for the Residence District within which such Commercial Districts are mapped apply, except that when such districts are mapped within R1 or R2
Districts, the bu/k regulations for R3-2 Districts apply.

THE HEIGHT WOULD BECAPPED AT 35'-STILL PROTECTED UNDER CITY ISLAND
SPECIAL DISTRICTAS WELL ASCOVERAGE ANDSOME BULK REQUIREMENTS
-SOME USES WOULD NOT BEPERMITTED

BUT RESIDENTIAL REQUIREMENTS WOULD BE CHANGED

City of Yes Zoning Code: 33-121/33-431/33-441





™ AL ALz 1 A 1° ¢ - L A -l P |

This permits all areas in orange to be able to built with the bulk requirements as per the previous
residential slides. In addition this is now ‘AS OF RIGHT” which means no public meetings or board
approval is required so such development - multi families are automatically permitted

Example:

Residence in Commercial Overlay:
Current: 5000 sf. Lot can have 3,000 sf of FAR
Proposed: 5000 sf Lot can have 5000 sf of FAR

Commercial in Commercial Overlay:
Current: no change

Mixed Total in Commercial Overlay:
Current: 5000 sf. Lot can have 5,000 sf of FAR
Proposed: 5000 sf Lot can have 7,500 sf of FAR

cations
tA Bulk R¢g

[ R31] o060 100 | w00 [ 100 150 [ 25 3 [ 35 35 | P

Dwelling unit factor has also been removed in full and now a flat across the board 500 sf. Per unit is permitted.
This means that when a multi family dwelling is built, much more units can be jammed into one footprint
compared to current codes

Example:
Current: 710 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max. 7 units would be allowed
Proposed: 500 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max. 10 units would be allowed

*amenity space now does not count towards FAR so more units would be permitted

HEIGHT:

While the max. Height is
still 35’ the base height is
now permitted at 35’
which means a full
perimeter wall can be built
to maximum height of 35’

Example:

Current:

Front wall can be built to 21-25’
then must slope back or step
back maxing out at 35’ to
highest point

Proposed:

Front wall can be built to 35’ -no
stepping or sloping back- maxing
out at 35’ to highest point
Resulting in a large box

o T i T - o T

Note: Within the Greater Transit Zone, all districts are subject to the rules for R5 districts.






Potential Qualifying Transit Accessible Locations

Open to Any type of Residence Types and can use R3-A Bulk Re o1

While the max. Height is
still 35’ the base height is
now permitted at 35’
which means a full
perimeter wall can be built
to maximum height of 35’

Current With TOD

Example:

Current:

Front wall can be built to 21-25’
then must slope back or step
back maxing out at 35’ to
highest point

Proposed:

Front wall can be built to 35’ -no
stepping or sloping back- maxing
out at 35’ to highest point
Resulting in a large box

CURRENT ZONING CITY OF YES ZONING

NEED TO KNOW WHICH SITES ARE QUALIFYING- SOME ARE
NO SURE IF SPECIAL DISTRICT WILL PROTECT THIS





Potential Qualifying Transit Accessible Locations
Open to Any type of Residence Types and can use R3-A Bulk Requirements

“Town Center Zoning”

Existing

e Town Center Zoning Examples

this building could not be built

290 City Island Avenue, Bronx This is a three-story mixed-use building

(built 1901) with a commercial ground floor
and two homes above, located on City Island
in the Bronx. This building exemplifies Town
Center Zoning, providing a pedestrian-
friendly experience and contributing to

the economic vitality of the neighborhood.
Due to current restrictive zoning rules, this
building could not be constructed today.

o B L

Town Center Zoning would
enable two to three residential
stories above commercial uses
at the ground floor.

mage Credit: FXCollaborative
—

SITLL MAX. 35'- SPECIAL DISTRICT
PROTECTS THIS





City of Yes Districts - Commercial & M1-1 Changes

Small and Shared Housing

City of Yes for Housing Opportunity is a plan to tackle our housing shortage by making it possible
to build a little more housing in every neighborhood. Together, we can make our city more affordable

without dramatic changes in any one community.

An important part of this plan is re-legalizing buildings with more studios and homes with shared

kitchens or other common facilities.

How it works:

NYC banned shared housing in the 1950s and apartment buildings
full of studio apartments in the 1960s. This has contributed to the
homelessness crisis in the decades since, and forced people who would
prefer to live alone into living with roommates.

City of Yes for Housing Opportunity would re-legalize housing with
shared kitch or other facilities. It would also allow
buildings with more studios and one-bedrooms for the many New
Yorkers who want to live alone but don't have that option today.

These apartments are important for so many people - recent college
graduates, older households that are downsizing, and everyone who
lives with roommates but would prefer to live alone. Allowing more
small and shared apartments will also open up larger, family-sized
apartments otherwise be occupied by roommates.

C din 1928, the Barbizon looks

like so many other classic NYC apartment
buildings, but with its mix of small and shared
units, it couldn’t be built as configured today!

STILL NEED MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THIS
IN DETAIL- BUT | DO NOT THINK SPEICAL DISTRICT
WOULD PROTECT OTHER THAN BULK/HEIGHT

B Enminate dweliing unit factor
[ Reduce and simpitfy dweliing unit factor

City of Yes would allow for
more small apartments

by removing the so-called
dwelling unit factor in
central parts of the city and
reducing it elsewhere.

Map: Where Small A

City of Yes would allow for mg
in multi-family districts by ren|
unit factor in central parts of {|
elsewhere.

|11 Eliminate dwelling unit fag
Reduce and simplify dwel

As previously demonstrated- new dwelling factors would
be 500 in all zones permitting much more bulk on a single
lot.

Example:

Current: 710 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max.
7 units would be allowed

Proposed: 500 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max.

10 units would be allowed

*amenity space now does not count towards FAR so more units
would be permitted

Dwelling Unit Factor ' Y
Current Proposed Cha
R1,R2, R3-1, R3A, R4-1, R4B, - 500 -
R3-2,R4| 870 500 -370
R4, R5', RS 900 500 -400
R5, R5D 760 500 -260
R5B? 1350 500 -850
R6, R7, R8, R9, R10 680 500 -180

R3A now has the 500 DU factor which we never had
before because only 1-2 families were permitted as of
right - now multi families are permitted as of right in
certain areas - this applies in the M1-1 areas of City
island






Citv of Yes Districts - Commercial & M1-1 Changes

Small Housing Shared Housing

[ | [

mly

p N

)

— 00—/

This proposal does not change [[] Shared Spaces within Units
minimum health and safety
standards for a home but instead A
would allow more of these unit [0 Private Rooms
types to be built.

T

[[] Shared Communal Spaces across Floor

As previously demonstrated- new dwelling factors would
be 500 in all zones permitting much more bulk on a single
lot.

Example:

Current: 710 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max.
7 units would be allowed

Proposed: 500 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max.

10 units would be allowed

*amenity space now does not count towards FAR so more units
would be permitted

In addition, different types of housing is being proposed so that smaller
units can be built (more studio apartments) as well as “SHARED
HOUSING” which is more of a college dorm style living where you have a
private room but communal space are shared with your unit as well as the
building - aka “Single room occupancies”

velling Unit Factor )
4 =

t Proposed Cha 1 i,

500 -370 v

500 -400 >

500 -260

500 -850

500 -180

R3A now has the 500 DU factor which we never had
before because only 1-2 families were permitted as of
right - now multi families are permitted as of right in
certain areas - this applies in the M1-1 areas of City
island






Citv of Yes Districts - Commercial & M1-1 Changes

Small Housing

Shared Housing

As previously demonstrated- new dwelling factors would
be 500 in all zones permitting much more bulk on a single
lot.

=[
ol

] i
Olg
u_f
-
&
| -
[] .
S
A ..

This proposal does not change

minimum health and safety

standards for a home but instead
would allow more of these unit

types to be built.

e —

L

In addition, different types of housing is being prop
units can be built (more studio apartments) as wel
HOUSING” which is more of a college dorm style living where you have a
private room but communal space are shared with your unit as well as the
building - aka “Single room occupancies”

Due to no information if the building codes
themselves will be changed to reflect such zoning
changes, new uses and new living types, | find this
very hard to believe and think that such living
styles raise huge life and safety issues that would
need to be directly addressed within the building
codes that they currently do not as well as the
density of people and reduced living space
creating additional concerns

as SHARED before because only 1-2Z families were permitted as of
right - now multi families are permitted as of right in
certain areas - this applies in the M1-1 areas of City
island






Potential Qualifying Transit Accessible Locations
Open to Any type of Residence Types and can use R3-A Bulk Requirements

“EXAMPLE : City Of Yes- Town Center Zoning"
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City of Yes Districts - Commercial Permitted Uses

=>  Due to the Economic part of the City of Yes proposal- different uses can be permitted in addition to the as of right multi family

dwellings

-> LiSt Of perm itted USES- (brief, please see code for full list and details)

Permitted Uses:

. Group 1
o Golf course
o Public parks
. Group 2 (additional rules to some)
o Single family
o 2 family
o All other types of housing including
o Apartment, hotels and affordable
independent residences for seniors
. Group 3 (additional rules to some)
o College / School
o Houses of worship
o Ambulatory diagnostic or treatment health
care facilities
o Non-profit or voluntary hospitals and
related facilities,except animal hospitals
o Proprietary hospitals and related facilities,
except animal hospitals
o Community Centers
o Welfare centers
o Museums
. Group 4 (additional rules to some)
o Railroad transit rights of way
o Energy infrastructure

Permitted Uses:

. Group 5 (additional rules to some)
o Overnight camps
. Group 6 (additional rules to some)
o Food stores
o Department stores
o Gas station
o Supplier / dealers
o Auto dealers
o Retail stores
o Postal
o Telecommunication
o Consumer goods
o Professional services
o Machinery rental / leasing
o food/ drinking establishment
o schools/ institutions
o Personal care
. Group 7 (additional rules to some)
o Laboratories
o Offices, business, health care
. Group 8 (additional rules to some)
o Art galleries
o Non commercial clubs

“As of right” - No board approvals required
for group 2 uses in qualifying transit areas

All with no- or very minimal parking
requirements

City of Yes Zoning Code: Look at Economic Draft *

NEED MORE INFO

HOW DOES GROUPS CHANGE

IN RELATION TO THE SPECIAL
DISTRICT REMAINING THE SAME?





M1-1 Districts

Changes to Manufacturing districts






City of Yes Districts

=>» No changes to density requirements for M1-1

NEED MORE INFO

HOW DOES GROUPS CHANGE

IN RELATION TO THE SPECIAL
DISTRICT REMAINING THE SAME?

[MAKING CLEAR NEW APPLICABILITY FOR M1-D DISTRICTS]

Use Group II consists of #residences# of various types. In #Manufacturing Districts#,

#residences# shall be allowed as follows:

(a) InMI-1D. M1-2D, M1-3D, M1-4D and M1-5D Districts, b}&uﬂ;@ﬂ;anen-ef—thé@y
i in accordance with Section 42-321 (Residential uses in M1-1D

Planning Commission: i
through M1-5D Districts);

(b)  InMI1-6D Districts, in accordance with Section 42-322 (Use regulations in M1-6D

Districts):

(c) In M1-5M and M1-6M Districts, in accordance with Section 42-323 (Use regulations in

M1-5M and M1-6M Districts); and

(d) In certain M1-1, M1-5 and M1-6 Districts, in accordance with Section 42-324 (Use

regulations in certain M1-1, M1-5 and M1-6 Districts).

City of Yes Zoning Code: 33-121/33-431/33-441

M1-1 Changes

(b)  Lower density districts
RIR2R3R4R5 €3 C4-1 ¢7 ¢s-1 MiiE
In the districts indicated. and in C1 and C2 Districts mapped within such #Residence
Districts#, the underlying district height and setback regulations are applicable or
modified as follows:

(1)  #Buildings# containing #residences#

(i) InR1 and R2 Districts. and in #Commercial Districts# governed by the
#bulk# regulations of such #Residence Districts#, the underlying height
and setback regulations shall not apply. In lieu thereof. no #building#
containing #residences#, except for a #predominantly# #community
facility building®. shall exceed a height of 35 feet.

(i)  InR3.R4and RS Districts, and in #Commercial Districts# governed by
the #bulk# regulations of such #Residence Dnsmcts# the undex]ymg
height and setback lati for ildi es#
shall apply, except for #pred y# #c v facility buildings#.

(2)  #Predominantly¥ % ity facility buildings#

The underlying height and setback regulations shall not apply. In lieu thereof. any

Group Il uses which is different residences
are permitted in certain M1-1 zones

PERMITS GROUP Il RESIDENCES
IN M1-1 IN ACCORDANCE W/ SECTIONS
AS NOTED






City of Yes Districts - M1-1 Changes

=> All changes mentioned in the Commercial

kK k kk ok

district shall apply

=>» The Circles sites need a City planning board
approval for any residential development

=>  With the City of Yes- | am not sure if this
would still be the matter. | believe this would
be “As of right” so no public hearing for this
type of development would be required

@  ’still looking into this for more detail
NEED MORE INFO
HOW DOES GROUPS CHANGE

IN RELATION TO THE SPECIAL
DISTRICT REMAINING THE SAME? - BULK IS STILL P






City of Yes Districts - M1-1 Changes

=>  Due to the Economic part of the City of Yes proposal- different uses can be permitted in addition to the as of right multi

->

family dwellings

List of permitted uses- (brief, please see code for full list and details)

NEED MORE INFO

HOW DOES GROUPS CHANGE

IN RELATION TO THE SPECIAL

DISTRICT REMAINING THE SAME? -

BULK IS STILL PROTECTED BY SPECIAL DISTRICT

Permitted Uses:

Group 1
o Golf course
o Outdoor racket courts
o QOutdoor skating rinks
o Public parks
Group 2 (additional rules to some)
o Single family
o 2 family
o All other types of housing including
o Apartment, hotels and affordable

independent residences for seniors
Group 3 (additional rules to some)

o Houses of worship

o Ambulatory diagnostic or treatment health
care facilities

o Non-profit or voluntary hospitals and
related facilities,except animal hospitals

o Proprietary hospitals and related facilities,
except animal hospitals

o Community Centers

o Museums

Group 4 (additional rules to some)

o Court houses

o Fire / police station

o Prisons

o Utility (additional rules)

o Waste/ disposal (additional rules)

o Boat launching

o Docks

o Freight terminals

o Mooring facilities

o Railroad transit rights of way

Permitted Uses:

. Group 5 (additional rules to some)

Permitted Uses:
. Group 9 (additional rules to some)

o
o
o
o

Campes

Motels

Tourist cabins
Transient hotels

o

Material yards

. Group 6 (additional rules to some)

o Food stores
Department stores
Gas station
Supplier / dealers
Auto dealers
Retail stores
Postal
Telecommunication
Consumer goods
Professional services
Machinery rental / leasing
food/ drinking establishment
schools/ institutions

o Personal care
. Group 7 (additional rules to some)

o Laboratories

o Offices, business, health care
. Group 8 (additional rules to some)

o Amusement facilities / parks
Art music dancing studio
Arenas
Stadiums
Assembly spaces

00 0O0O0O0O0OOGOOOO

o
o
o
o

o Micro distribution
o Moving / storage facilities
o Warehouses
o wholesale
o Boat storage
. Group 10 (additional rules to some)
o Animal good manufacturing
o Slaughtering / processing
o Tobacco manufacturing
o Textile production
o Different material manufacturing

“As of right” - No board approvals required

for group 2 uses in qualifying transit areas
Zstill looking into this for more detail about public hearing

All with no- or very minimal parking
requirements

City of Yes Zoning Code: Look at Economic Draft *





Potential Qualifying Transit Accessible Locations
Open to Any type of Residence Types and can use R3-A Bulk Requirements

“EXAMPLE : City Of Yes- M1-1 District

Example:

This is currently approx. 55,000 sf.
Lot
A multi family dwelling can be
placed with a max height of 35’
(base), no parking requirements,
| amenity space incentives, and

| lower DU factor resulting in:

4 3-4 story 60-80 unit apartment
® building with no parking &
potentially no planning board
approval required or public hearing

*still looking into this for more detail about public
hearing

*depending on yard sizing, coverage etc. this is an
estimate

NEED MORE INFO
- BULK IS STILL PROTECTED BY SPECIAL DISTRICT





Conclusion

Our city is a balance between a built environment and natural environment. Years and years of established zoning codes, building codes and enforcement agencies have been set in place and curated
to shape our cities, towns and communities under regulation. These rules and processes have been set in place to protect the safety, welfare and health of all people. While it would be safe to say the 1960s codes
may need some revisiting in regards to use groups and “modern” upgrades- a “one size fits all” blanket zoning does not suit a city like NYC. All of the boroughs have their own unique characteristics whether it's the
people, the transportation, the physical environment or just how the community functions together.

Manhattan is the heart of what makes up NYC, providing its densely populated areas, mixed uses and living up to its long lived title of the “City that never sleeps”. While many people might like this
lifestyle of living, some communities want to sleep. Living on City Island in the Bronx my whole life - it is an easy statement to make stating that Manhattan and City Island are 2 different worlds. City Island is
predominantly a residential community with less than 5,000 people who live a much more relaxed, suburban way of life compared to the other boroughs. While the boating industry is not the same as it was many
years ago- it can still be said that our community is one of the very few places left in NYC which holds a quaint nautical suburban character, trying to maintain its title as “The Seaport of the Bronx”. With these
zoning changes, the City is opening the doors for this to be destroyed. City Island as well as other special districts need an abundance of special district zoning rules to prevent over-development that our
infrastructure, land and public resources cannot physically sustain- such dense areas are not meant to be in these locales.

The proposed zoning changes would destroy what our community has worked so hard to sustain, as well as NYC! In 2003, the City Island area was rezoned to reduce development and preserve our
character. As per the adopted 2003 codes, a 23 block area was rezoned from R3-2 to R3A to help maintain and protect the existing character of the area. 5 Blocks of commercial overlays were removed to assist in
conforming back to the existing development patterns on the blocks. M1-1 Zones were changed to R3A zones to keep with the times as sailing making uses are not as common anymore and changed to residential
R3A zones to adapt with the predominant existing residential use. The “City Island Special District” zone has been curated to protect our unique area. The zoning codes and use groups that may work in highly
densely populated areas like Manhattan or Brooklyn may work, but not in our special district.

While | can agree with the use of group changes to adapt to modern times, from a personal and professional standpoint | do not agree or support the zoning changes for all of NYC, not just City Island.
The blurred lines of permitted zoning types, increase in permitted bulk as well as housing type changes is not something that would work in our NYC society. Our current housing crisis and vacant store issues are
not because of zoning. The “City of Yes” Economic proposal is promoting to provide more commercial spaces, affordable housing / different housing types as well as permit large home operated businesses but all
of these proposals are a complete contradiction of what is currently going on. The “City of Yes” Housing proposal is promoting no parking, more permitted dwelling units on one lot, bigger buildings and new sharing
housing types which unfortunately would only work in a utopia- which NYC is not.

City of Yes is looking to provide more commercial spaces but at the same time stating the abundance of vacant storefronts. Commercial spaces are not vacant because of zoning, they are vacant
because of inflation and a new world of remote working. Providing more commercial space incentives and areas where they can operate will do nothing but result in more empty storefronts. The City of yes is
pushing more affordable housing and opening the permitted use of communal living spaces, more single room occupancies as well as accessory tenant spaces but many of our current affordable housing buildings
and multi family buildings are in despair and unsafe for residents. Our building department takes weeks and months for approvals and is understaffed as well as inadequately trained to ensure that these spaces
meet the proper life and safety standards needed for these sort of mixed use residential types. These same issues would apply to promoting large home based businesses as more people with different uses in a
specific area call for additional life and safety requirements, how would NYC ensure that all these mixed uses are adequate? This is also another contradiction within itself as we want to open more storefronts but
then want to promote more home business, there is no clear path as to what this plan would achieve. In addition they are proposing to permit “moderately” sized apartment building in low density areas. These
areas are low density for a reason and cannot support density. Diteratoried or no instructure exists in such areas and introduction additional housing would result in more issues.

The housing crisis and vacant stores are NOT related to zoning codes, they are a direct result of poor decisions made by our politicians and the current economic climate of our state and country. Our
taxes are high, our infrastructure is poor, our municipality departments are understaffed and underfunded, our subways and streets are dangerous , there is nothing about NYC that says we need to promote
development- we need to promote REVITALIZATION. These new zoning codes are painting a picture of “harmony” but yet they are jeopardizing the health, welfare and safety of communities as well as detrimental
to our already deteriorating infrastructure.

When considering zoning codes, City/ Community planning , all aspects of environment, utility, infrastructure, traffic, community, etc. have to be carefully analyzed to make proper decisions as well as
understanding that each area of a City (especially NYC) requires different things. The NYC zoning code is long overdue for some updates, but each borough as well as some neighborhoods need their own
additional districts and rules to account for their unique characters. While many areas already do have this, the special districts in place do not protect such areas from the new changes and density that would be
permitted. These new blanket code changes would completely destroy homeownership, single family homes, low- medium density communities, infrastructure, character and businesses, as well as jeopardize many
life safety, welfare and health concerns/ codes.

SAY NO TO “CITY OF YES” -Alyssa Manfredonia R.A










City of Yes for
Housing Opportunity

CITY OF YES EFFECTS ON CITY ISLAND
EVEN WITH OUR SPECIAL DISTRICT

Instructions: This worksheet is for anyone who chooses to express their support or
concerns. If you choose to complete this optional worksheet, please review each part
of the proposal. Check the box to express whether you support or do not support that
specific goal or project component. You can leave notes in the comments section.

Low-Density

Town Center Zoning

Re-introduce buildings with groundfloor

commercial and two to four stories of

. housing above, in areas where this
= classic building form is banned under

today’s restrictive zoning.

Do Not Support
[l

Support

The special district will protect this in
regards to bulk. Additional use groups
might be permitted due to the economic
change proposal

Transit-Oriented Development

Allow modest, three-to-five story

apartment buildings where they fit best:

large lots within half a mile of subway
or Rail stations that are on wide streets
or corners.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this, only in
regards to bulk/height not in regards to
multi family and different types of
development uses

Accessory Dwelling Units

@@ )

Permit accessory dwelling units
such as backyard cottages, garage
conversions, and basement
apartments.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this

We are 1-2 Family zoned. By permitting ADU on a current
2 family, you ultimately have a multi family dwelling on a 2
family lot- Influx of population/ development that
geography/infrastructure cannot handle safety

District Fixes

Give homeowners additional flexibility
to adapt their homes to meet their
families’ needs.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Only supported based on permitted
exceptions for existing non-conforming
dwellings



info
Callout
CITY OF YES EFFECTS ON CITY ISLAND EVEN WITH OUR SPECIAL DISTRICT


Medium and High Density

Universal Affordability Preference

Allow buildings to add at least 20%
more housing if the additional homes
are permanently affordable. This
proposal extends an existing rule for
affordable senior housing to all forms
of affordable and supportive housing.

o

\'|:.

Support Do Not Support

[]

Special district will not protect this, only in
regards to bulk/height not in regards to
multi family and different types of
development uses

Citywide
Lift Costly Parking Mandates

Eliminate mandetory parking
requirements for new buildings.
Parking would still be allowed, and
projects can add what is appropriate
at their location.

Support Do Not Support

[]

Special district will not protect this at all.
We are a 1-2 family zone that needs on
site parking, with minimal public transit

Convert Non-Residential Buildings
to Housing

Make it easier for underused,

. I nonresidential buildings, such as
I offices, to be converted into housing.

Support Do Not Support

[]

Only supported based on this being permitted in existing
dense areas/transit accessible as they are already are
using infrastructure/ buildings that exist- reusing and
re-purposing things that already existing in permitted
areas- not introducing this into low density areas

Small and Shared Housing

Re-introduce housing with shared
kitchens or other common facilities.
Eliminate strict limits on studios and
one-bedroom apartments.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this at all.
This is a life and safety manner. There is not
information about a new building code which
would set rules for these conditions.

Campus Infill

Make it easier to add new housing on
large sites that have existing buildings
on them and already have ample
space to add more, (e.g., a church with
an oversized parking lot).

&

Support Do Not Support

L]

Only supported based on this being permitted in existing dense
areas/transit accessible as they are already are using infrastructure/
buildings that exist- in moderate space- but if not transit accessible
then you should not get rid of parking to account for more buildings-
reusing and re-purposing things that already existing in permitted
areas- not introducing this into low density areas




Miscellaneous

New Zoning Districts

Create new Residence Districts requiring
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing that can be
mapped in central areas in compliance with
state requirements. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this
This is a life and safety manner. There is not information about
a new building code which would set rules for these conditions,

Update to Mandatory Inclusionary
Housing

Allow the deep affordability option in
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing to be used
on its own. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L] []

-N/A do not currently have enough
information

Sliver Law

Allow narrow lots to achieve underlying
Quality Housing heights in R7-R10 districts.

Support Do Not Support

L]

Does not apply to City Island
This is a life and safety manner. T

Quality Housing Amenity Changes

Extend amenity benefits in the “Quality Housing” program
to all multifamily buildings, and update to improve
incentives for family-sized apartments, trash storage and
disposal, indoor recreational space, and shared facilities
like laundry, mail rooms, and office space. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L]

Special district will not protect this
Our bulk will be protected but more people/units
can be put into the space

Landmark Transferable Development
Rights

Make it easier for landmarks to sell unused
development rights by expanding transfer radius
and simplifying procedure. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L] L]

-N/A do not currently have enough
information

Railroad Right-of-Way

Simplify and streamline permissions for
development involving former railroad rights of
way. (citywide)

Support Do Not Support

L] L]

-N/A do not currently have enough
information




City of “Yes” Housing
Opportunity

Direct Effects on City Island
*-Even with Special District

& the Changes to Community Board 10
- City Island Neighborhood




Current Districts
On City Island

R2 - (Single Family Detached Residential)
R3A - (Detached Residential)

C1-2 (Local Retail District)

C2-2 (Local Service District)

C3 (Waterfront Recreation)

\ 0 T . T

M1-1 (Light Manufacturing)




City of Yes Districts
On City Island =

C3 ( Waterfront Recreation)

- R2- Detached Residential)
->» R3A - (Detached Residential)

=>» C1-2(Local Commercial District)
- C2-2(Local Commercial District)
>

>

M1-1 (Light Manufacturing)

*While the zoning map does not change, the zones are revised to remove
single family from R2 zones as well has label the C zones as commercial
districts removing the retail / service aspect

COY CODE

City of Yes Zoning Code: 11-122



New Terms: COY CODE

4.

An‘ancillary dwelling unit” is an additional #dwelling unit#, permitted on the same #zoning lot# as a #single-# or #two-family residence# that does not exceed eight

hundred square feet of #floor area#. Only one #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted per every #single-# or #two-family residence# on a #zoning lot#. In the #high-risk flood
zonet#, as defined in Section 64-11, no #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted in a #basement# or #cellar#.

Existing terms like Expanded transit zone, transit zone, have been omitted & replaced with the following

A “qualifying transit-accessible site” (12-11) is a zoning lot that is (pg 29.)

a. in a R1 through R5 District, and meetings the following: Has a minimum lot size of 5000 sf, Is located in a greater transit zone and has frontage along a wide street (75’

min,) or along the short dimensions of a block.

b. In aR1 thought R5 district is located within the greater transit zone and contains a community facility

c. In aR1 thought R5 district is located outside of the greater transit zone and contains a community facility that is existing
d. In aC1, C2 or C4 district mapped within or with a residential equivalent of an R1 through R5 district

e. In a M1 district paired with a R1 thought R5 district

A “Greater Transit Zone” (12-11) is an area comprised of both the “Inner Transit Zone and Outer Transit Zone”

a. Inner Transit Zone is an area showing boundaries in APPENDIX |

b. Outer Transit Zone is an area outside of the inner transit zone that is comprised of blocks that are wholly or partially within a half-mile of mass transit station as per

66-11 (66-11: For the purposes of this Chapter, “mass transit station” shall refer to any subway or rail mass transit station operated by a transit agency.


https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-vi/chapter-6#66-11

New Terms: COY CODE

An“a ncillary dwelling unit” is an additional #dwelling unit#, permitted on the same #zoning lot# as a #single-# or #two-family residence# that does not exceed eight

flood zonet#, as defined in Section 64-11, no #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted in a #basement# or #cellar#.

# 1, #3 would affect how city island is developed
significantly

Existing terms like Expanded transit zone, transit zone, have been omitted & replaced with the followin,




New Terms:
Key Terms

Key terms that appear throughout the City of Yes

Affordable

As a rule of thumb, a home is considered
affordable if it costs less than 30% of a
household's income. Naturally affordable
housing meets this measure when it's available
on the open market. Income-restricted
affordable housing - which is created through
tax incentives or public subsidies - requires
households to meet a legally-defined income to
qualify for the housing.

Area Median Income (AMI)
A measure of affordability determined yearly
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urbg
Development. AMI determines the eligiblg

York City, this measure is based g
el

As-of-right Development
Development that follows zoning regulations
(as opposed to development that would
require zoning changes to be built). As-of-right
development involves limited City approvals
and does not need to go through a public
review process.

City of Yes Zoning Code: 33-121/33-431/33-441

|Mandatory Inclusionary Housing area| —1€e d [222]: if other
modifications a necessary

A “Mandatory Inclusionary Housing area™ is a specified area in which the Inclusionary Housing

Program is applicable, pursuant to the regulations set forth for such areas in|Section 23-96

NCEUSIONARY HOUSING) 27-00 (ADMINISTRATION), inclusive. The locations of

The City of Yes proposal removes a lot of language/ text that
“protected” low density areas as well as the communities. Currently,
anything that is not “as of right” must be reviewed and approved by the
required city boards as well as having public hearings to involve the
community. These boards are important because they allow the public's
voice to be heard and it also allows the City Boards to a more in depth
study of the project for uses/ sizing that is currently not permitted. For
example, these boards ask questions to the answers in regards to
environmental studies, traffic information, site developments,
infrastructure, sewer, stormwater etc.

The City of Yes proposal is making uses and sizes of developments “As of
right” that were not permitted before- resulting in no public hearings
and no City boards which would result in no in depth analysis of these
development




City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

21-10
PURPOSES OF SPECIFIC RESIDENCE DISTRICTS

[ALIGNING WITH PROPOSAL TO INCLUDE ADDITIONAL HOUSING TYPES IN SOME
EXISTING DISTRICTS AND CREATING NEW DISTRICTS]

21-11

— € d [Z2): The Proposal updates the

R1 and R2 — Single-Family Detached Residence Districts

These districts are designed to provide a suitable open character for single-family detached

dwellings at low densities. as well as multiple dwellings in appropriate locations. These districts
also include community facilities and open uses that serve the residents of these districts or
benefit from an open residential environment.

This district may be mapped only within the Spectal Ocean Parkway District as well as

21-13
R3A, R3X and R4A — Detached Residence Districts

9 These districts are designed to provide for single- or two-family detached dwellings on zoning

lots of specified lot widths, as well as multiple dwellings in appropriate locations. R3A Districts
also permit zero lot line buildings. These districts also include community facilities and open
uses that serve the residents of these districts or benefit from a residential environment.

City of Yes Zoning Code: 21-10

| title and language for Rl and R2
districts to reflect the allowance for
apartment buildings in certain

| locations. In addition, R2X would be
folded back in to this section to

| reflect changes made to it.

R2- REMOVED SINGLE FAMILY,
ADDED MULTIPLE DWELLINGS
TO THE TEXT TO PERMIT IN
CERTAIN LOCATIONS

= iCommonhd [23): The Proposal updates the

descriptions of other low density
districts to also reflect the allowance
for apartment buildings in certain
locations.

R3A-

ADDED MULTIPLE DWELLINGS
TO THE TEXT TO PERMIT IN
CERTAIN LOCATIONS

The single family removal and the additional notation
of “Multi family” would make this a “as of right
condition”

What this means is that, its permitted so in the past
when someone wanted to put a multi family in a
single-two family zone they would have to apply for a
variance, and city boards to get this approval. The
board meetings are public hearings which means the
public can speak and be aware of the proposed work

If this is “as of right” due to the new zoning changes,
no public meeting would be required resulting in the
use just being permitted

CITY OF YES WOULD
[ PERMIT R3A ZONE
MULTI-FAMILY WHICH WAS
NOT PREVIOUSLY ALLOWED

CODE WOULD NOT PROTECT
THIS

THE CURENT SPECIAL DISTRICT
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R2 & R3A Districts

Changes to Residential districts




Bulk / Use Changes:

Residential Districts

R2: Detached Residential

R3A: Detached Residential

1-2 Family Use CURRENT CITY OF YES RN SirE 1-2 Family Use CURRENT CITY OF YES B
LOT WIDTH 40FT. 30FT. . LOT WIDTH 25 FT. 25FT, .
LOT AREA 3800 SF. 2850 SF. . LOT AREA 2375 SF. 2375 SF. .
Z\?&Lom AREA S 78 1.00 ;‘;\\';Ig"OOR AREA 5 75 1.00
FRONT YARD 15 FT. 15 FT. 5FT. FRONT YARD 10 FT. 10 FT. 5FT.
REAR YARD 30 201 - REAR YARD 30 20 .
1 SIDE YARD 5FT. 5FT. . 1 SIDE YARD 0FT OFT .
BOTH SIDE YARD 13FT. 10FT. . BOTH SIDE YARD 8FT 5FT. .
BASE HEIGHT 21FT. 25FT. . BASE HEIGHT o1 T - )
MAX. HEIGHT 35FT. 35FT. . MAX. HEIGHT 35 FT 35FT )
LOT COVERAGE 50 "CORNER "CORNER LOT COVERAGE N/A 60% / 80% CORNER P
sz 2055325502536 o LA SR SRR S, VoL B B

O O O % R RN N LY Y Y Y Yy oy oy oy
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- — — — — — — — e s — —— — — — — =~ — — — — — — — .-
R2 Example: iy 1 - < 1
ol | ol o |
(=] | —d 5 |
" - i = o i
Add!t!onal 1250 sf. In FAR | | OPEN AREA l = |
- Additional 600 sf. In Coverage i C | REQUIREMENT ; = i
-  Smaller side yards i | i o i
> Smaller rear yard i | i i
80'H0) | 0p.01 [
New Single / 2 family homes would be able to I 13 r—————— - 10R2 [ A
built bigger, and closer to one another. ! | | o D'V:VAE’Z;.LII);G o
They would also have no requirement for > I 10R2 ! > g l DETACHED I L
parking & : FAMILY s gl ! 3,750 SF Lo B
& ! DWELLING 8.0 50| w @i lnd 0p0; w
The max. Height would still be capped at 35’ as 8 ! | DETACHED | | 8 QO: ! l | ! 8
per the current code = [ [ o 60% | 4
§ b észsszgf;); [ § § P COVERAGE [ §
| . | | OFLOT |
3 e ooreany i 13 3! i auaxsoorem BE
< | | < < [ | <
| | i |
epiemnd] ! [l swaned ] | e
! = ! ! 1 !
=
i g{ i = i
_________ b Ty covsmn_spman epagelig o o e s o Tk spens aecpey speme sl
1 1
50 30
CURRENT ZONING- SITE PLAN CITY OF YES ZONING- SITE PLAN
1STFLOOR: 2,200 SF. SCALE: NTS SCALE: NTS

§ STORY:- 300 SF.

1ST FLOOR: 2,800 SF.
2ND FLOOR: 850 SF.

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-331/23-341/23-361



XA

§3A Example:

Additional 1250 sf. In FAR
Additional 500 sf. In Coverage
Smaller side yards

Smaller rear yard

New Single / 2 family homes would be able to
built bigger, and closer to one another.

They would also have no requirement for
parking

The max. Height would still be capped at 35’ as
per the current code

ADJACENT PROPERTY

e U S E s |

e

1ST FLOOR: 3,000 SF.
2ND FLOOR: 750 SF.

___________ — — — o— — — — . - - — — — — — —— Q_______ .-
! T ! < if
o | > =5 |
=] ! S| e !
i ! Al o !
| | ~ OPEN AREA | = |
i _ | REQUIREMENT =3 i
ol ! !
0 | !
80 180 50 |
130 - ] 10R2 i
: FAMILY =
i DWELLING i
;A%F;L?Y il > ! DETACHED B
S 1 I 1}
DWELLING | 5 | LB 5.05.0}
DETACHED | 1S S |
i & & | i
N = | 60% ool
1STORY @ R & COVERAGE !
2,500 SF. | | < OFLOT |
(MAX. FOOTPRINT) =1 al (MAX.FOOTPRINT) |
i | < < | i |
! i
| Lomeame e ]| | L
. =] ! ! -
! % ! ! [ |
SETEN [SORBREN. i SR o [P e e o ol gl | ey smag o e
30" 90"
CURRENT ZONING- SITE PLAN CITY OF YES ZONING- SITE PLAN
1ST FLOOR: 2,500 SF. SCALE: NTS SCALE TS

ADJACENT PROPERTY

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-331/23-341/23-361



Additional Changes: Residential Districts

L2 T A A 2 2

REMOVED DU FACTOR (DWELLING UNIT FACTORS) -500 sf per unit now
PERMIT ADU ON SINGLE / TWO FAMILY LOTS

REMOVED OPEN AREA REQUIREMENTS BETWEEN ADJACENT SIDE YARDS
Provide clarification on balcony requirements

Additional stipulations for allowing long term care facilities in R2 / R3A
NO OFF SITE PARKING REQUIRED FOR NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL
CAN REMOVE PARKING FOR EXISTING 1-2 FAM. BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL
WAIVER FOR PARKING FOR MIXED USE REQUIRED

R2 districts now permit rental of off street parking space

Parking spot size reduced to 300 sf., current code is 400 sf.

FAR definition - removed attic allowance of 5’ height for FAR due to increase of FAR ( now .75)

(23-52)
(12-16)
(Omitted)
(23-62)
(24-111)
(25-21)
(25-232)
(25-37)
(25-41)
(25-62(4))

(12-10)
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Additional Changes: Residential Districts

REMOVED DU FACTOR (DWELLING UNIT FACTORS) -500 sf per unit now Small apartments, more densely populated buildings allowed

PERMIT ADU ON SINGLE / TWO FAMILY LOTS | 2 family lots can have another small unit on the property / in the dwelling- totaling 3

(12-16)

REMOVED OPEN AREA REQU’REMENTS BETWEEN ADJACENT SIDE YARDS 1-2 family lots can have building much closer to one another

Provide clarification on balcony requirements

Additional stipulations for allowing long term care facilities in R2 / R3A

NO OFF SITE PARKING REQUIRED FOR NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL | No parking required for new 1-2 family lots

(23-62)
(24-111)

(25-21)

CAN REMOVE PARKING FOR EXISTING 1-2 FAM. BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL| Existing 1-2 family properties can eliminate parking on property

WAIVER FOR PARKING FOR MIXED USE REQUIRED | Mixed use buildings can get parking waived

R2 districts now permit rental of off street parking space | Rr2 can rent there on property personal spot

Parking spot size reduced to 300 sf., current code is 400 sf.

L2 T A A 2 2

FAR definition - removed attic allowance of 5’ height for FAR due to increase of FAR ( nhow .75)

(25-37)
(25-41)
(25-62(4))

(12-10)

CITY OF YES WOULD PERMIT ZONE BIGGER BULK WHICH WAS NOT PREVIOUSLY ALLOWED THE

CURRENT SPECIAL DISTRICT CODE WOULD NOT PROTECT US FROM THESE CHANGES
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Additional Changes: Residential Districts

)
=7

-> REMOVED OPEN AREA REQUIREMENTS BETWEEN ADJACENT SIDE YARDS (Omitted)
> Side Yard Changes- where?
-> Current code 23-461 has open air regulations that permits a minimum 8 ft. required setback

between buildings containing residences on adjacent properties

44 inclusive.-shall-be-permitted-ob i open-arées roquired to

mww%ﬁm&*z)e%&eimwm}mm;mm—m

-> R3A with a zero lot line condition- no more required open area setbacks
> | do not see any language for this in the City of Yes Proposal

Open area at least 8’ wide requ1red between res:dential buildings

748—)‘ %sw&
\ \2'1 6' 5;'"5«‘9
1 I Existing detached detached
| \ | residence with side residential
| | | yards that total at building
| L R R e - T
| | |
| | | #5'7 #-8 5 #5' A8
| | | . . s.;ln yards
From my understanding this has e ae
. required
been omitted
1-2 family lots can have building
closer to one another
zm& zmu ZAo?ran;‘lr.“of Zoning Lot
Adjacent Subject Adjacent
Zoning Lot Zoning Lot Zoning Lot
Figure €

@3-461ed)



Additional Changes: Residential Districts

Accessory Dwelling Units would not count towards the maximum number of units or the “dwelling unit

-> PERMIT ADU ON SINGLE / TWO FAMILY factor,"which is the minimum average unit size (learn more on page 40). This means that single-family
homes in single-family districts would be able to add an ADU.
LOTS
=>»  Does not count towards the dwelling units- s N
OvteADU?er!-orz.-hmij Does not count towards
Essentially permits 3 Families on all lots SYOng with S ke S
size of 800 square feet dwelling unit factor, if applicable

=  An‘“ancillary dwelling unit” is an additional

#dwelling unit#, permitted on the same #zoning lot# as FAR Height .
Counted as Limited to 2 stories,
a #single-# or #two-family residence# that does not Soakley/fal flook aree SN e
exceed eight hundred square feet of #floor area#. Only
Parking :
one #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted per No parking Distuncs fomen ot fae
g 5 feet
requirement
every #single-# or #two-family residence# on a #zoning
lot#. In the #high-risk flood zone#, as defined in Section
Yards Distance between
64-11, no #ancillary dwelling unit# shall be permitted in Pormsttad obstruction in buildi
rear yards limited to 50% 10 feet between detached
yard coverage ADU and other buildings
Ultimately permits 3 families on a 2 family Allow Conversions of Existing Structures

This proposal also extends flexibility to convert existing structures into ADUs under a noncompliance
provision. Existing structures, such as detached garages, would be allowed to convert into ADUs even
if that introduces a new noncompliance - for example, exceeding FAR limits. However, a wholly new
space could not be added. This noncompliance provision may support the legalization of some existing
informal units.

lot with no parking requirements
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R3A with ADU

CURRENT CODE

Example:

I R L B i
ol i l i i
Si | ' | '
S | I | |

! i l ! i
! i ! i i

|

|

|

@

|

|

|

|

|

i

|

|

|

i

[

| |
i i I I i
] | L .. i .|

50" 50' 50 50"

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-331/23-341/23-361

Example of 4 Adjacent Lots in a R3A zone built
to max. Coverage as per current zoning




2K 2K 2

\

R3A with ADU

This is an example of a R3A 2 family house with a ADU and no
parking. Essentially 3 families could be living on such property, there

. . . ) property, there ... 1._._,__.;0;]_ _________ e
EX a m p l e . would be on site parking and with the new bulk requirements the ] 5 I
. buildings are closer to the property lines and larger 2 %—O‘ { 0 :
i i 25 HEIGHT. MAX. o
No pa.rklng required City island is a coastal zone so the ADU cannot be in the basement 00 SF. —] I
Additional 500 sf. In Coverage . . o L : ™)
. but it can be in another building on the property, or within the house | I
Smaller side yards : =
as well | = I
Smaller rear yard i = |
Essentially 3 families permitted i |
This can also be permitted in basements / cellars and promotes working to legalize current non-code L -0|5-0 2 FAMILY P
compliant units i DWELLING P
**no basement of cellar units permitted in coastal zones I DETACHED I
___________________________________________________________________________________ | |
1 ! r T 1 = R
=l | | | |
Si i i i i E l 2,950 SF. 60’|50 ‘%
= i i i i & | 1 %
i i l i i €l R
| | | i i Sl 60% e
| M =
|
i § | (MAX_FOOTPRINT) I §
| < | | <
! | |
|
i | |
| A B il T | WY
i ! : '
@ ! : I
! | |
| 3
i _________ | PP SN PI  T) SSP  SRN p— e ¢ —
I ]
! 50
i i i i i *NO PARKING REQUIRED*
S S . Lol A J CITY OF YES ZONING- SITE PLAN
50' 50' 50' 50' ADU:800 SF. SCALE:NTS
OVERLAY R3A 1ST FLOOR: 2,000 SF.
SCALE: NTS. 2ND FLOOR: 950 SF.
= This would be an example of 4 lots adjacent to one another and how they
City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-331/23-341/ 23-361 would essentially look with max. Footprint and ADU additional unit C OY C O D E




Additional Changes: Residential Districts

- NO OFF SITE PARKING REQUIRED FOR NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL(25-21)
- New construction would no longer require parking for single / two family dwellings as well as there can be

waivers for mixed use buildings

_ Commented [Z12): The Proposal lays out the
e pmhuﬂ.' nqu

———— = Bl eiane e st S SR
w; L w,,‘::,"‘:",;;'z',:}m:“:m [REPURPOSING SECTION NUMBER. ESTABLISHING NEW PROVISIONS GOVERNING fanily houses. Ocher praviously requised
[ALLOWING FOR THE WAIVER OF NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING REQUIREMENTS e e it BEMOVAL O EXISTING REQUIRED PARKING SPACES) Siicrationary sctions The. sectisn alss
- help support mixed use developments o
FOR MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTS, CONSISTENT WITH PROJECT GOALS.] since the ground £loors could be more RIR2R3R4RS R6R7RERIRIORII RI2 e el
sasily used for non-residential uses removed.

instead of parking.

R1R2R3R4RSR6 R7TRE R RIORIL RI2

SINGLE / 2 FAMILY DWELLINGS

MIXED USE BUILDINGS WITH
CAN REMOVE EXISTING PARKING SPACE

RESIDENCE WOULD HAVE NO

REQUIRED PARKING OUTSIDE
OF GREATER TRANSIT ZONES
2540 Commented [Z16): The Proposal would 1
RESTRICTIONS ON OPERATION OF ACCESSORY OFF-STREET PARKING provide a consistent of rules for how
SPACES / parking spaces may be used. Multi-space
facilities could be made available as
public parking. “Individual® parking
spaces (typically associated with 25231
/ | single- or two-family houses) would be Permitted vemoval for single and two familv homes
/ allowed more limited rental opticns,
E“" Ty o mittirales in wost:distsicte [REPURPOSING SECTION NUMBER. ESTABLISHING ALLOWANCE FOR SINGLETWO
'urpose-of Spac = v FAMILY HOMES TO REMOVE PARKING WITHOUT AN AUTHORIZATION.
Use of Spaces Accessory to Permitted Residential Uses This flexibility would allow parking

spaces to more efficiently be used.




Additional Changes: Residential Districts

- NO OFF SITE PARKING REQUIRED FOR NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL(25-21)

->  New construction would no longer require parking for single / two family dwellings as well as there ¢

waivers for mixed use buildings

as37

[ALLOWING FOR THE WAIVER OF NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING REQUIREMENTS
FOR MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTS, CONSISTENT WITH PROJECT GOALS.]

R1R2R3R4RSR6 R7TRE R RIORIL RI2

conmmng llnsldcu:csﬂ m nccotdsuxc wnh Ihls Section:

@ ing lott within the ¥Toner Traasit Zone#:

(b) n any #zonin; Iotﬂwnha”l arealf
the #Outer Transit Z

uare feet or less that is located within

the ﬂ(}malel Tmu.n Zoned

2540
RESTRICTIONS ON OPERATION OF ACCESSORY OFF-STREET PARKING
SPACES

2541
Purpose of Spaces and Rental to Non-Residents
Ise v 1 1t

vaive the non-residential parking
requizements for developments with

r"Immn-m Proposal would also

residences on small lots. This would
help support mixed use developments
since the ground floors could be more
sanily used for non-residential uses
instead of parking.

MIXED USE BUILDINGS WITH

RESIDENCE WOULD HAVE NO
REQUIRED PARKING OUTSIDE
OF GREATER TRANSIT ZONES

‘I c.-m‘mq:m. vroponl mxd
/| provide a consistent of rules for how
| | pazking spaces may be used. Multi-space

facilities could be made available as

|/ |public parking. “Individual” parking

| spaces (typically associated with
single- or two-family houses) would be
allowed more limited rental opticns,
consistent with rules in most districts
Today.

This flexibility would allow parking
spaces to more efficiently be used.

2523
Removal of Required Parking

[REPURPOSING SECTION NUMBER. ESTABLIY
REMOVAL OF EXISTING REQUI|

RIR2R3IR4RSR6R7R8RIRIORII RI2

No parking is required so as mentioned,

If you have a 2 family dwelling with a ADU unit, you
essentially have 3 families living on 1 property with no off
street parking

While the City of Yes concept is that ADU would be used say
for a elderly family member / generation families and
concluding not everyone has a car that would need to be
parked- there is no stipulation on who can live in the ADU
from my understanding. Also, we are not a greater transit zone
so much of the community is a driving due to out location and
access to transit

1)1 G531 G LS8 LN I P AL L

muhl mau‘d hﬂmn Jul) ’0 I9W und ld:le ofadepmnl shall not be removed, except:

@

®)

SINGLE / 2 FAMILY DWELLINGS
CAN REMOVE EXISTING PARKING SPACE

(€)  where located within off-street parking facilities built prior to May 8, 2013 within the

mmumnmmwmmmmmm

25231

[REPURPOSING SECTION NUMBER. ESTABLISHING ALLOWANCE FOR SINGLETWO
FAMILY HOMES TO REMOVE PARKING WITHOUT AN AUTHORIZATION ]

required pursuant to Section 25-22 shall be penmitied to be removed as-of-nght af any tin

However, where driveways such spaces

adjacent #zoning lots#, removal of parking spaces may only be authorized by the City Planning

ide shared access to

s located on



City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

MULTIPLE DWELLINGS ON

(a) In R1 and R2 Districts. #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-family# #detached#
"TRANSIT ACCESS. SITES" IN R2

#residences# or any type of #residence# on a!#quahtvlng transit-accessible site#: I

in R3A Districts, #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-# or #two-family#
#detached# #residences# and #single-# or #two-family# #zero lot line buildings#

or any type of #residence# on a!-#auahfvmg transit-accessible site#: |

MULTIPLE DWELLINGS ON
"TRANSIT ACCESS. SITES" IN R3A

(2)  inR3-1 Districts, #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-# or #two-family#

#residences#. #detached# or #semi-detached# or any type of #residence# on a

Heamalifxrina trancit ancaccihla citatt: and

"Some areas on City Island can fall under a

“Qualifying transit-accessible Site”
NOT SURE IF SPECIAL DISTRICT PROTECTS THIS OTHER THAN HEIGHT/BULK-NOT USE

City of Yes Zoning Code: 22-122




City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

MULTIPLE DWELLINGS ON
"TRANSIT ACCESS. SITES" IN R2

(a) In R1 and R2 Districts. #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-family# #detached#
#residences# or any type of #residence# on a!#quahtvlng transit-accessible site#: I

MULTIPLE DWELLINGS ON

in R3A Districts, #residential uses# shall be limited to #single-# or #two-family#
"TRANSIT ACCESS. SITES" IN R3A

#detached# #residences# and #single-# or #two-family# #zero lot line buildings#
or any type of #residence# on a[#?uahfvmg transit-accessible siter: |

2) R3 1 Districts, #res1dent1al uses# shall be lumted to #single-# or #two family#

- X
#.—nml Rnnn frnv\nif nnnnocil\ln nifa# nn,l

Currently, 1 and 2 families are only permitted “As of right”
For example: most streets off of City Island Ave are only permitted currently for 1 and 2 families “as of right”.
If multiple family dwellings are being proposed they must go to planning or some boards of sorts to be approved- a public meetings

With the City of Yes - “Any type of residence is permitted on a qualifying transit accessible site

This is “as of right” due to the new zoning changes, no public meeting would be required resulting in the use just being permitted
This results in any areas ( shown in orange on the map in this presentation) would be permitted for ANY type of residential use that permit larger

bulk

and can fall under a
-accessible Site”

SQUITIC UIcus UIT ©ily

City of Yes Zoning Code: 22-122
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City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

M C [236): The Proposal would extend
i visions Tulti ilv Buildings the current amenity framework for
quality housing buildings to all multi-

=>» R2and R3A are nowincludein [NEW TEXT] Batter rerlict Gonbmeoricy residensadt

design.
RIR2R3 R4 RSR6R7R8 RO RIORIIRI2

Any existing multi-fam buildings
In the districts indicated, the #floor area# provisions of this Section may be applied to can apply these provisions

S peC i a I F I OO r Area P I"OVi S i 0 nS fO r #developments#, #enlargements#, #conversions# or alterations after [date of adoption] in all

#buildings# containing three or more #dwelling units#.

Multi-Family Buildings M VCOOIIMMM [237): Zoning currently allows

Floor area provisions for amenities quality housing buildings to exempt ~3

percent of their area if devoted to
recreation space. The Proposal extends

[MOVING TEXT FROM SECTION 28-13 AND MODIFYING] this to all multi-family buildings and

expands the allowance to 5 percent to

. Ll
) Th | S C h a pte r fOCU SeS O n Am e n Ity Floor space in a #building# allocated to #residential# amenities, including, but not limited to, :;:Z:;:::ﬁ:xiiazg:c:;p:};::;dx::ﬂ::zlul

recreational space. lounge, communal workspaces, package room, fitness centers, laundry :“::g::g:;on o W

facilities. wellness services or pools. pet amenities. or pools. may be exempted from the in 23-60.

definition of #floor area¥, in an amount not to exceed five percent of the #residential floor area# - = ) )
Spaces not be incl u d ed i n the of the #building#, However, amenity space shall not include floor space for circulation through ~ Amenity space in multi-fam. will not count

the #building#, including, corridors or vertical circulation spaces. towards the FAR- you can make more
residential spaces

3-232 | Commented [Z38]: The Proposal would

FAR calculations to result in Floor area provisions for corridors aintain the corzent exemptions for

their usability. Corridors can now be
[RELOCATING FROM SECTION 28-12 AND 28-31, AND MODIFYING] terminated by apartments with more
bedrooms or outdoor spaces, in addition
. to windows. They could also include a
more Space SpeCIﬁca"y fOI’ Floor space in a #building# in allocated to corridors may be exempted from #floor area# i

pursuant to the provisions of paragraphs (a) or (b) of this Section. Such provisions may be
applied individually or in combination.

dwel I i ng un itS (a)  Comdors Termination

The summary of sections 23-230 to 234 is that they are excluding specfic spaces from the FAR calculations
What this does is- for example, if you are allowed to’build 10,000sf this amount includes apartments, hallways, mechnical

space, amenties etc. This provision excludes them from the calculations which then allows more sf. for residences which
means bigger buildings, densly pupulated buildings

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-23



City of Yes Districts - Residential Changes

2}_—& < d [Z36): The Proposal would extend
Special a Provisions for Multi-family Buildi the amenity fr k for
quality housing buildings to all multi-
family buildings. Changes are made to
[NE\"" TEXT] better reflect contemporary residential
| deaign.

RIR2R3 R4R5 R6 R7R8RIRIORII RI2

Any existing multi-fam buildings
In the districts indicated, the #floor area# provisions of this Section may be applied to can apply these provisions
#developments#, #enlargements#, #conversions# or alterations after [date of adoption] in all

#buildings# containing three or more #dwelling units#.

. . . 23231 - Commented [237): Zoning currently allows
Additional text has been added to remove things from the calculations of Floor area provisions for amenities quality housing Puildings €o exempt ~3
FAR. For example: 5:223:12:\ :p:::.n;:: Propo‘s,:: ex:ans

[MOVING TEXT FROM SECTION 28-13 AND MODIFYING] this ;0 :tl‘l ﬂ‘;i“'f“itv ?“ildiw: :"d
. . | expands the allowance to 5 percent to
If you have a 5000 sf lot with a Floor area ratio of 1, you would be cover a wider range of shared amenity
permitted have 5000 sf of allowable square footage to build, Floor space ina #building# allocated to #residential# amenities, including, but not limited to, :f:t;::nf:und in contemporary residential
recreational space. lounge. communal workspaces. package room. fitness centers. laundry e
e . D A recreation space requirement is found

. . . facilities. wellness services or pools. pet amenities. or pools. may be exempted from the in 23-60. |
In this proposal the amenity space and other service areas would not count definition of #floor area¥, in an amount not to exceed five percent of the #residential floor area# o ) ) ) )
in that calculation - meaning that you could potentially have 5000 sf. Of of the #building#. However, amenity space shall not include floor space for circulation through ~ Amenity space in multi-fam. will not count

towards the FAR- you can make more

residential space and say 2,000 sf. Of the other service areas / amenities the #huilding#, including, conridors or vertical circulation spaces, residential spaces

space permitting a 7,000 sf building that currently would not be permitted

23-232 — ¢ d [238]: The P 1 would
e : . : HH ted maintain the current exemptions for
These additional incentives would promote bigger buildings and more Floor area provisions for corridors T R e eV TR A Ca e
residential units. | their usability. Corridors can now be
[RELOCATING FROM SECTION 28-12 AND 28-31, AND MODIFYING] terminated by apartments with more

| bedrooms or outdoor spaces, in addition
In addition which | do not have full detailed understanding of currently, ) st il Bt

. . . . B #building# i : ; " 4
there is also incentives in the proposal to permit more bonuses when Eloor space in a #building in allocated to corridors may be exempted from #floor area | corridor.

o . . pursuant to the provisions of paragraphs (a) or (b) of this Section. Such provisions may b
affordable housing is added as well so ultimately the new proposal is T R R T B e M IS 0

pplied individually or in combination.
permitting tones of residential units to be built as well as allowing them to PSR B
be smaller and different “Styles” of living as well

(a) Coridors Termination

They would also have no requirement or very minimal for parking

The summary of sections 23-230 to 234 is that they are excluding specfic spaces from the FAR calculations
What this does is- for example, if you are allowed to’build 10,000sf this amount includes apartments, hallways, mechnical
space, amenties etc. This provision excludes them from the calculations which then allows more sf. for residences which
means bigger buildings, densly pupulated buildings

City of Yes Zoning Code: 23-23



Ci1-2 & C2-2 Districts

Changes to Commercial districts




City of Yes Districts - Commercial Overlay Current

Current zoning- All C1-1 and C2-2 (City Island Avenue) must following the residence districts bulk requirements-

meaning it has to follow the permitted sizing the same for the house.

34-111 Residential bulk regulations in Cl or C2 Districts whose bulk is governed by surrounding LAST AMENDED 12/15/1961 (D HISTORY | (&) (&
Residence District

C1-1C1-2C1-3 C1-4 C1-5 C2-1 C2-2C2-3 C2-4 C2-5

In the districts indicated, the bu/k regulations for the Residence District within which such Commercial Districts are mapped apply, except that when such districts are mapped within R1 or R2
Districts, the bu/k regulations for R3-2 Districts apply.

THE HEIGHT WOULD BECAPPED AT 35'-STILL PROTECTED UNDER CITY ISLAND
SPECIAL DISTRICTAS WELL ASCOVERAGE ANDSOME BULK REQUIREMENTS
-SOME USES WOULD NOT BEPERMITTED

BUT RESIDENTIAL REQUIREMENTS WOULD BE CHANGED

City of Yes Zoning Code: 33-121/33-431/33-441
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This permits all areas in orange to be able to built with the bulk requirements as per the previous
residential slides. In addition this is now ‘AS OF RIGHT” which means no public meetings or board
approval is required so such development - multi families are automatically permitted

Example:

Residence in Commercial Overlay:
Current: 5000 sf. Lot can have 3,000 sf of FAR
Proposed: 5000 sf Lot can have 5000 sf of FAR

Commercial in Commercial Overlay:
Current: no change

Mixed Total in Commercial Overlay:
Current: 5000 sf. Lot can have 5,000 sf of FAR
Proposed: 5000 sf Lot can have 7,500 sf of FAR

cations
tA Bulk R¢g

[ R31] o060 100 | w00 [ 100 150 [ 25 3 [ 35 35 | P

Dwelling unit factor has also been removed in full and now a flat across the board 500 sf. Per unit is permitted.
This means that when a multi family dwelling is built, much more units can be jammed into one footprint
compared to current codes

Example:
Current: 710 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max. 7 units would be allowed
Proposed: 500 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max. 10 units would be allowed

*amenity space now does not count towards FAR so more units would be permitted

HEIGHT:

While the max. Height is
still 35’ the base height is
now permitted at 35’
which means a full
perimeter wall can be built
to maximum height of 35’

Example:

Current:

Front wall can be built to 21-25’
then must slope back or step
back maxing out at 35’ to
highest point

Proposed:

Front wall can be built to 35’ -no
stepping or sloping back- maxing
out at 35’ to highest point
Resulting in a large box

o T i T - o T

Note: Within the Greater Transit Zone, all districts are subject to the rules for R5 districts.




Potential Qualifying Transit Accessible Locations

Open to Any type of Residence Types and can use R3-A Bulk Re o1

While the max. Height is
still 35’ the base height is
now permitted at 35’
which means a full
perimeter wall can be built
to maximum height of 35’

Current With TOD

Example:

Current:

Front wall can be built to 21-25’
then must slope back or step
back maxing out at 35’ to
highest point

Proposed:

Front wall can be built to 35’ -no
stepping or sloping back- maxing
out at 35’ to highest point
Resulting in a large box

CURRENT ZONING CITY OF YES ZONING

NEED TO KNOW WHICH SITES ARE QUALIFYING- SOME ARE
NO SURE IF SPECIAL DISTRICT WILL PROTECT THIS



Potential Qualifying Transit Accessible Locations
Open to Any type of Residence Types and can use R3-A Bulk Requirements

“Town Center Zoning”

Existing

e Town Center Zoning Examples

this building could not be built

290 City Island Avenue, Bronx This is a three-story mixed-use building

(built 1901) with a commercial ground floor
and two homes above, located on City Island
in the Bronx. This building exemplifies Town
Center Zoning, providing a pedestrian-
friendly experience and contributing to

the economic vitality of the neighborhood.
Due to current restrictive zoning rules, this
building could not be constructed today.

o B L

Town Center Zoning would
enable two to three residential
stories above commercial uses
at the ground floor.

mage Credit: FXCollaborative
—

SITLL MAX. 35'- SPECIAL DISTRICT
PROTECTS THIS



City of Yes Districts - Commercial & M1-1 Changes

Small and Shared Housing

City of Yes for Housing Opportunity is a plan to tackle our housing shortage by making it possible
to build a little more housing in every neighborhood. Together, we can make our city more affordable

without dramatic changes in any one community.

An important part of this plan is re-legalizing buildings with more studios and homes with shared

kitchens or other common facilities.

How it works:

NYC banned shared housing in the 1950s and apartment buildings
full of studio apartments in the 1960s. This has contributed to the
homelessness crisis in the decades since, and forced people who would
prefer to live alone into living with roommates.

City of Yes for Housing Opportunity would re-legalize housing with
shared kitch or other facilities. It would also allow
buildings with more studios and one-bedrooms for the many New
Yorkers who want to live alone but don't have that option today.

These apartments are important for so many people - recent college
graduates, older households that are downsizing, and everyone who
lives with roommates but would prefer to live alone. Allowing more
small and shared apartments will also open up larger, family-sized
apartments otherwise be occupied by roommates.

C din 1928, the Barbizon looks

like so many other classic NYC apartment
buildings, but with its mix of small and shared
units, it couldn’t be built as configured today!

STILL NEED MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THIS
IN DETAIL- BUT | DO NOT THINK SPEICAL DISTRICT
WOULD PROTECT OTHER THAN BULK/HEIGHT

B Enminate dweliing unit factor
[ Reduce and simpitfy dweliing unit factor

City of Yes would allow for
more small apartments

by removing the so-called
dwelling unit factor in
central parts of the city and
reducing it elsewhere.

Map: Where Small A

City of Yes would allow for mg
in multi-family districts by ren|
unit factor in central parts of {|
elsewhere.

|11 Eliminate dwelling unit fag
Reduce and simplify dwel

As previously demonstrated- new dwelling factors would
be 500 in all zones permitting much more bulk on a single
lot.

Example:

Current: 710 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max.
7 units would be allowed

Proposed: 500 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max.

10 units would be allowed

*amenity space now does not count towards FAR so more units
would be permitted

Dwelling Unit Factor ' Y
Current Proposed Cha
R1,R2, R3-1, R3A, R4-1, R4B, - 500 -
R3-2,R4| 870 500 -370
R4, R5', RS 900 500 -400
R5, R5D 760 500 -260
R5B? 1350 500 -850
R6, R7, R8, R9, R10 680 500 -180

R3A now has the 500 DU factor which we never had
before because only 1-2 families were permitted as of
right - now multi families are permitted as of right in
certain areas - this applies in the M1-1 areas of City
island




Citv of Yes Districts - Commercial & M1-1 Changes

Small Housing Shared Housing

[ | [

mly

p N

)

— 00—/

This proposal does not change [[] Shared Spaces within Units
minimum health and safety
standards for a home but instead A
would allow more of these unit [0 Private Rooms
types to be built.

T

[[] Shared Communal Spaces across Floor

As previously demonstrated- new dwelling factors would
be 500 in all zones permitting much more bulk on a single
lot.

Example:

Current: 710 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max.
7 units would be allowed

Proposed: 500 DU factor meaning in 5000 sf. FAR. max.

10 units would be allowed

*amenity space now does not count towards FAR so more units
would be permitted

In addition, different types of housing is being proposed so that smaller
units can be built (more studio apartments) as well as “SHARED
HOUSING” which is more of a college dorm style living where you have a
private room but communal space are shared with your unit as well as the
building - aka “Single room occupancies”

velling Unit Factor )
4 =

t Proposed Cha 1 i,

500 -370 v

500 -400 >

500 -260

500 -850

500 -180

R3A now has the 500 DU factor which we never had
before because only 1-2 families were permitted as of
right - now multi families are permitted as of right in
certain areas - this applies in the M1-1 areas of City
island




Citv of Yes Districts - Commercial & M1-1 Changes

Small Housing

Shared Housing

As previously demonstrated- new dwelling factors would
be 500 in all zones permitting much more bulk on a single
lot.

=[
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This proposal does not change

minimum health and safety

standards for a home but instead
would allow more of these unit

types to be built.

e —

L

In addition, different types of housing is being prop
units can be built (more studio apartments) as wel
HOUSING” which is more of a college dorm style living where you have a
private room but communal space are shared with your unit as well as the
building - aka “Single room occupancies”

Due to no information if the building codes
themselves will be changed to reflect such zoning
changes, new uses and new living types, | find this
very hard to believe and think that such living
styles raise huge life and safety issues that would
need to be directly addressed within the building
codes that they currently do not as well as the
density of people and reduced living space
creating additional concerns

as SHARED before because only 1-2Z families were permitted as of
right - now multi families are permitted as of right in
certain areas - this applies in the M1-1 areas of City
island




Potential Qualifying Transit Accessible Locations
Open to Any type of Residence Types and can use R3-A Bulk Requirements

“EXAMPLE : City Of Yes- Town Center Zoning"
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City of Yes Districts - Commercial Permitted Uses

=>  Due to the Economic part of the City of Yes proposal- different uses can be permitted in addition to the as of right multi family

dwellings

-> LiSt Of perm itted USES- (brief, please see code for full list and details)

Permitted Uses:

. Group 1
o Golf course
o Public parks
. Group 2 (additional rules to some)
o Single family
o 2 family
o All other types of housing including
o Apartment, hotels and affordable
independent residences for seniors
. Group 3 (additional rules to some)
o College / School
o Houses of worship
o Ambulatory diagnostic or treatment health
care facilities
o Non-profit or voluntary hospitals and
related facilities,except animal hospitals
o Proprietary hospitals and related facilities,
except animal hospitals
o Community Centers
o Welfare centers
o Museums
. Group 4 (additional rules to some)
o Railroad transit rights of way
o Energy infrastructure

Permitted Uses:

. Group 5 (additional rules to some)
o Overnight camps
. Group 6 (additional rules to some)
o Food stores
o Department stores
o Gas station
o Supplier / dealers
o Auto dealers
o Retail stores
o Postal
o Telecommunication
o Consumer goods
o Professional services
o Machinery rental / leasing
o food/ drinking establishment
o schools/ institutions
o Personal care
. Group 7 (additional rules to some)
o Laboratories
o Offices, business, health care
. Group 8 (additional rules to some)
o Art galleries
o Non commercial clubs

“As of right” - No board approvals required
for group 2 uses in qualifying transit areas

All with no- or very minimal parking
requirements

City of Yes Zoning Code: Look at Economic Draft *

NEED MORE INFO

HOW DOES GROUPS CHANGE

IN RELATION TO THE SPECIAL
DISTRICT REMAINING THE SAME?



M1-1 Districts

Changes to Manufacturing districts




City of Yes Districts

=>» No changes to density requirements for M1-1

NEED MORE INFO

HOW DOES GROUPS CHANGE

IN RELATION TO THE SPECIAL
DISTRICT REMAINING THE SAME?

[MAKING CLEAR NEW APPLICABILITY FOR M1-D DISTRICTS]

Use Group II consists of #residences# of various types. In #Manufacturing Districts#,

#residences# shall be allowed as follows:

(a) InMI-1D. M1-2D, M1-3D, M1-4D and M1-5D Districts, b}&uﬂ;@ﬂ;anen-ef—thé@y
i in accordance with Section 42-321 (Residential uses in M1-1D

Planning Commission: i
through M1-5D Districts);

(b)  InMI1-6D Districts, in accordance with Section 42-322 (Use regulations in M1-6D

Districts):

(c) In M1-5M and M1-6M Districts, in accordance with Section 42-323 (Use regulations in

M1-5M and M1-6M Districts); and

(d) In certain M1-1, M1-5 and M1-6 Districts, in accordance with Section 42-324 (Use

regulations in certain M1-1, M1-5 and M1-6 Districts).

City of Yes Zoning Code: 33-121/33-431/33-441

M1-1 Changes

(b)  Lower density districts
RIR2R3R4R5 €3 C4-1 ¢7 ¢s-1 MiiE
In the districts indicated. and in C1 and C2 Districts mapped within such #Residence
Districts#, the underlying district height and setback regulations are applicable or
modified as follows:

(1)  #Buildings# containing #residences#

(i) InR1 and R2 Districts. and in #Commercial Districts# governed by the
#bulk# regulations of such #Residence Districts#, the underlying height
and setback regulations shall not apply. In lieu thereof. no #building#
containing #residences#, except for a #predominantly# #community
facility building®. shall exceed a height of 35 feet.

(i)  InR3.R4and RS Districts, and in #Commercial Districts# governed by
the #bulk# regulations of such #Residence Dnsmcts# the undex]ymg
height and setback lati for ildi es#
shall apply, except for #pred y# #c v facility buildings#.

(2)  #Predominantly¥ % ity facility buildings#

The underlying height and setback regulations shall not apply. In lieu thereof. any

Group Il uses which is different residences
are permitted in certain M1-1 zones

PERMITS GROUP Il RESIDENCES
IN M1-1 IN ACCORDANCE W/ SECTIONS
AS NOTED




City of Yes Districts - M1-1 Changes

=> All changes mentioned in the Commercial

kK k kk ok

district shall apply

=>» The Circles sites need a City planning board
approval for any residential development

=>  With the City of Yes- | am not sure if this
would still be the matter. | believe this would
be “As of right” so no public hearing for this
type of development would be required

@  ’still looking into this for more detail
NEED MORE INFO
HOW DOES GROUPS CHANGE

IN RELATION TO THE SPECIAL
DISTRICT REMAINING THE SAME? - BULK IS STILL P




City of Yes Districts - M1-1 Changes

=>  Due to the Economic part of the City of Yes proposal- different uses can be permitted in addition to the as of right multi

->

family dwellings

List of permitted uses- (brief, please see code for full list and details)

NEED MORE INFO

HOW DOES GROUPS CHANGE

IN RELATION TO THE SPECIAL

DISTRICT REMAINING THE SAME? -

BULK IS STILL PROTECTED BY SPECIAL DISTRICT

Permitted Uses:

Group 1
o Golf course
o Outdoor racket courts
o QOutdoor skating rinks
o Public parks
Group 2 (additional rules to some)
o Single family
o 2 family
o All other types of housing including
o Apartment, hotels and affordable

independent residences for seniors
Group 3 (additional rules to some)

o Houses of worship

o Ambulatory diagnostic or treatment health
care facilities

o Non-profit or voluntary hospitals and
related facilities,except animal hospitals

o Proprietary hospitals and related facilities,
except animal hospitals

o Community Centers

o Museums

Group 4 (additional rules to some)

o Court houses

o Fire / police station

o Prisons

o Utility (additional rules)

o Waste/ disposal (additional rules)

o Boat launching

o Docks

o Freight terminals

o Mooring facilities

o Railroad transit rights of way

Permitted Uses:

. Group 5 (additional rules to some)

Permitted Uses:
. Group 9 (additional rules to some)

o
o
o
o

Campes

Motels

Tourist cabins
Transient hotels

o

Material yards

. Group 6 (additional rules to some)

o Food stores
Department stores
Gas station
Supplier / dealers
Auto dealers
Retail stores
Postal
Telecommunication
Consumer goods
Professional services
Machinery rental / leasing
food/ drinking establishment
schools/ institutions

o Personal care
. Group 7 (additional rules to some)

o Laboratories

o Offices, business, health care
. Group 8 (additional rules to some)

o Amusement facilities / parks
Art music dancing studio
Arenas
Stadiums
Assembly spaces

00 0O0O0O0O0OOGOOOO

o
o
o
o

o Micro distribution
o Moving / storage facilities
o Warehouses
o wholesale
o Boat storage
. Group 10 (additional rules to some)
o Animal good manufacturing
o Slaughtering / processing
o Tobacco manufacturing
o Textile production
o Different material manufacturing

“As of right” - No board approvals required

for group 2 uses in qualifying transit areas
Zstill looking into this for more detail about public hearing

All with no- or very minimal parking
requirements

City of Yes Zoning Code: Look at Economic Draft *



Potential Qualifying Transit Accessible Locations
Open to Any type of Residence Types and can use R3-A Bulk Requirements

“EXAMPLE : City Of Yes- M1-1 District

Example:

This is currently approx. 55,000 sf.
Lot
A multi family dwelling can be
placed with a max height of 35’
(base), no parking requirements,
| amenity space incentives, and

| lower DU factor resulting in:

4 3-4 story 60-80 unit apartment
® building with no parking &
potentially no planning board
approval required or public hearing

*still looking into this for more detail about public
hearing

*depending on yard sizing, coverage etc. this is an
estimate

NEED MORE INFO
- BULK IS STILL PROTECTED BY SPECIAL DISTRICT



Conclusion

Our city is a balance between a built environment and natural environment. Years and years of established zoning codes, building codes and enforcement agencies have been set in place and curated
to shape our cities, towns and communities under regulation. These rules and processes have been set in place to protect the safety, welfare and health of all people. While it would be safe to say the 1960s codes
may need some revisiting in regards to use groups and “modern” upgrades- a “one size fits all” blanket zoning does not suit a city like NYC. All of the boroughs have their own unique characteristics whether it's the
people, the transportation, the physical environment or just how the community functions together.

Manhattan is the heart of what makes up NYC, providing its densely populated areas, mixed uses and living up to its long lived title of the “City that never sleeps”. While many people might like this
lifestyle of living, some communities want to sleep. Living on City Island in the Bronx my whole life - it is an easy statement to make stating that Manhattan and City Island are 2 different worlds. City Island is
predominantly a residential community with less than 5,000 people who live a much more relaxed, suburban way of life compared to the other boroughs. While the boating industry is not the same as it was many
years ago- it can still be said that our community is one of the very few places left in NYC which holds a quaint nautical suburban character, trying to maintain its title as “The Seaport of the Bronx”. With these
zoning changes, the City is opening the doors for this to be destroyed. City Island as well as other special districts need an abundance of special district zoning rules to prevent over-development that our
infrastructure, land and public resources cannot physically sustain- such dense areas are not meant to be in these locales.

The proposed zoning changes would destroy what our community has worked so hard to sustain, as well as NYC! In 2003, the City Island area was rezoned to reduce development and preserve our
character. As per the adopted 2003 codes, a 23 block area was rezoned from R3-2 to R3A to help maintain and protect the existing character of the area. 5 Blocks of commercial overlays were removed to assist in
conforming back to the existing development patterns on the blocks. M1-1 Zones were changed to R3A zones to keep with the times as sailing making uses are not as common anymore and changed to residential
R3A zones to adapt with the predominant existing residential use. The “City Island Special District” zone has been curated to protect our unique area. The zoning codes and use groups that may work in highly
densely populated areas like Manhattan or Brooklyn may work, but not in our special district.

While | can agree with the use of group changes to adapt to modern times, from a personal and professional standpoint | do not agree or support the zoning changes for all of NYC, not just City Island.
The blurred lines of permitted zoning types, increase in permitted bulk as well as housing type changes is not something that would work in our NYC society. Our current housing crisis and vacant store issues are
not because of zoning. The “City of Yes” Economic proposal is promoting to provide more commercial spaces, affordable housing / different housing types as well as permit large home operated businesses but all
of these proposals are a complete contradiction of what is currently going on. The “City of Yes” Housing proposal is promoting no parking, more permitted dwelling units on one lot, bigger buildings and new sharing
housing types which unfortunately would only work in a utopia- which NYC is not.

City of Yes is looking to provide more commercial spaces but at the same time stating the abundance of vacant storefronts. Commercial spaces are not vacant because of zoning, they are vacant
because of inflation and a new world of remote working. Providing more commercial space incentives and areas where they can operate will do nothing but result in more empty storefronts. The City of yes is
pushing more affordable housing and opening the permitted use of communal living spaces, more single room occupancies as well as accessory tenant spaces but many of our current affordable housing buildings
and multi family buildings are in despair and unsafe for residents. Our building department takes weeks and months for approvals and is understaffed as well as inadequately trained to ensure that these spaces
meet the proper life and safety standards needed for these sort of mixed use residential types. These same issues would apply to promoting large home based businesses as more people with different uses in a
specific area call for additional life and safety requirements, how would NYC ensure that all these mixed uses are adequate? This is also another contradiction within itself as we want to open more storefronts but
then want to promote more home business, there is no clear path as to what this plan would achieve. In addition they are proposing to permit “moderately” sized apartment building in low density areas. These
areas are low density for a reason and cannot support density. Diteratoried or no instructure exists in such areas and introduction additional housing would result in more issues.

The housing crisis and vacant stores are NOT related to zoning codes, they are a direct result of poor decisions made by our politicians and the current economic climate of our state and country. Our
taxes are high, our infrastructure is poor, our municipality departments are understaffed and underfunded, our subways and streets are dangerous , there is nothing about NYC that says we need to promote
development- we need to promote REVITALIZATION. These new zoning codes are painting a picture of “harmony” but yet they are jeopardizing the health, welfare and safety of communities as well as detrimental
to our already deteriorating infrastructure.

When considering zoning codes, City/ Community planning , all aspects of environment, utility, infrastructure, traffic, community, etc. have to be carefully analyzed to make proper decisions as well as
understanding that each area of a City (especially NYC) requires different things. The NYC zoning code is long overdue for some updates, but each borough as well as some neighborhoods need their own
additional districts and rules to account for their unique characters. While many areas already do have this, the special districts in place do not protect such areas from the new changes and density that would be
permitted. These new blanket code changes would completely destroy homeownership, single family homes, low- medium density communities, infrastructure, character and businesses, as well as jeopardize many
life safety, welfare and health concerns/ codes.

SAY NO TO “CITY OF YES” -Alyssa Manfredonia R.A



City of “Yes’ Housing Opportunity Testimony 1

As a housing organizer and now Outreach Coordinator at Housing Preservation and
Development (HPD) here are some the simple questions folks ask me daily in all 5 boroughs:

Does our city need more housing?

Who is building it ? Who is it for ?
What are developers building?
When will it be finalized?

Where will they build ?

Why are they building it ?

HOW will they build ?

The “City of Opportunity’ because the ‘City of Yes’ plan for us without us is Community is a
NO. Residents are the experts; they know what’s up and they don’t like it.

I am here to support my work by holding those residents to light, here to share an honest
transparent testimony with serious criticism.

City of Preservation
City of Opportunity
City of Sustainability

What on Earth happened to The Land ?
Flooding, Fires, Flushing, Fresh Water Supply

We are experiencing a population surge that places greater demands on our homes and
land. As density increases, I’'m deeply concerned about sewage, waste, flooding, and the loss of
natural light in our homes. I often look up at the sky on my way home from work and ask myself,
"Do the people making decisions about our city care about us and the sunshine we need?" This
surge will drain and contaminate our freshwater supply if we don’t pause this massive plan to
build up. It’s neither fair nor right to those of us who value our natural resources. Our already
overburdened sewage system will become a source of pollution, threatening the health and safety
of all New Yorkers.

What matters most to me is housing for ALL New Yorkers. We must prioritize quality,
safety, and inclusivity—not just profit. Development should not encroach on green spaces or add

unnecessary density. We need housing that is free of toxins like lead paint, mold, and allergens
that exacerbate asthma, especially in areas like The Bronx.

We deserve transit that works for every district we need to move around.

Our local officials recognize the wonderful diversity of our city. To thrive, we need new
laws, better infrastructure, and real investment in our communities. The "City of Yes" plan

Amanda Marino October 22, 2024



City of “Yes’ Housing Opportunity Testimony 2

promotes transit-oriented development by encouraging housing near subway and bus lines,
especially in boroughs like Brooklyn (e.g., East Flatbush) and Queens (e.g., Jamaica). It aims to
reduce car dependence and make commuting easier for residents. However, only a small
percentage would benefit from new transit, leaving out many high-density neighborhoods.

In transit-poor areas like parts of the Bronx or Staten Island, where public transportation
is less reliable, new developments could further strain an already stressed system. The mayor’s
plan does not cover most of the overburdened district- it lacks details on how infrastructure will
scale with new housing, risking strain on an overburdened transit system. We must pause this
proposal and engage in comprehensive, district-specific planning. New York is not
one-size-fits-all. Before proceeding, the city must first: expand subway/bus service in
underserved areas (e.g., South Bronx, Eastern Queens), upgrade infrastructure to avoid
overcrowding near new developments, increase bike lanes and pedestrian-friendly streets
citywide, prioritize transit access in rezoning plans to reduce car dependency, improve
accessibility for disabled residents across all transit systems, and allocate funds for transit in
low-income neighborhoods (e.g., Brownsville, Staten Island).

The plan should ensure infrastructure upgrades (roads, schools, transit) to support denser
housing and provide clear guidelines on how and where new developments will be integrated
into communities.

“Are those the numbers?”

If this plan is truly meant to solve high rents, skyrocketing property taxes, and the
housing shortage, why does the Mandatory Inclusionary Housing Program keep producing
homes that most New Yorkers can’t afford? Why aren’t there any modest apartments for myself
and my friends who work modest jobs already? The plan aims to address NYC's "missing
middle" (moderate-density housing) by rezoning to allow more duplexes, triplexes, and small
apartment buildings, particularly in outer boroughs like Queens and The Bronx. Neighborhoods
such as Astoria or Bay Ridge could see more mixed-use developments. We know this always
ends up as an upzoning by increasing density.

It risks gentrification, displacing long-time residents in areas like East New York, and
may burden infrastructure without sufficient investment in HDFCs and Mitchell-Lama co-ops in
areas like Central Harlem and Hamilton Heights. Low-density neighborhoods like those in Staten
Island will still be left out, limiting the plan’s reach in less developed areas. We keep having this
long, drawn-out, misleading conversation on how numbers work. They don’t work for
us.Homeowners, too, are being forced into crises. How can we inspire new homeownership
when homeowners are being pressured to provide housing through accessory dwelling, for a
problem they didn’t create? People don’t belong in garages or basements—they belong in safe,
affordable homes. The "City of Yes" plan could hurt homeowners by increasing housing density
in traditionally low-density areas, potentially lowering property values and changing
neighborhood character. It may also lead to higher taxes as infrastructure expands to support new
developments. Forcing long time home owners out of their neighborhoods. Homeowners do not

Amanda Marino October 22, 2024



City of “Yes’ Housing Opportunity Testimony 3

want to be surrounded by commercial and tall buildings - preservation is key and folks need
money to do it.

Digging Deeper - Housing Laws & Infrastructure

We are facing an urgent, clear problem: outdated laws and sluggish infrastructure. NYC
has fallen behind. We’ve swept this crisis under the rug for far too long. Since the 1960s, we’ve
barely produced enough housing to keep up with our growing population. Our leaders have
neglected the needs of the people who shape our housing landscape today. Growing up, I knew
this city was built by the community, not developers seeking commercial profit. Without the state
programs to provide tax abatements or big government aid programs why would we believe
‘City of Yes' would provide anything other than upscale housing, similar to that produced by
zone change in Brooklyn neighborhoods, Harlem, Long Island City and at this rate all of NYC.
The market system is unable to produce affordable housing on its own, period. Safe, modest
housing was built for some of the strongest New Yorkers I know.

It’s time to stop feeling powerless, unsafe, and uninspired.Mayor Eric Adams’ plan
promises affordable housing for all, but we need more than promises. Strict and outdated zoning
laws hinder new construction, worsening the shortage of housing supply- ultimately stunting
growth and sustainability, challenges for small property owners - too many confusing regulations
forcing high costs discouraging landlords from maintaining or improving properties. We need a
revised plan that reflects the unique needs of each district. The time for change is NOW. Here are
a list of demands for the ‘City of Yes Plan’

1. Increased Affordable Housing: Ensure a significant portion of new developments
are truly affordable for low and middle-income residents.

2. Revise Zoning: Permit more mixed-use and mid-density developments, especially
in outer boroughs like Queens and the Bronx.

3. Stronger Tenant Protections: Safeguard against displacement due to gentrification.

4. Expand Homeownership Opportunities: Include programs for first-time
homebuyers, especially in historically underdeveloped neighborhoods.

5. Infrastructure Investment: Ensure new housing projects are paired with
investments in schools, transit, and healthcare

6. Support for Small Landlords: Simplify confusing regulations and provide
incentives for maintaining affordable rental units.

Investment, Morale, Community Trust

What is this plan really building? This is the largest housing initiative in the nation, but it
risks allowing developers to destabilize the very heart of our city. We, the residents, will pay the
price if this happens without transparency and care. Where is the money going? Our buildings
and homes are literally falling apart due to a lack of infrastructure, accountability, and urgency. If
we don’t get this right, it will be too late. We must act now. I urge the city to revise this plan with
input from community residents and district leaders.

Amanda Marino October 22, 2024
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Department of Buildings (D.O.B)

Pierina Sanchez's Billingsley Terrace Structural Integrity Bill provides a clear example of
how agencies can work quickly and efficiently to address preservation and sustainability. Safety
assurance through structural inspections from the Department of Buildings (D.O.B.) in
residential buildings can improve the quality of life for many residents. I’'m tired of seeing
thousands of dollars wasted on constant renovations, replacements, and cheap illegal
“patchwork” caused by owner negligence and lack of funding. The city needs to focus on
maintaining safe buildings. I am hopeful this bill will build community trust by prioritizing
residents’ safety.

We need a plan that reflects our real needs—an equitable plan. I say NO to this rushed and
dangerous development scheme.

Housing Preservation & Development (H.P.D)

Residents are still grappling with the aftermath of the pandemic, and yet HPD (Housing
Preservation and Development) is under-resourced, overburdened, and understaffed. The
bureaucratic red tape makes it nearly impossible for HPD to effectively address our housing
crisis. Buildings are crumbling, collapsing, burning- harming those most at risk. We need new
laws and real investment in the agencies responsible for our housing infrastructure. The system is
failing, and it’s our communities that suffer. Without the state programs to provide tax
abatements or big government aid programs why would we believe ‘City of Yes' would provide
anything other than upscale housing, similar to that produced by zone change in Brooklyn
neighborhoods, Harlem, Long Island City and at this rate all of NYC. The market system is
unable to produce affordable housing on its own, period.

It’s time to let Robert Moses rest-create a new legacy, City Planning. The current plan is
worse than the urban planning disasters of the past. Block by block, district by district, we are
sacrificing our city’s future if we don’t demand change to the plan. We are a city built by the
people, not by developers and corporate greed.

If community boards say no, districts say no we know how it goes- revise the plan.

The answer 1s NO.

Amanda Marino October 22, 2024
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you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button
or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

To Whom it May Concern:

The City of Yes plan, a 1 glove fits all agenda, is a poor fit for our community. This proposal will put additional
burden on already overwhelmed infrastructure in flood prone areas. Place stress on already overcrowded and many
underperforming schools. In most situations increased population and density will jeopardize public safety. Our
police force, fire department, EMS, health and human services cannot withstand additional work loads. This
aggressive plan will remove parking mandates for new development projects. Our car- centric, low density R 1 -R 5
neighborhoods are already parking deprived. A housing crisis is the alleged reason for this over reaching plan.
However, allowance of tens of thousands of new entrants to our city while there is a crisis is akin to strategically
placing additional holes in a sinking ship. New York City cannot maintain their sidewalks Over 9,000 sidewalks
damaged by tree roots await repair. The repair wait list exceeds 5 years. New York City please fix what you have
before adding more. Go back to the drawing board and do a district by district assessment. Determine which fingers
properly fit the gloves and bring a modified product back to the respective council members and their constituents
for approval. Force feeding creates a gag reflex. This plan in its current state is not digestible for many New
Yorkers. Thank you in advance for your anticipated cooperation.

Amanda Walsh

Sent from my iPhone
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Testimony on City of Yes for Housing Opportunity to New York City Council Land Use Subcommittee
on Zoning and Franchises Public Hearing

I am Jim Wright, an architect speaking on behalf of the American Institute of Architects New York
(AIANY) in support of City of Yes for Housing Opportunity (COY-HO). Statistics are clear that NYC is
facing an acute shortage of housing supply and lack of affordability impacts us all. Each neighborhood
has a shared responsibility to contribute to real solutions to this crisis.

Several aspects of the proposal will allow an incremental and proportional increase in housing supply in
what is called the ‘missing middle’. These include-
e the designation of mixed-use Town Center Zoning which would allow 3-5 story mixed-use
buildings along existing commercial corridors in low- to middle-density neighborhoods;
e the expansion of Transit Zones city-wide which would allow for modest growth in low- to middle-
density R1 through R5 zone districts near transit stations; and
e the removal of current zoning requirements that mandate a minimum number of off-street
parking spaces in most new residential buildings.

Together, these provisions will remove some barriers that limit even modest housing production in
lower density neighborhoods, particularly outside of Manhattan, returning to traditional neighborhood
development patterns that preserve the character and scale of those neighborhoods.

Transit-Oriented Development and Town Center Zoning

The expansion of Transit Zones city-wide to specific qualifying sites within % mile of transit stations is a
wholly appropriate application of transit-oriented development which links land use with access to
public transportation and more job opportunities. The overlap of Transit Zones with Town Center Zones
creates opportunities to increase mixed-use housing options with access to public transit that
strengthen our neighborhoods.

Elimination of Minimum Residential Parking Mandates

The elimination of minimum off-street parking requirements in new residential buildings can lower the
total cost of constructing those units by as much as 12% to 25% - with a direct impact on affordability.
And on certain small or irregular sites constricted by parking requirements, this can make it possible to
utilize the full allowable as-of-right FAR capacity at that site. This is about providing housing options
based on local neighborhood conditions, not requirements which too often favor parking over housing
affordability.

AIANY Support for COY-HO

This zoning provides the necessary planning framework which, along with other tools like economic
incentives, affordability programs, and community investments in physical and social infrastructure, can
help create over 100,000 new units with greater affordability to support sustainable growth across all of
our neighborhoods.

AIA New York Chapter T(212) 683-0023
536 LaGuardia Place F(212) 696-5022

New York, NY 10012
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Housing Opportunity Through Zoning Reform

Submitted by the Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization Committee of the
Metro Chapter, American Planning Association

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the proposed “City of Yes
for Housing Opportunity (COYHO)” zoning text amendments on behalf of the
American Planning Association New York Metropolitan Chapter (APA-NYM.)

Introduction

The American Planning Association (APA) exists to elevate and unite a diverse
planning profession as it helps communities, their leaders and residents anticipate
and navigate change. In 2024, APA’s sole policy priority is advocating for support
for zoning reform as it is key to increasing much needed housing supply, a crisis
that continues to accelerate nationwide. Our colleagues throughout the country
are advocating for locally led zoning reform to break down regulatory barriers
that stand in the way of producing more housing. Consistent with this national
policy, APA-NYM, supports many of the proposed zoning text changes included in
the COYHO that enable accessory dwelling units, removal of mandated parking
requirements, transit-oriented development, enhanced town centers, and small
and shared housing. We commend the primary goal of having all neighborhoods
contribute to increasing NYC’s housing supply.

Addressing New York City’s Housing Crisis

We concur with the DCP’s conclusion that New York City needs to facilitate the
development of a substantial amount of new housing. The Adams administration
has a goal of adding 500,000 additional units within 10 years. We do not know
how this number was derived or if it is the correct number of new dwellings
needed but we agree that the current vacancy rate of less than 1.4 percent for
rental housing in general and less than 1% for housing renting at amounts 30% or
less of area median income, is harmful to the city’s well-being and to its
residents. This shortage of housing raises housing prices for New Yorkers at all
income ranges and deters mobility — keeping too many residents in apartments

www.nyplanning.org
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that no longer accommodate their needs while carrying an unreasonable rent
burden and leaving far too many residents with no housing at all.

With the City’s housing goals in mind the COYHO proposes to create conditions
for the addition of about 110,000 units. The environmental review documents
indicate that the new units would be added by 2039 or an average of about 7,300
per year. In effect, production of 110,000 units sounds like it would provide
better than 20 percent of the decade-long goal when it would be more likely to
produce less than 15 percent of that goal. Considering that housing production in
New York City has not reached or exceeded 500,000 in any decade since the
1920s, the COYHO notwithstanding, there is still no pathway laid out to reach the
500,000-unit target.

We appreciate that, unlike previous administrations, this proposal seeks to
encourage housing production throughout the city. Zoning reform is a critical step
in removing barriers to needed housing production. However, the development of
needed affordable housing requires added measures such as increased funding,
technical assistance and education. We have advocated for the creation of the
Federal HUD managed Pro Housing Fund to support similar planning efforts and
are pleased to see that the NYC Department of Housing Preservation and
Development (HPD) received close to $S4 million from the recent round of funding
to support neighborhood planning, City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR)
reforms, public education and engagement to facilitate the development of
affordable housing. We urge the administration to increase capital funding for the
development of affordable housing and adequately staff the HPD to manage
funds and projects. The passage and implementation of J-51 tax abatements, long
used to support preservation of affordable housing, is one quick step forward.

We raise several concerns for the Commission to consider in evaluating public
comments and revisions to the COYHO.

Universal Affordability Preference

The proposal would eliminate both the original R10 Inclusionary Housing Program
and the later Inclusionary Housing Designated Area (IHDA) Program while adding
a new Universal Affordability Preference {UAP). We heartily support replacing the

www.nyplanning.org
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R10 program which was designed in an era when other housing subsidies were
not available in the high-value R10 districts and, consequently, the affordable
housing it produces, while needed, account for less than less than five percent of
a project’s dwellings.

One benefit of the UAP is that it is universal and will not require the lengthy time
and effort required to individually rezone areas to make Inclusionary Housing
programs applicable. It is less clear how effective the UAP would be in areas that
are now designated as IHDAs. In an R6 district within an IHDA today, for example,
the base FAR is 2.7 within 100 feet of a wide street and 2.2 on other lots for
developments that choose not to provide affordable units. If the development
includes the IHDA affordable units, the permitted residential FAR goes up to 3.6
and 2.42 respectively. Under the COYHO, the base FAR within 100 feet of a wide
street increases to 3.0 from 2.7. If affordable housing were provided pursuant to
the UAP, the maximum residential FAR in R6 is increased to 3.9 provided that the
additional FAR is devoted to affordable housing. It is unclear if this is workable.

Would property owners on wide streets currently within IHDAs just take the
increase to 3.0 FAR and forego the available 3.9 FAR? That additional FAR is
unlikely to be profitable. It seems the program would be reliant on incentives
under the State’s 485-X program. For many if not most developments in an R6
district, the project would contain less than 99 units so a developer would have to
provide 20 percent of the units as affordable which for a 3.0 FAR building would
account for 0.6 FAR of affordable housing and 2.4 FAR of market-rate

housing. For a developer taking advantage of the UAP-available FAR of 3.9, 0.9
FAR of the 3.9 FAR — 23 percent - would have to be affordable. Itisincumbent
upon the City to show that the UAP will work in this example (as well as

others). If it doesn’t work, developers who would have chosen the IHDA example
may now just build 3.0 FAR without any affordable housing (or 3.0 with only 0.6
Far of affordable housing).

Rear Yards

Since 1961, both the Multiple Dwelling Law and the Zoning Resolution have
generally required 30-foot rear yards for residential development. Where
opposing rear years back up on each other, the resulting space is designed to be a
minimum of 60 feet deep. It is not by accident that this is the same depth as the

www.nyplanning.org
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width of a typical narrow street in New York City. In this way, units in the front
and back of dwellings are entitled to a similar degree of light and air. The COYHO
proposes to change the minimum depth of a residential rear yard to 20 feet up to
a height of 70 feet.

We understand that this is a necessity when creating rear accessory dwellings in
low-density neighborhoods. Fortunately, residential buildings in these
neighborhoods have rarely exceeded 35 feet in height so, generally, there are not
tall structures that would diminish access to light and air in the proposed
reduced-depth rear yards and there are recent prototypes in certain Brooklyn
low-density neighborhoods where reduced-depth rear yards have been permitted
by special permit.

In middle- and high-density neighborhoods, these smaller rear yards and rear yard
equivalents would be bordered by tall structures, meaning that the rear units of
these buildings — and the rear units of buildings on the parallel street the face
these reduced-rear yards — would now have a significantly bleaker environment
outside their windows. It is unclear why this is thought to be needed. In a typical
100-foot-deep lot in a middle and high-density district, the front of the building is
at or near the street line and, when providing a 30-foot-deep rear yard, 70 feet is
available for the depth of the apartment building. Most apartment buildings are
built with a depth of 60-65 feet. While there may be instances where a shallower-
than-30-foot-rear yard might be needed, it hardly seems necessary to obliterate
the rear yard protections for all middle- and high-density residents.

Commercial to residential conversions

We support the expansion of the conversion of commercial to residential
buildings to a city-wide applicability as well as inclusion of shared housing as an
eligible housing type. We do question the lack of affordability requirements. The
several completed commercial to residential conversions in Manhattan’s financial
district produced expensive high-end units. We understand the potentially high
costs of conversion will prohibit affordable units without substantial assistance.
The new Affordable Housing Commercial Conversion Tax Incentive Benefits
(AHCC) passed in this year’s State budget, will require projects to make 25% of
their units affordable at an average of 80% AMI to receive a 35-year property tax
exemption ranging from 65 to 90% and decreasing by 10% for the last five years.

www.nyplanning.org
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It is unclear how attractive developers will find this program. Again, consideration
should be given to exploring other funding, incentive and tax abatement
programs to encourage the production of affordable units in these conversions.

Accessory Dwelling Units

The allowance of accessory dwelling units is a strategy employed across the
nation to increase housing supply in lower density areas such as in California,
Connecticut and Oregon. We support this with the concern recognizing that the
development of ADUs will be challenging, particularly for low and moderate
income homeowners. We applaud the recent announcement of a $4 million
allocation to create an ADU pilot program of up to 20 owners as well as other
tools to facilitate these projects. Reaching the proposed goal of 40,000 new ADU’s
will clearly require more financial assistance.

Campus Infill Proposal

The campus infill proposal includes the expansion to 50% of lot coverage for
development which is considerably more lot coverage than most existing
campuses. This proposal should include requirements for mitigation of loss of
public space and recreational areas, community participation procedures in the
planning and review process and inclusion of affordable housing

requirements. This is particularly important for NYCHA campuses, where
residents have endured long standing deferred maintenance due to reductions in
Federal funding.

Lower-Density Neighborhoods

We commend the DCP for developing a proposal that asks all areas of the city to
contribute to addressing the city’s housing shortage. However, it does not do so
evenly. Shortly after the first Zoning Resolution was adopted in 1916 it was
modified to recognize the difference between single- and two-family
neighborhoods. For more than a century — indeed since the consolidation in
1898, one of the city's strengths has been that it incorporated some of its suburbs
within the city limits. Clearly, if the burdens, such as they are, of accommodating
more housing is to be spread out, lower-density districts should not be
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exempted. It also seems likely, however, that the lower-density areas of the city
would be subject to more change than the middle or higher-density

districts. Adding 0.3 FAR to the maximum allowed along a wide streetinan R 6
district would add about 8 percent more floor area and perhaps one additional
story to areas where apartment houses are already common.

Permitting 2.5 FAR, five-story buildings in an R3-2, district (with an 0.6 FAR) in
Laurelton with single-family homes is a potentially far more neighborhood
character altering than anything proposed for the middle and high-density
districts. That is why so many of the speakers in opposition to COYHO were from
residents of low-density communities. We encourage the City Planning
Commission to re-examine its approach to these communities with a more
sympathetic eye. Perhaps a more modest building could accommodate a similar
amount of development at less than 5 stories at 2.5 FAR. Perhaps, merely
fronting a wide street in a lower-density community is not as important as the
creation of real town centers in these communities’ commercial cores, with
greater transit options and possibly higher FAR.

Conclusion

APA-NYM appreciates the ambitious effort made by DEP and CPC in the COYHO,
the most comprehensive zoning text amendment since 1961. The over 1,200
pages of varied changes require considerable review to understand the impacts
on current zoning created over the years including: special districts and many
text elements addressing housing quality, neighborhood services and
infrastructure requirements, however they will generate much needed

housing. We advocate for continued public education and support to implement
these reforms.

However, increased affordable housing requires more than zoning reform. New
York State recently took the supportive actions of lifting the residential FAR cap
and approving the tax abatements: 485-X and the AHCC. We urge NYC to use
these tools and to continue to seek additional resources to support development
of affordable housing to meet the needs of all New Yorkers.

We thank you for this great contribution to advancing New York City’s housing
supply and the opportunity to comment on this important proposal.

www.nyplanning.org


https://www.nyplanning.org/

[EXTERNAL] City of yes housing no to city of yes - Land Use Testimony 11/6/24, 4:49 PM

[EXTERNAL] City of yes housing no to city of yes

amgarry (null) <R

Wed 10/23/2024 10:08 AM

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to
phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

Save our individual zoning by community!!!!
Sent from my iPhone
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Amie Gross Architects has designed affordable housing for over three decades and holds the belief
that City of Yes addresses in several ways the devices needed to assist in creating housing supply. It
could also do more to address the housing affordability crisis to help enable those of low and middle
incomes to stay in New York City.

One of its main attributes is the creation of an economy of scale. City of Yes will help to build more
on the same lot area, causing costs per square foot to decrease. By slightly increasing FAR and
other changes in bulk, more units can be built on the same size lot.

Based on an analysis by our firm of eight projects in our office in varied boroughs, the City of Yes
could create a structure up to 15% larger than what could have been constructed previously. Using
RS Means that the reference point for cost estimating, about a 6% reduction in costs can happen as
a building gets larger and that the percentage of savings will increase as the scale of a project
increases. Simply put, City of Yes allows for an economy in scale which could result in lower rents
assuming landlords do not take that construction savings solely to increase profits.

As Architects, we respect the fact that to create housing, many NYC agencies are involved. Each
have their own rules and timelines. We suggest that a task force with the power to create policy be
created to develop a streamlined process, requiring input from each agency early on in the design
process, so that when a project is filed with DOB, major issues are worked out. We applaud the
rubrics DOB developed to speed up its processes. These processes could be built upon to create an
expanded model of coordination among all agencies.

As noted, AGA believes that The City of Yes is an initiative that New York City very much needs and
that it should be passed. Yet, we do note that ensuring affordability requires further investigation. As
others have said, this legislation should provide permanently affordable housing opportunities for all
new Yorkers. Current estimates note that City of Yes will provide between 58,000 — 109,000 new
units on top of what would be built over a 15-year period. Those are impressive numbers, yet only
9,200- 22,000 are estimated to be affordable, which is approximately 20% of that amount. We
suggest that data be analyzed of recently rezoned areas which currently have much construction
activity to show the impact on rents when there is a significant increase in the number of apartments
created.

As a lifelong New Yorker, | thank you for your deep commitment to our City. We offer the expertise of
our firm in any way to assist you in this critical endeavor.

Thank you.

LONG ISLAND CITY NY 11101
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To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;
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Dear Planning and Land Use Committee for the New York City Council,
Please vote no to the City of Yes Housing Policy. | do not feel that the policy overall will benefit New Yorkers.

Thank you,
Amore Dilisio

https://www.amoredilisio.com/
https://m.facebook.com/amoredilisio
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From: Andon Keller

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes | End parking minimums
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2024 4:36:32 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
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I'am an 11+ year resident of NYC. I am writing in support of eliminating parking minimums
from our zoning codes.

Parking minimums make housing more expensive. They are burdensome, outdated, and
contribute to our housing crisis. Other cities like Buffalo, Austin, and San Jose have
successfully removed parking minimums.

Parking mandates impede affordable housing development, increase construction costs and
rents, and disproportionately burden low-income households with costs.

Building new housing along transit lines reduces emissions, improves access to jobs, boosts
neighborhood well-being, and makes commuting easier.

74% of New York City voters support lifting parking mandates — with just 17% opposed —
according to recent Open New York poll.
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Hi, my name is Andre Magnani - | write to you as a fortunate person who has been able to become a first-time homeowner at the age of 39
of a 100-year old two bedroom in Brooklyn that probably couldn’t be built today given downzoning, landmarking, and all the other
obstacles New York has put on housing.

To qualify for this co-op unit, | had to amass more than 400 thousand dollars in assets... partly because co-ops can be so picky in such a
supply-limited environment.

My story is unlikely and uncommon. It's about an immigrant kid who came from a small island off the coast of Brazil, who was fortunate
enough to get an excellent public education, go to graduate school, and through a lot of luck and hard work, today probably makes more
money than his whole family back home. You shouldn’t have to be this lucky to be able to live and stay in NYC.

Today, | have a 3-year-old NYC-born daughter, and it's on her behalf that | hope you'll vote for the City of Yes. | hope that in 20 years when
she's looking to strike out on her own to start her studies, career, and family... she doesn't have to be as freakishly lucky as | was. | hope she

can follow a job she loves and have a vibrant, affordable, and diverse city around her.

| hope rising costs don't constantly displace her and her future community and, with your help, can fulfill their dreams right here. Please
vote for the City of Yes and all future housing supply initiatives.

André Liviamento Magnani | N EGIGOOIOIOLOLOLOLOLO
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Dear NYC Council,

My name is Andrea Mungo and | am a resident of Astoria, Queens. | am a Social Worker
and work for my church. In my career | have worked with clients who are struggling to find
affordable housing. Often, going into the shelter system is the only way to eventually
receive a housing voucher. And then finding a landlord that is willing to take a housing
voucher is a huge feat. | am also involved in housing justice with my volunteer work with
the Western Queens Community Land Trust.

The City of Yes plan does not go far enough with guaranteeing deeply affordable housing
for the working poor and extremely low income communities of our city. NYC is a city of
immigrants and therefore we should be a city that looks out for the poor and marginalized
and doesn't forget those in need.

Massive rezonings and the subsequent increase in housing supply do not actually help
our affordability crisis. And our current "inclusionary housing" does not truly address the
need for affordable housing. Yes, it brings more luxury towers (that are not built very well)
but a very small number of truly affordable units.

In an op ed piece in the City Limits by Angotti, Dubnau and Salazar, they write "Real
estate developers won't build housing priced at levels affordable to unhoused New
Yorkers, single parents, the unemployed and even your average working class family
without significant subsidies. It is not profitable enough to do so." More than half of New
Yorkers are rent burdened, paying more than 30 percent of their income on rent and in
some cases they pay almost double that amount. We saw in LIC the housing supply go up

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..hMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO92YBUAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=38&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 2



[EXTERNAL] City of Yes does not address housing for ex... - Land Use Testimony 11/1/24, 3:44 PM

but the prices also went up and the population got whiter.

The City of Yes plan should add planning tools to slow land speculation, subsidize housing
outside of the profit-making system and consider requiring developers to pay NYC a
percentage (50% for example) of the value increase of the land on whatever they build.
This would deter the more greedy speculators from developing buildings because

they're not reaching the profit potential they want. This "tax" could be used by the City to
subsidize affordable housing as well as create more green space/parks and waterfront
walkways.

| ask that you consider revising the current City of Yes plan to address the City's need for
truly affordable housing.

Sincerely,
Andrea U. Mungo

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..hMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO92YBUAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=38&ispopout=1 Page 2 of 2
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[EXTERNAL] | support lifting Parking Mandates and City of Yes:
Housing Opportunity

Andres Salomon <R

Fri 10/25/2024 3:42 PM

Inbox

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to
phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

Hi,

Parking minimums/mandates are stupid and unscientific, even in the most
rural of places. They're especially stupid in one of the most dense and
transit-rich places in the United States. And in the midst of a climate

crisis when we should be trying everything we can to lower VMT and
switch people from cars to other forms of transportation, they're
unbelievably, monumentally stupid.

Abolish all parking requirements from NYC zoning.

Thanks,
Andres Salomon (Forest Hills, Queens)

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..hMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092hm6AAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=74&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Andrew Flippo

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes; Lifting of Parking Requirements; Paladino
Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 7:07:01 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hello —

My name is Andrew Flippo. I have lived in Chelsea since 2018, when I first moved to NYC
(perhaps Congresswoman Paladino would think my opinion doesn’t matter, being a “newbie”
to NYC).

I support City of Yes.
I support lifting parking requirements.

I support real efforts to make housing affordable for all New Yorkers and the myriad people
around the country and world who dream of making our fine city their home.

I reject Councilwoman Paladino’s devotion to cars and congestion, as well as her divisive
nativism. Her rude and small-minded rhetoric does not represent the spirit of the greatest and
most capable city in the history of humanity. Shame on her and all the fear mongers who want
to hold us back.

Please advance City of Yes and lift parking restrictions.

With warm regards,

Andrew Fliiio



From: Andrew G

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for the city of yes
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2024 11:04:15 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button
or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

Hello,

My name is Andrew, I’ve lived in Queens for 5 years and NYC for 13 after growing up in New Rochelle. I fully
support the city of yes, in fact I think we could go even further in allowing up zoning citywide.

Please pass this law, we desperately need more housing. As I’ve said, I’ve been in NYC/ the region my whole life,
my family has been here since the 1880s and because of housing costs many have started to move away to other
parts of the country. [ want to stay and continue to build a family here, but we need more affordable 2-3 bedrooms
for families. Please allow more supply to be built, remove parking requirements and allow the construction of larger
units that families need by allowing them to go up to 5-6 stories by right.

Thank you, I hope you all can help me and families like mine. I once again issue my full endorsement of the plan
and encourage you all to be more aggressive and make NYC the capital of the world through aggressive building
like it once was.

Thanks,
Andrew



From: Andruw Magnus

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes Housing Opportunity - SUPPORT
Date: Friday, October 25, 2024 9:10:55 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Good morning,

I’'m writing to voice my strong support of the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity, with a
hope that Council will approve the zoning text changes with as few changes as possible.

As a New Yorker, state employee, and community board member, I’ve witnessed firsthand
the devastating impact of our twin affordability and vacancy crises. My grandparents lived
comfortably in the city their entire lives, but rising costs and caregiving burdens forced my
parents to leave. Now, even with a decent job, strong social network, and roommates, I
struggle to stay. Unless the city is ready to build public or social housing, the best case is to
amend the zoning regulations to make it easier to build more housing, and more types of
housing.

I implore you, this is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to impart climate and economic
justice, and transform the city for the better. I believe all parts of the proposal are essential:
from the removal of parking minimums to the reorganization of subsections to make chapters
easier to follow. Please support the City of Yes for Housing Opportunity for all.

Kindly,

Andrew


mailto:amagnus777@gmail.com
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Adrienne E. Adams, Speaker October 24, 2024
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to City of Yes for Housing Opportunity

Dear Speaker Adams and City Council Members,

| strongly urge you to vote no on Mayor Adams’ City of Yes Housing proposals which
are neither equitable nor reasonable for the future of our city and its communities.

This “one size fits all” plan is an undemocratic and counterproductive scheme designed
by developers for developers, and being promoted by a mayor who is currently indicted
for bribery, fraud, and accepting foreign campaign funds. These proposals prioritize the
interests of big real estate, reward and incentivize corruption, while undermining the
well-being of New Yorkers and the future of our beloved neighborhoods and city.

Despite the misleading promises of “affordable housing” and “opportunity zones,” the
reality is that the City of Yes prioritizes density over true affordability. This plan is not
about creating homes for working-class New Yorkers; it is about creating profits for
developers, builders, and speculators. Rather than addressing the housing crisis, the
plan will lead to overdevelopment, displacement, and gentrification, replacing owner-
occupied housing with market-rate and luxury rental units. This ensures that long-term
residents will be pushed out of their own communities while large developers capitalize
on unchecked growth.

City of Yes also fails to address the pressing concerns of our overburdened
infrastructure. The proposal would promote dense development without providing the
necessary upgrades to aging systems like drainage, sewers, and electrical grids. The
loss of scarce green spaces would further exacerbate environmental risks, including
increased flooding, while compromising the quality of life for residents. In a time when
we need to harden our city against the climate crisis, City of Yes would only worsen
these vulnerabilities. NYC cannot afford to succumb to absurd magical thinking &
gaslighting that pretends removing parking mandates, legalizing death traps & putting

grandma in the garage is going to improve conditions.

It's important to note that nothing currently prevents the construction of affordable
housing under existing rules. In my own neighborhood of Rego Park, new rental
buildings with affordable units have recently been built and more are currently under
construction. Meanwhile, there are some properties that remain underutilized and/or
vacant due to flawed tenant laws that deter both landlords from renting & potential
buyers from purchasing tenant occupied properties. This shows that the City of Yes is
not the solution to affordability, but rather a cover & accelerant for reckless
development.



Furthermore, according to official statistics, New York City has lost about 800,000
residents in recent years, returning to roughly the same population size as in 1960.
However, we now have 800,000 more residential units than we did then. In fact,
150,000 new units were approved in the first half of 2024 alone. Current zoning actually
accommodates 16 to 20 million more people without any need for drastic changes.
These numbers, along with the evidence | see & hear with my own eyes & ears, prove
that current zoning is not the problem. The claim that sweeping zoning changes are
necessary for affordability is not supported by the data, nor my lived experience.

Worst of all, passing this pay-to-play scheme would eliminate the relevance of City
Council, diminish local input, and undermine the will of the people. City of Yes threatens
to further erode public trust in government and create more resentment and unrest, as it
silences the very communities it claims to help.

For the sake of our city, our neighborhoods, and our democracy, | respectfully implore
you to please VOTE NO on this deeply flawed proposal.

Thank you for your attention and consideration in this vital matter.

Sincerely,

A

ANGELA
AMINOVA

I B .
Rego Park, NY 11374



Supporting Material/Sources:

* New 3 story rental building (67-47 Alderton St. in Rego Park) on my block, has 18
residences. It's available on NYC Housing Connect, contains 6 units for residents at
130 percent of the area median income (AMI), ranging in eligible income from $68,572
to $139,620. Demographics of occupants appear to be a diversity of young working-
class people. However, in addition to unsightly & unsanitary conditions (pictured
below), which have not been addressed —despite numerous complaints to the 311 and
the Sanitation Dept, many occupants of this building, as well as many Rego Park
residents in general, have dogs. Yet, there is no dog park within walking distance.

https://newyorkyimby.com/2022/01/housing-lottery-launches-for-67-47-alderton-street-
in-rego-park-gueens.html

8 story affordable housing building currently under construction at 68-19 Woodhaven
Blvd. & 68th Rd. in Rego Park, Queens and have replaced Florist Hills & Power Auto
Body (convenient, local small businesses).

https://newyorkyimby.com/2020/11/eight-story-affordable-housing-development-
revealed-for-68-19-woodhaven-boulevard-in-rego-park-gueens.html#

KSK Construction & Mayor Eric Adams

https://nypost.com/2023/11/11/metro/construction-biz-in-adams-fbi-probe-has-shoddy-
safety-record/




From:
To: Land Use Testimony

Cc:
Subject: [EXTERNAL] No to the City of Yes
Date: Wednesday, October 16, 2024 5:18:26 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an

attachment.

I am Angela Castellano, Co-President of the Lost Community Civic Association
We do not want the City of Yes proposal.

Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS
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[EXTERNAL] Comments / Oppostion to City of Yes

Angela Mirro RO

Wed 10/23/2024 3:20 PM

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender
and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

As a New Yorker who resides in Brooklyn, | am very aware and agree that there needs to be more affordable and low income housing
throughout all NYC boroughs;

however the approach that the City of Yes is proposing, advocating for eliminating zoning restrictions to allow for more building
development totally negates the responsibility of

of landlords and commercial real estate interests to lower rents and increase affordability. The issue should be more about affordability and
less about more development.

disrupting neighborhoods, destroying community gardens and open green spaces, blocking sunlight with more and more high

rise buildings. Northern Brooklyn

is experiencing an onslaught of high rise building construction, blocking the sky and sunlight for everyone, most of it for the luxury market,
why is this okay?

The absence of open space and sunlight diminishes the quality of life for all New Yorkers.

There needs to be a better balance, our Mayor, City Council, City Planning, land use committee and Housing Authority need to see these
disparities and invest more resources in existing buildings sitting empty, holding

greedy landlords and large building owners accountable for price gauging, and not advocating for the profit driven developers.

Sincerely,

Angela Mirro
Brooklyn Resident

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO92YBiAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=77&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1
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[EXTERNAL] City of Yes Zoning for Housing Opportunity

Gus Goldsack <IN

Wed 10/23/2024 2:35 PM
To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender

and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hi,

| am writing to express support for all zoning reform proposals under City of Yes. In particular, | support the abolishment of parking
mandates, as many other cities across the country with much higher car ownership than NYC have already achieved. Most New Yorkers do
not drive a car and both our buildings and streetscapes should reflect this.

Anius Goldsack

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092YBQAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=8&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Patrick Rocchio

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes Housing
Date: Friday, October 25, 2024 8:58:37 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an

attachment.

Testimony:

No to City of Yes. Preserve City Island’s Special District Zoning.
Anh Rocchio

City Island Resident


mailto:royalblue079@gmail.com
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[EXTERNAL] Opposing the City of YES proposal - Land Use Testimony 10/28/24, 5:19 PM

[EXTERNAL] Opposing the City of YES proposal

andy vazquez j <R

Fri 10/25/2024 1:46 PM

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender
and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

To Whom it May Concern:

The City of Yes plan, a 1 glove fits all agenda, is a poor fit for our community. This proposal will put additional burden on already
overwhelmed infrastructure in flood prone areas. Place stress on already overcrowded and many underperforming schools. In most
situations increased population and density will jeopardize public safety. Our police force, fire department, EMS, health and human services
cannot withstand additional work loads. This aggressive plan will remove parking mandates for new development projects. Our car- centric,
low density R 1- R 5 neighborhoods are already parking deprived. A housing crisis is the alleged reason for this over reaching plan.
However, allowance of tens of thousands of new entrants to our city while there is a crisis is akin to strategically placing additional holes in a
sinking ship. New York City cannot maintain their sidewalks Over 9,000 sidewalks damaged by tree roots await repair. The repair wait list
exceeds 5 years. New York City please fix what you have before adding more. Go back to the drawing board and do a district by district
assessment. Determine which fingers properly fit the gloves and bring a modified product back to the respective council members and their
constituents for approval. Force feeding creates a gag reflex. This plan in its current state is not digestible for many New Yorkers. Thank you
in advance for your anticipated cooperation.

Anibal Vaziuez, Jr

Bronx, New York 10465

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..hMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092hmbAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=59&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Ann Kelly

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Oppose The CITY of YES

Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2024 7:55:57 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

The City of Yes plan, a 1 glove fits all agenda, is a poor
fit for our community. This proposal will put additional
burden on already overwhelmed infrastructure in flood
prone areas. Place stress on already overcrowded and
many underperforming schools. In most situations
increased population and density will jeopardize public
safety. Our police force, fire department, EMS, health
and human services cannot withstand additional work
loads. This aggressive plan will remove parking
mandates for new development projects. Our car-
centric, low density R 1 - R 5 neighborhoods are already
parking deprived. A housing crisis is the alleged reason
for this over reaching plan. However, allowance of tens
of thousands of new entrants to our city while there is a
crisis 1s akin to strategically placing additional holes in a
sinking ship. New York City cannot maintain their
sidewalks Over 9,000 sidewalks damaged by tree roots
await repair. The repair wait list exceeds 5 years. New
York City please fix what you have before adding more.
Go back to the drawing board and do a district by district
assessment. Determine which fingers properly fit the
gloves and bring a modified product back to the
respective council members and their constituents for
approval. Force feeding creates a gag reflex. This plan in



its current state 1s not digestible for many New Y orkers.
Thank you in advance for your anticipated cooperation.

Regards,
Ann Kell

Bronx, NY 10465



From: Ann Marie Sinisi

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Vote No
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2024 8:37:00 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button
or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

I am a Howard Beach homeowner and am sending this e mail to encourage you to vote no!
Ann Marie Sinisi

Sent from my iPhone
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[EXTERNAL] Follow up on mandatory parking minimums

Anna Cheng < EGOOROROL

Wed 10/23/2024 11:06 AM

To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender
and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hello,

| wanted to share my testimony about how important housing affordability is to young adults. | am in my 20s and | think that parking
requirements impede housing affordability. | am an educated voter who hopes to be able to rent or even purchase a home here, and
contribute to my community and the economic vibrancy of the city for years to come.

| agree with the following points:

- The existing proposal does not affect any existing parking, nor does it ban or restrict the construction of parking. It simply allows business
owners and families to decide what amount is right for them.

- Adding a parking space to a new construction costs an average of $67,000. In the case of underground parking garages, the number can
be as high as $150,000

- These costs are passed on to the buyers and renters of new properties. This is especially obscene when the new property in question is
meant to serve low-income families who are unlikely to even own a vehicle.

- The housing market is a city-wide market. Costly regulation in one area has a detrimental effect on affordability everywhere.

- Even if someone is in the market for a home with a parking spot, parking-free apartments help make that more affordable by anchoring
the market at a lower price.

-The proposal is ultimately about free choice. If someone believes that parking is worth the cost, they will always have that option. Why
should someone who does not want this feature, or simply does not own a vehicle, be forced to pay exorbitant amounts?

- Many cities have removed parking requirements in recent years, these include Nashville, Minneapolis, and Buffalo. None saw drastic
reductions in parking construction. All saw a noticeable increase in housing construction and business creation.

- A lot of smaller lots in older neighborhoods cannot accommodate the existing regulations. As a result, they simply remain vacant while
the cost of housing soars.

- People whose buildings offer free or low-cost parking are significantly more likely to purchase a vehicle in the first place. Does anyone
really think we need more congestion on the roads?

Thank you,

Anna Cheng
Living in Hamilton Heights/10031

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..MNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092X%2F1AAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=23&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Anna A Yiu

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2024 3:54:00 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hi,

I am a member of BFHA which represents over 1,500 homes and writing to express
my deepest concern with the City of Yes proposal. We do not have the infrastructure
to support this 500% increase in overdevelopment and it will absolutely be
catastrophic to our quality of life and ruin our beautiful neighborhood. NYC has the
same population today as it did in 1960. This proposal will be reversing our lifetime of
hard work to protect and benefit our community.

Kind Regards,
Anna Lee

Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Anna Leistikow

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Yes for Housing Opportunity
Date: Monday, November 11, 2024 9:28:32 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

Hi,
Thanks for your civic leadership on the Council.

I’m a Manhattan resident and am writing you today to ask for your support, in voting to lift or
end parking minimums / mandates.

Like the vast majority of folks in the 5 Boroughs,
I don’t own a car.

o Parking mandates impede affordable housing development,increase construction
costs and rents, and disproportionately burden low-income households with costs.

e Building new housing along transit lines reduces emissions, improves access to jobs,
boosts neighborhood well-being, and makes commuting easier.

e The proposal is popular: 74% of New York City voters support lifting parking
mandates — with just 17% opposed — according to a new poll from Open New York.

Thank you for your support,
Anna

Sent from Proton Mail for 10S
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From: Annette anna

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] No to C of Y
Date: Thursday, October 17, 2024 7:21:27 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button
or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

Good Day,
I have lived in NYC my entire life,
Born in Manhattan and raised in LIC, Astoria and living in Flushing since 1970.
I love Flushing and it breaks my heart when I see another majestic tree cut down to make a wider driveway and
an historic architectural gorgeous home torn down to build a cheap unsightly multi family home.
City of Yes will further destroy and take away our diminishing quality of life in this small remaining oasis of
Queens.
Removing green space, trees,packing people into unsafe places and overcrowding an already crowded area, not to
mention the dangers involved with doing this.
I vote and plead NO to the C of Y!
Sincerely,
Anna Lupoli

Flushing, NY 11357
Sent from my iPhone
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[EXTERNAL] City of Yes

Anna Pizzelli <

Fri 10/25/2024 8:15 AM
To:Land Use Testimony <landusetestimony@council.nyc.gov>;

@ 1attachments (10 MB)

Written Testimony by Joel A. Siegel, Esq., in Opposition to City of Yes.pdf;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to
phish@oti.nyc.gov as an attachment.

Good morning,
Today is the last day to submit written testimony to your committee.

| live in Ditmas Park, Brooklyn.
| join my neighbor Joel Siegel's very clearly expressed written opposition, which | enclose.

Sincerely,

Anna Pizzelli

Brooklyn NY 11226

https://mail.council.nyc.gov/owa/landusetestimony@council.nyc.g..AhMNpQ6mwOcASK23AAAO092hIDAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=97&ispopout=1 Page 1 of 1



From: Anne Beach

To: Land Use Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL]
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2024 7:23:13 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

— To Whom it May Concern: The City of Yes plan, a 1 glove fits all agenda, is a poor fit for
our community. This proposal will put additional burden on already overwhelmed
infrastructure in flood prone areas. Place stress on already overcrowded and many
underperforming schools. In most situations increased population and density will jeopardize
public safety. Our police force, fire department, EMS, health and human services cannot
withstand additional work loads. This aggressive plan will remove parking mandates for new
development projects. Our car- centric, low density R 1 - R 5 neighborhoods are already
parking deprived. A housing crisis is the alleged reason for this over reaching plan. However,
allowance of tens of thousands of new entrants to our city while there is a crisis is akin to
strategically placing additional holes in a sinking ship. New York City cannot maintain their
sidewalks Over 9,000 sidewalks damaged by tree roots await repair. The repair wait list
exceeds 5 years. New York City please fix what you have before adding more. Go back to the
drawing board and do a district by district assessment. Determine which fingers properly fit
the gloves and bring a modified product back to the respective council members and their
constituents for approval. Force feeding creates a gag reflex. This plan in its current state is
not digestible for many New Yorkers. Thank you in advance for your anticipated cooperation.

Anne Beach

Whitestone, NY 11357
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As a concerned registered voter of Eastern Queens County, I implore you to stand up to the one size fits all rezoning that is
the City of Yes. I chose to stay in NYC rather than move to Nassau County because my area of Queens afforded me the best
of both worlds. If you destroy my neoghborhood and what s right outside of it with multi buildings and do not listen to most
of your constituents in my area, that is the antithesis of what a government official is supposed to do. Any Council member
has to see that the strength of NYC is the beauty of its diversity. There is no such thing as one size fits all. [ urge you and your
members to vote NO on the city of yes.

Anne Klein
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| am opposed to the City of Yes proposal because it will drastically change neighborhoods in the outer boroughs. We already
suffer from a lack of transportation options in Northeast Queens, so this area is dependent upon cars for transportation.

Increasing the housing density without regards to the parking requirements would be a disaster.

Other city services, including water and sewage, the electric grid, and educational services would be adversely affected by the
increased population.

The City of Yes proposal does not address affordability of this increased housing, so it will not solve 