




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Testimony of State Senator Brad Hoylman Before the New York City Council on 
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing and Zoning for Quality and Affordability  

 
Thank you, Speaker Mark-Viverito, Chairman Richards, and members of the New York 
City Council, for the opportunity to testify. I represent New York State’s 27th Senate 
District, which includes the Lower East Side, East Village, Greenwich Village, Chelsea, 
West and East Midtown, Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen and the Upper West Side.  
 
My mixed-income Senate district is composed largely of renters, including 50,000 units 
of rent-regulated housing and 5,000 units under the New York City Housing Authority. 
These tenants regularly contact my office to express concern over the lack of affordable 
housing options for them, their neighbors and their families. In addition, my Senate 
district contains 18 different historic districts in whole or in part, so it’s understandable 
that many of my constituents are passionate about protecting the character and 
aesthetic of their neighborhoods and have fought long and hard to enshrine those 
protections through zoning and landmarks designation.  
 
While I have concerns regarding the Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) plan, 
which I detail below, I believe that we need to seize this moment presented by the City 
Administration to spur affordable housing for the next generation of New Yorkers.  It is 
in this context that I support MIH, although I hope some of the changes I suggest will 
be considered. With respect to the Zoning for Quality and Affordability (ZQA) plan, I 
fear we are giving up too much and getting too little in return, and retain concerns that 
prevent me from supporting the plan in its current form.  
 
I am concerned about a number of issues that are not addressed in MIH. First, while I 
appreciate that the Administration has stated a willingness to work with Community 
Districts to increase the availability of units at the top and bottom of the income bands, 
the details of this have not yet been worked out. Given the persistently increasing 
economic divide between New Yorkers, it is imperative that as many units as possible 
be available to people who are very low-income as well as those who are moderate- to 
middle-income. In practical terms, it seems the only way to achieve this goal is to 
increase the percentage of units set aside for affordable housing.  
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Second, I am disappointed by the lack of stringent displacement protections and anti-
harassment provisions, which have proven highly successful in preserving affordable 
housing, such as in the Special Clinton District in my Senate district. One need only 
speak to an aide from the district office of any elected official to know that existing 
affordable housing is constantly threatened by the practices of unscrupulous landlords 
who find ways to make life miserable for rent-regulated tenants.  
 
Third, I am alarmed there is no language in the proposed MIH text that specifies equal 
distribution of affordable units in a development or the equitable use of finishes and 
building materials across market rate and affordable units.  We should not make 
second-class citizens out of the inhabitants of the affordable housing units by giving 
them inferior building materials. Many ethical developers already spurn this practice, 
and we should do everything we can to discourage it. 
 
This said, bold steps are necessary if we are going to preserve and enhance New York 
City’s economic and social diversity. Affordable units should be included in every new 
residential project and it is appropriate that we place an emphasis on increasing the 
number of affordable units in projects where developers have requested special 
permits, as MIH does. I am particularly heartened by the Administration’s commitment 
to revise the process for a BSA waiver, ensuring that only genuine hardships are 
considered and not those which are inherent to the MIH program or self-imposed by 
developers. I am also grateful for the modification of rules governing the Affordable 
Housing Funds created by developers who make use of the payments-in-lieu (PIL) 
option. Changes to the program will now appropriately ensure that monies generated 
through PIL are tied to the borough of the originating development, and for at least 10 
years within the originating Community District. 
 
I am troubled by the ZQA proposal because it threatens to impose a one-size-fits-all 
schematic onto our diverse neighborhoods. In particular, I have profound reservations 
regarding ZQA and its attendant height adjustments that are applied across contextual 
and special districts. Within my Senate district alone, we are currently fighting to enact 
new area-specific rezonings for the University Place/Broadway corridor and the South 
Village, with the aim of preserving the rich architectural and cultural heritage of these 
neighborhoods. ZQA would undo the tremendous efforts put into those projects and 
eliminate or severely weaken the contextual limits that we succeeded in applying to 
neighborhoods like the East Village, which would see some of the largest increases in 
allowable height anywhere in the city. In addition, the absence of permanent Sliver Rule 
applicability is another cause for concern, as is the lack of permanent affordability 
requirements for senior housing gained in exchange for increased bulk.  
 
I want to thank the many community advocacy organizations and individual activists 
who have come forward over the last several months to share their concerns and 



priorities. In particular, I thank Community Boards 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 for their thoughtful 
and detailed guidance on these matters. I am also especially grateful to Manhattan 
Borough President Brewer, who brought my colleagues and me together to ensure that 
we were as well-informed as possible on these complicated proposals. I commend 
Mayor de Blasio and his administration for engaging the grassroots leadership in this 
conversation, and for their bold proposals to keep New York the diverse home we all 
cherish. Thank you for your time and attention today.  
 
 
 



THIS IS THE STATEMENT OF SUSAN NIAL RELATING TO THE COUNCIL HEARING ON ZQA 
Scheduled for 2/10/2016 
 
To the Members of the City Council:  I cannot attend the hearing on 2/10/2016.    I have asked a 
staff member of LW! to read my statement. 
 
        If you see something, say something!  How often have we seen and hear that exhortation.  
I cannot be there today but you are.  I ask you not to be blinded by promises made to you to get 
your support for the ZQA.  Not only do you have the power to say something, you have the 
power to do something!   
        You will soon be asked to vote on and approve two ill conceived pieces of legislation 
allegedly in aid  of "Affordable Housing".  As with so many proposals made to feather the nests 
of the super wealthy in our society, this claim is, to put it mildly, less than honest.  These two 
proposals are opposed by substantially all, if not all, of the Community Boards in the City as well 
as many, grass roots organizations whose memberships run the gamut  from coop and condo 
owners, to small businesses, to public housing advocates and residents, to preservationists and 
environmentalists.  This amazingly diverse opposition springs from the obvious fact that, 
regardless of the Mayor's protestations, the ZQA has little to do with affordable housing.   It's 
all about helping developers represented, in large part,  by REBNY make more money at the 
expense of the quality of life of residents of the City.   A classic case of an exchange of public 
assets for private gain.  
 During this entire process, one thing has been constant, the Mayor's desire to 
marginalize, demean, diminish and silence the opposition and keep the public in the dark or, as 
was done at the Planning Commission's last public hearing, keeping the Public out in the cold!   
The Administration has made sure that critical pieces of information have been kept from the 
public and that when information has been distributed it has been incomplete, contradictory or 
provided so late in the process that public input is impossible.  
 As with most actions of this Administration, the problems with these two pieces of 
legislation fall into two broad categories:  process and content.  You have received thousands of 
letters and listened to tens of thousand of words setting out the myriad of problems that this 
ZQA hodgepodge of zoning changes specially tailored not to the needs of the average New 
Yorker but to the desires of developers.  However, even though the Administration has done 
everything it can to obfuscate and cover up  what is going on here, some times the truth comes 
out.  Even the the CPC, conflicted as it is as both the proponent of this legislation and the 
agency charged with assessing its impact on the City,  finally had to admit it its recently issued 
report the following. 
  "Chapter 24 : UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS 
 According to the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, 
unavoidable significant adverse impacts are those that would occur if a proposed project or 
action is implemented regardless of the mitigation employed, or if mitigation is infeasible. 
  As described in Chapter 7 - Shadows, Chapter 8 - Historic Resources, Chapter 11 - 
Hazardous Materials, and Chapter 18 - Noise, the Proposed Action would result in potential 
significant adverse impacts with respect to shadows, historic resources, hazardous materials, 
and noise. However, as presented in Chapter 23, Mitigation, no practicable mitigation measures 



were identified which would reduce or eliminate these impacts. Therefore, the Proposed Action 
would result in the potential for unavoidable adverse impacts with respect to shadows, historic 
resources, hazardous materials and noise." 
 
   While the public may have little hope of changing the Mayor's mind  you, the City Council, 
have the power to assess, speak and act  on this issue in the public interest.  I urge you to do 
just that and reject the ZQA and the MIH. YOU HAVE THE POWER TO REJECT THIS LEGISLATION.  
Unlike the Community Boards whose views and opinions the mayor has dismissed as merely 
advisory, you have the power and the obligation to tell the Mayor NO.  Tell mayor that neither 
you nor the City are for sale.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Susan Nial 
 



TESTIMONY OPPOSING ZQA/MIH 
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for 
Quality & Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public 
benefit.  It would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) 
for 80% market rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height 
increases would encourage more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there 
is no evidence to support this claim and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk 
and height bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many 
say would be unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to 
remain senior affordable housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger 
and taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do 
more harm than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a 
significant increase in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means 
affordable housing will only be mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate 
housing will also be created.  This is exactly what was done in areas of the city like West 
Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  While some affordable housing was built, 
the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made these neighborhoods overall 
exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these areas was totally 
destroyed. 
 
 
Terence Brennan 
New York, NY 10010 
 



To Whom it May Concern, 

My name is Charles Alwakeel, I am an architect and urban planner, based in 
Williamsburg, Brooklyn. I run a small firm; the majority of our work is zoning and 
feasibility-related. I am fairly well-known zoning specialist, having advised dozens 
individual owners, developers, brokers and city agencies on zoning matters in the past 
and having carried out hundreds of zoning studies throughout my career. I was one of 
the project leads for the large zoning and feasibility study that NYCHA carried out (prior 
to taking on the in-fill program) and I've had a part in the design of buildings as iconic as 
56 Leonard and the up-and-coming 45 East 22nd Street. 

My support for ZQA is derived from an understanding that development rights transfers 
are a mechanism for preserving affordable housing. It is not unusual for a developer to 
discount development on a parcel containing rent-controlled apartments, while still 
being able to buy the remaining development rights from such parcels. When those 
parcels don't have any more development rights, they stop being acquisition targets and 
development pressure (on the existing affordable apartments) is lessened. 

I've been involved in two such projects, and if ZQA had been enacted at that time, we 
would have been able to (1) build more units, and (2) absorb more development rights 
from the parcels with rent-controlled/rent-stablized tenants, therefore making future full 
tear-downs of such parcels less financially feasible. 

My one concern with ZQA is the notion of a "qualifying ground floor". Under the 
proposed draft text, if the ground floor height, as measured from the finished floor of the 
ground floor to the finished floor of the second story, is more than 13 feet, then the 
proposed building's maximum height is increased by a set number of feet depending on 
the zoning district on which it is located. 

I take issue with the 13-foot dimension. 
 
Under the 2014 Building Code, a stair that rises to a height above 12 feet must provide 
an intermediate landing. In smaller residential buildings, the typical design solution is to 
provide a scissor stair (two stairs wrapped-around each other). These stairs don't 
provide landings between floors, but generally "work" as long as your floor plate isn't too 
large and dead-end distance restrictions don't force you to break out the scissor stairs 
into a pair of individual stairs. 

My issue is that the 13-foot dimension, and the associated landing requirement as 
imposed by the building code, does two things: 

1. It biases larger developments where scissor stairs are not utilized (generally, 
where the floor plate is large enough to require two individual stairs located far 
apart from each other). 

2. It hurts smaller developments which cannot make use of the increased building 
height without adding a 36" x 36" or 44" x 44" landing to the first run of stairs. 



The City Council should modify the ground floor height requirement for a "qualifying 
ground floor". Such height should correlate with the 2014 Building Code; it should be 12 
feet. 

Thank you for taking the time to read through this. 
Feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
Best, 
Charles Alwakeel, AIA 
 
 
 
 

--  

Charles Alwakeel, AIA 

Architect | Owner 
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From: Ariel Aufgang 

Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 8:16 AM 
Subject: IN SUPPORT OF ZQA 

Please accept this email as a show of strong support for the proposed Zoning For Quality and 

Affordability text change.  
As demonstrated very clearly by the City Planning Department’s presentation materials, the bulk 

changes proposed will permit, not only the possibility of maximizing the permitted inclusionary 

housing bonus, but also more desirable spaces both in the ground level nonresidential uses and in 

the apartments above. As an architect of affordable housing, I can attest to the fact that through 

the changes outlined above, this text change should increase the amount of affordable housing 

being produced and also make affordable units that would otherwise have been produced 

anyway, much more comfortable for the residents. 

  

  

  

Ariel Aufgang, AIA 
Principal 

  

Aufgang Architects 

74 Lafayette Avenue 

Suite 301 

Suffern, NY 10901 

p. 845.368.0004  

www.aufgang.com 

http://www.aufgang.com/


Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Naomi Slavinski 
New York, NY 10014 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Branden Torres 
New York, NY 10009 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Donna Raftery 
New York, NY 10014 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Annie Pichard 
New York, NY           ETATS UNI, NY 10003 
Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 



This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Joanne Pawlowski 
92 Horatio St. 
New York, NY 10014 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Joanne Pawlowski 
New York, NY 10014 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Kristin Eagan 
New York, NY 10014 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Joyce Goldzman 
New York, NY 10014 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Edward Haynes 
New York, NY 10003 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
February 10th, 2016 
 
To: Melissa Mark-Viverito, Speaker, NY City Council 
From: Lesley Doyel, Co-President, SAVE CHELSEA 
Re: The ‘Zoning for Quality & Affordability’ Proposal  
 
Save Chelsea continues to VEHEMENTLY oppose The ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal, which has now arrived at the New York City Council.  
 
There is no reason for the city to encourage taller developments in residential 
neighborhoods that were specifically zoned to maintain certain contextual height 
limits.  There is NO justification for the proposed across-the-board height 
increases of 5-20 feet for new developments, as they offer no public benefit, 
would undo hard-fought-for height limits that in many cases were compromises 
from those which communities sought, and would only serve to further erode 
neighborhood character. In Chelsea, as with other neighborhoods, existing 
affordable housing is currently and constantly under attack from what has been 
appropriately dubbed, “the violence of overdevelopment.”  
 
In fact, Save Chelsea is one of 87 groups that have joined a coalition called “New 
Yorkers for a Human-Scale City”, calling for “an end to the violence that real 
estate developers have inflicted on our skyline, parks, public areas, and cityscape 
with the proliferation of over-scaled buildings.” Significantly, the coalition 
includes groups from all over the five boroughs, who have taken a strong and 
united stand against the Mayor’s ZQA for the reasons above, and because this 
proposed citywide zoning change is far to sweeping, has been rushed far too 
quickly, and would have harmful effects to existing affordable housing.  It, 
therefore, threatens not only the historic fabric of our city, but the cultural fabric 
as well. As our own District 3 Councilman, Corey Johnson, has said, "I do not think 
that there is a one-size-fits-all solution, which is (what's) currently before us...”  
 
And, as Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation further clarifies, “This 
is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local 
conditions, goals, or desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates 
the leverage that local communities, their Councilmember, and their Borough 



President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to a citywide 
zoning text amendment such as this).” How can this possibly work? 
 
In the recent New York Times article "In Chelsea, A Great Wealth Divide," reporter 
Mia Navarro explores the rapid growth and gentrification of Manhattan's Chelsea 
neighborhood. She writes that the area has "undergone a dizzying economic 
transformation in the past two to three decades, with an influx of wealth affecting 
the residents of less means in both obvious and insidious ways. And that change 
shows no signs of slowing." Adding that, even now, “Today’s Chelsea, the swath 
west of Avenue of the Americas between 14th and 34th Streets, could be the 
poster neighborhood for what Mayor Bill de Blasio calls the tale of two cities.”  
ZQA would only serve to accelerate the attack on what is left of truly affordable 
housing stock, while giving developers even more advantage and latitude. A host 
of communities and community boards have said “NO” – it is time to listen. For all 
these reasons, Save Chelsea implores you not to approve the misguided and 
misnamed ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ proposal. In other words, Just say 
NO! 
 
 
 
Lesley Doyel 
Old Chelsea Station 
New York, NY 10011 
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Carl Weisbrod 
Director, New York City Department of City Planning 
Chairman, New York City Planning Commission 
120 Broadway, 31st Floor 
New York, New York 10271 

Dear Chair Weisbrod and Commissioners, 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to present my testimony. My name is Summer Alhamash, 
AIA, LEED and I am a principal architect at Heritage Architecture, LLC, a WBE firm in 
midtown Manhattan. I’m speaking as a member of the New York State Association for 
affordable housing (NYSAFAH), an AIA member and as an architect with focus on 
design and development of affordable housing throughout the five boroughs.  

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today on the Zoning for Quality and Affordability 
(ZQA) and Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposals. I wish to express my 
organizations strong support for both proposals, which will help developers, architects, 
community groups and faith based organization provide much needed affordable 
housing in communities throughout New York City. I am also here to express strong 
support on behalf of a group of affordable housing developers, who are actively 
involved in producing over 1,000 units of affordable housing and mixed used buildings 
that incorporate community facilities, faith based centers providing critical and much 
needed services to many neighborhoods throughout the city. My support to both 
proposals is focused on the following: 

Parking Requirements for Affordable Housing: 

The existing zoning requirements for accessory off-street parking make it much harder 
to meet the city’s need for affordable housing. Off-street parking adds a huge expense 
to each project in the range of $30,000 to $50,000 per space. These additional costs 
impact the financial feasibility of affordable housing projects that rely on limited tax 
credits and subsidies to create safe and affordable housing.  

Parking also presents a major design challenge, when trying to fit the building envelope 
into a limited allowable envelope. Several projects, and especially smaller sites become 
unfeasible due to the impact of parking. 

Parking is typically located on the first floor, which takes away commercial and 
community facility space that is best suited on the first floor. Commercial and other uses 
improve the neighborhood character, provide continuous streetscape and contributes to 
the neighborhood revitalization. 
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Inclusionary Housing Building Envelope (MIH): 

The Inclusionary Housing program promotes mixed-income housing in designated 
medium and high-density areas. Buildings participating in the Inclusionary Housing 
program are allowed a higher FAR than is permitted for other types of housing. 
However, for Inclusionary Housing areas in contextual zoning districts, zoning doesn’t 
allow enough room for this floor area all to fit in a high-quality building. This results in 
less participation in the existing Inclusionary Housing program, and therefore less 
affordable housing.  

ZQA allows buildings that provide on-site affordable housing through the Inclusionary 
Housing program to utilize the more flexible building envelope, by allowing the following 
modification:  

• Permit a higher maximum height and number of stories to allow the full 
development of the permitted FAR. In contextual Inclusionary Housing districts 
this results in an increase in height permitting an additional 1 or 2 stories (10 to 
20 feet).  

• Allow increases in the maximum base heights in some zoning districts to 
maintain the current proportionality of the building envelope, which often serves 
to help hide the additional height above the base.  

• Allow for the development of shared spaces on the ground floor in the rear yard 
area, so as to allow for more-efficient buildings similar to what is currently 
allowed for commercial or community facility uses or accessory today. 

 

Case Study, Affordable Mixed Use Building: 

Heritage Architecture is designing a mixed use affordable development with commercial 
and community facility utilizing both ZQA and MIH. The rezoning provided the flexibility 
in the envelope to achieve the project objectives of providing affordable, safe and 
creative housing and retail spaces in areas of the City in need of economic 
development. The following are critical points that contributed to the project success: 

• Parking reduction: provided the floor area to build sufficient commercial space, 
including fresh market and other community retail that is necessary to provide a 
commercial strip and vitalize the neighborhood in Brownsville area. 

• Provided the flexibility to build a ground level community facility that provides 
services to the neighborhood 

• Build much needed, very low income affordable housing by utilizing the 
increased FAR and height and envelope requirements through the MIH.  

• Build Quality Housing that contributes to the neighborhood context and viability.  
 
 
Contact: Summer Alhamash, AIA. summer@heritagearch.com 
 

 





Subject:                                 MIH-ZQA TESTIMONY   
 
  February 10, 2016 – NY City Council hearing  
    [The Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises – Public Hearing on Zoning for 
     Quality and Affordability – Application No. 20160049 ZRY] 
 
From:  Joanne Gorman, Lower Manhattan resident,  
              via email to:  correspondence@council.nyc.gov 
 
ZQA – Zoning of Questionable Affordability 
 
The ZQA zoning change seems written by the real-estate industry to benefit market-rate 
development, while throwing in the red herrings of ‘affordable housing’ and ‘senior 
housing’ as bait to overcome serious public concerns.   
 
ZQA with its increased height and density allowances and rear yard and other open 
space encroachments: 
-  would in one shot affect all 5 boroughs across the board,  with little regard for sense 
of place and the long-term effect on neighborhood character and quality of life; 
-  disregards or destroys protections built in over years for unique and special historic 
districts by overriding contextual zoning; 
-  has absolutely no guarantees regarding maintaining existing affordable housing and 
local, small businesses and services in affected areas;  
-   provides no guarantees regarding incorporation of affordable housing into new 
development if developers decide to forgo certain perks tied to  ‘affordable’ while 
gaining the benefit of new zoning advantages; 
-   defines affordable housing in terms of a median income that is based not on the  
incomes of the neighborhoods that it will most impact, but on a much broader 
geographic span inclusive of a much wealthier base, which skews the definition of 
affordable in the developer’s favor. 
 
With such a broad stroke, it would be hard to keep track of and recover from negative 
unintended consequences that might not show up for several years - with the public 
paying the price, while the elected officials and developers pushing through and 
profiting from this proposal would have long moved on and distanced themselves from 
accountability.    
 
Unless strong protections are built in for existing affordable neighborhoods – for both 
the current individuals and the local businesses that support them – these groups, along 
with the chosen 20-30% in a token number of new quasi-affordable units in the midst of 
market-rate housing developments will see their wallets outpaced by new and 
increasingly upscale services demanded by the 70 to 80% market rate residents.   
 



 Obviously, the percentage of market rate units to so-called affordable units would 
already tip the scales in favor of the wealthy, and doesn’t bode well for the future for 
those whom ZQA is supposedly meant to support.  
 
Given the enormous geographic and economic extent of the draft ZQA, the ZQA 
document is a threadbare framework for the full, environmental analysis that is 
required to determine the impact for each and every unique neighborhood affected.  Its 
building schematics and diagrams are hardly a substitute or replacement for an actual, 
physical on the ground review.  
 
Until such a full neighborhood-oriented environmental impact statement is completed 
and reviewed, I can’t see how a reasoned decision can be made regarding this major 
zoning initiative.  
 
At this point in the process,  “Zoning for Quality and Affordability” remains “Zoning of 
Questionable Affordability”. 
 
 
 
     # # # 
 
[Re:  MIH – Mandatory Inclusionary Housing – a step in the right direction.] 
 
                          
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I attended the Wednesday afternoon session of the Affordable Housing 
hearing. As always, the attention is in the details and the promises that 
come with a less than in-depth investigation of the facts allows one to miss 
and/or ignore the troubling issues. 
I have lived in New York for over two decades. A key characteristic of this 
five-borough metropolis is its ever changing architectural face, but the 
impending changes will not only affect the size of buildings, but the way we 
all will live for generations to come. 
It was said today that to "modernize the city's zoning laws" will make them 
more "age friendly", but isn't the primary goal of these developers (who 
have bought up entire blocks) to make profit? It seems the crisis of 
affordable housing is secondary. 
When confusing "non-layman" concepts such as height limits and zoning 
protections are thrown in with results of conflicting studies, it seems that 
out of fear, we don't reflect on the future consequences.  I think this is why 
the prospect of seniors living in a 275 square foot living space didn't have 
much of an impact at Wednesday's hearing.  
And there was mention of the children of seniors.  What about the 
grandchildren of seniors?  How will they be able to afford this city? 
We need to look at this zoning crisis in more detail before we allow across 
the board rezoning turn this into a city in which most of us will not be able 
to afford to live here.  I fear the council has already made up its mind. 
 
 
Chonita Colson-Jones 
Brooklyn, NY 11218 
  



Today’s “Daily News” features a story on the explosive growth of NYC food banks, with one 
citizen quoted as saying : “I can’t afford rent and food.” 
 
More and more, the expansion of luxury and market-rate housing, the result of excess capital 
looking for places to invest, is destroying the already scarce supply  of housing that is truly 
affordable to most of the people who call NY home. More and more NYers, even those who 
think of themselves as middle class, are turning to food banks because they cannot afford both 
food and rent. 
 
Against this real, and growing, crisis of affordable housing , the Mayor and City Planning have 
gravely damaged their credibility with voters like me, by advocating a plan developed by and in 
coordination with, the real estate community. 
 
There are so many problems with the Mayor’s so-called “affordable housing” plan that even a 
non-expert like myself, can see them clearly. For one thing, the so-called “affordable units” are 
not affordable for  most members of the communities in which they will be built. The formula 
for what is “affordable” is not a formula based on the incomes of NYC residents; it is significantly 
higher, deliberately so, since it includes non-NY residents who will not be affected by the plan. 
 
This alone makes it questionable. 
 
I have read proponents of the plan avow that even this “sort-of affordable” housing has to be 
80/20, because the developers simply cannot make a profit otherwise. I believe this, based on 
reliable statistics from a variety of sources, to be untrue. Developers profit handsomely from 
this type of development, which is why they are eager for the plan to proceed. 
 
The proposed zoning also takes away the little control the communities have at present, in 
deciding their fate. Council members who attended community meetings have to be aware of 
the seething anger and distrust among residents opposed to this plan.  Local residents know 
that even now when their participation is solicited, it is too often part of an elaborately staged 
ritual where the decisions have already been made. We get asked for input when input no 
longer counts.  
 
No wonder cynicism and anger prevail. 
 
And is that not happening now?  
 
Community board after community board, citizens groups after citizens groups, individuals like 
me, all have made it clear we are opposed to this plan. We ask that it be tabled, and new, 
transparent, participatory planning begin in its place. 
 
That is what I am asking, and why I am writing this note, in hopes that the decision has not 
already been made, and that the voices of actual citizens of NY not be drowned out by the 
politically-connected, deep-pocketed real estate industry. 
 
Rona B. Kluger 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN 
APPROVED BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, 
goals, or desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local 
communities, their Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a 
local rezoning (as opposed to a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also 
undo years of hard work and compromise by communities to achieve the height limits they 
current have, the price for which was often accepting upzonings along with them. Perhaps 
worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new developments with minimal 
impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for 
Quality & Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public 
benefit.  It would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 
80% market rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases 
would encourage more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no 
evidence to support this claim and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and 
height bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say 
would be unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain 
senior affordable housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger 
and taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do 
more harm than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a 
significant increase in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means 
affordable housing will only be mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate 
housing will also be created.  This is exactly what was done in areas of the city like West 
Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  While some affordable housing was built, 
the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made these neighborhoods overall 
exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these areas was totally 
destroyed. 
 
 
ensley humphreys 
New York, NY 10003 

  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
Dear Councilmember, 
 
I do NOT support the ZQA proposal, as written, and urge you not to support 
it.  
 
I do not think it will achieve it's goals of having more affordable housing. I 
think it will destroy good, functional neighborhoods. I think the city can find 
much better and more innovative ways to have affordable housing that do 
not destroy neighborhoods. 
 
ZQA is a hand-out to developers, giving them license to tear down existing 
neighborhoods and rebuild them in the luxury high-rise model which has 
already adversely impacted many neighborhoods. So many of the new 
buildings are out of context with their neighborhoods, causing good 
neighborhoods to lose their uniqueness. Many are designed so that they do 
not provide services to the community at the street level. ZQA will be a 
free-for-all urban renewal that destroys good neighborhoods that do not 
need up-scaling. 
 
I support the recommendations of the Landmarks Conservancy: 
 
 
- Eliminate contextual zones and historic districts from the ZQA proposal so 
as to protect their existing integrity. 
 
- Don’t allow for buildings to encroach on in rear yards to protect light, air 
and open space. 
 
- Retain the existing Sliver Law regulations, which restrict tall narrow 
buildings on side streets. 
 
- Bonuses for senior housing should be tied to permanent affordability—
not the bill’s 30-year limit— or they should be eliminated. 
 



I also think that it should be easier to create special zoning districts to save 
neighborhoods that are worthy of preservation. 
 
 
I also support the Landmarks Conservancy MIH recommendations: 
 
 
- Affordability should be measured by incomes for the borough, 
neighborhood or census blocks. 
 
- MIH uses the New York Metropolitan Area average, which is too high. 
 
- Existing affordable housing should be preserved or replaced in kind. 
 
 
I also think that incentives for affordable housing should be targeted for 
low-income NYC residents, but not following the old model of housing 
developments run by NYC. We need the best urban planners and 
community advocates to come up with an innovative solution. 
 
 
Nancy Idaka Sheran 
New York, NY 10016 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SoBRO’s mission is to enhance the quality of life in the South Bronx by strengthening businesses and creating 

innovative economic housing, educational and career development programs for youth and adults. 

 

         
 

TESTIMONY OF 

SOUTH BRONX OVERALL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION (SoBRO) 

Michael C. Brady, Director of Special Projects and Governmental Relations 

before the 

New York City Council Sub-Committee on Zoning and Franchises 

Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) 

 

Chair Richards and members of the City Council thank you for the opportunity to discuss the application submitted 
by the Department of City Planning pursuant to Section 201 of the New York City Charter, for an amendment of the 
Zoning resolution to create a Mandatory Inclusionary Housing program that would require, through zoning actions, a 
share of new housing to be permanently affordable. The South Bronx Overall Economic Development Corporation 
(SoBRO) has been in existence since 1972.  We were founded to protect businesses and grow communities during 
the great Bronx decline and have shepherded the Bronx’s development ever since.  Currently, SoBRO adds 
hundreds of millions of dollars annually to the economic vitality of the Bronx, employs over 200 individuals, connects 
with over 200,000 individuals and businesses annually, and provides a holistic evidence-based model for community 
and economic development.  SoBRO’s programs cover the entire Bronx, northern Manhattan and Harlem, and some 
areas of Brooklyn and Staten Island. 

An important element of the SoBRO community and economic development model is access to affordable housing.  
Our organization, has developed several thousand units of housing, and currently owns and/or manages twenty-five 
(25) low income and affordable developments.  These buildings provide vital services to residents and assist in 
building the capacity of the surrounding community and are an integral piece of the economic development puzzle. 

The regulations brought to the Council today represent an enormous shift in policy for New York City.  As with large 
scale measure; it is not perfect.  However, the actions and debates brought about by this Council will shape the 
future of that policy; a policy which is fundamentally good.  A policy which provides the City of New York with an 
additional tool in understanding affordability. 

SoBRO warmly supports the affirmative vote by the New York City Planning Commission to approve Mandatory 
Inclusionary Housing (MIH) measures and Zoning for Quality and Affordability (ZQA) Text Amendments that took 
place last week.  Both measures are important to preserving and protecting permanent access to quality affordable 
housing for all New Yorkers of all ages and income ranges.  We realize that our findings run contrary to the feelings 
of several stakeholders in our borough; however, our findings, based on economic development fact, prove that 
these amendments are right, just, and sound.  Furthermore, we find that if these amendments are not discussed and 
implemented New York City will be outpaced by other major cities throughout the world in adapting housing policy to 
meet the needs of our evolving and varied population. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SoBRO’s mission is to enhance the quality of life in the South Bronx by strengthening businesses and creating 

innovative economic housing, educational and career development programs for youth and adults. 

 

MIH provides needed regulation to increase the amount of permanently affordable housing.  The regulations 
encourage the development of mixed income buildings, and create a mechanism to provide more housing for very 
low income and middle income families.  The MIH measures are consistent with SoBRO’s community and economic 
development strategy and ultimately will result in more permanently affordable housing in all areas of New York City. 

This policy brings to focus and seeks to address outdated zoning rules and keeps pace with the evolving needs of 
our City.  Indeed, if MIH had been adopted just one year ago, the development dialogue for the South Bronx, 
particularly the area along the Harlem River – recently on the front page of The Real Deal - would be very different 
then it is today.   

You see, over the course of the past year and a half, through property speculation and market dynamics there has 
been an influx of market rate development plans announced for the area which do not reflect the area’s working 
class roots, nor its historic place as being the poorest Congressional District in the United States.  The market rate 
housing, some 1,200 units, with rents for a one bedroom starting at $3,500 a month, outpace the income of area 
residents well beyond 80% of the average median income (AMI) regulations developed by HUD.  This abundance of 
market rate housing, while providing deeply skewed income diversification and a new tax base for the area; does not 
provide for an income mix to support the area’s balanced growth and development. 

If MIH, were adopted the story would be very different.  Families of diverse incomes would shape the South Bronx 
waterfront development conversation; and the City of New York would have kept pace with the community’s needs.  

This has not been the case. 

Currently, this area of the South Bronx has one of the largest unit counts of public and low income housing in the City 
of New York populated by the poor and the working poor.  At the other end of the spectrum we have plans for market 
rate housing well out of reach for area professionals and working class community members. This juxtaposition has 
created an environment for upper tier New Yorkers and at the other end of the spectrum the most vulnerable; leaving 
no income range to balance the two. 

This lack of community based policy has allowed market rate developers to guide the conversation; with limited 
provisions for families at various income levels.  Today’s proposed changes to zoning regulations ensure permanent 
affordable housing for the most vulnerable among us; and bring the conversation of defining affordability to light.  We 
must look at the word affordable and understand what it means to a family of three earning $16,000 a year, often 
with City, State and Federal assistance, and a family of three earning $70,000, often without assistance.  Both 
families struggle and both need our City’s support.  The policy presented today provides that support. 

While many contend that the income bands in the present proposal must be broadened to provide deeper 
affordability; the deepening of the affordability would rely either on 1. subsidies; many of which are in flux, and or 2.  
greater market rate housing to offset the funding gap of an additional lower income band.  These options would call 
into question the sustainability of the policy as it is dictated by access to resources out of the City’s control.  

Today’s proposed policy does reach lower income bands based on the theory of averages and market forces; and 
will result in generating permanently affordable development across the income spectrum.   

Now more than ever, MIH must be implemented.  Additionally, and equally important city-owned parcels – not only 
on the South Bronx waterfront front – but from the shores of Port Richmond to areas of Gowanus and Sunnyside - 
must be activated.  These parcels provide the City with a vested interest and voice and must be utilized  to guide the 
development conversation.  The City of New York must protect all members of our communities and address the 
evolving nature of our city’s housing crisis.  

We must take meaningful steps which secure the short term future, and long term growth of all New York City 
residents while protecting the vibrant communities who have and will continue to shape our neighborhoods. 



























New York City Council 

Public Hearings on  

Mandatory Inclusionary Housing & Zoning for Quality and Affordability Proposals 

February 9 and February 10, 2016 

Testimony of William Stein FAIA 

My name is William Stein. I am a principal of Dattner Architects, a NYC architectural firm, a 

member of the American Institute of Architects New York Chapter, the New York State 

Association for Affordable Housing and a board member of the Citizens Housing and Planning 

Council.  My testimony is in support of the Mandatory Inclusionary Housing and Zoning for 

Quality and Affordability text amendment proposals.   

I believe that these proposals will promote the development of urgently needed affordable and 

senior housing in ways that are responsive to neighborhoods and result in better buildings. I 

support the provisions of these proposals, including: 

 Modest adjustments to building height (with restrictions on number of stories) to 

enable use of the permitted floor area, resulting in more affordable apartments, and to 

encourage more generous ground floors for retail uses or apartments raised above the 

sidewalk. 

 A variety of measures, including modest height increases, to promote permanently 

affordable family and senior housing. Flexibility in building envelopes will make it easier 

to utilize inclusionary housing, and flexibility at the base of buildings promotes better 

buildings, streetscapes, and communities. 

 Making parking optional for affordable housing in a “transit zone” where car ownership 

is low to enable more efficient use of limited sites, to reduce construction costs for 

affordable housing, and to allow existing affordable senior housing to repurpose 

underused parking lots – for example, to provide open space for residents, or more 

senior housing.  

 Carefully considered changes to street wall and setback requirements which, along with 

the height and other bulk adjustments, will encourage more contextual buildings and 

offer more design flexibility, so that buildings fit better into their neighborhoods and 

create more lively streetscapes. 

In addition to the substantive changes that encourage affordable and senior housing, the 

amendments rationalize many provisions of the Zoning Resolution, making this complex 

document easier to use by professionals, regulators and the public. 

I believe that the core principles of these proposals are critical to maintaining and improving a 

diverse, livable and sustainable city. 



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Olli chanoff 
New York, NY 10014 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Jeffrey Rabkin 
Mew York, NY 10009 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Nadine Goellner 
Brooklyn, NY 11215 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Holly Kowitt 
New York, NY 10025 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
rachel chanoff 
new york, NY 10014 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Robert Bardin 
New York, NY 10025 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Peter Shapiro 
New York, NY 10003 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Sacha Jones 
New York, NY 10003 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Kate Walter 
New York, NY 10014 
 



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Olli chanoff 
New York, NY 10014 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Jeffrey Rabkin 
Mew York, NY 10009 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Nadine Goellner 
Brooklyn, NY 11215 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Holly Kowitt 
New York, NY 10025 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
rachel chanoff 
new york, NY 10014 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Robert Bardin 
New York, NY 10025 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Peter Shapiro 
New York, NY 10003 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Sacha Jones 
New York, NY 10003 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Kate Walter 
New York, NY 10014 
  



Subject: Don't Water Down ZQA Parking Reforms 
 
I was upset to learn that many council members who spoke at the Zoning for 
Quality and Affordability hearing oppose the transit zone in their districts. 
Thankfully my own council-member, Brad Lander, correctly recognized that 
parking is an inherently inefficient use of space in a metropolitan area and spoke 
out in favor of the plan. 
 
Car use and ownership are behaviors which have a tremendous social cost and 
disproportionately burden the poor. These costs should be mitigated by policy 
wherever possible. The evidence of these costs is everywhere, from affordable 
housing not built to leave room for parking, to a public bus stuck in private traffic, 
to the almost total lack of consequences for drivers when they kill or maim 
pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
Make the right choice for everyone in the community and put essential and 
desperately-needed affordable housing before the luxury of parking spaces. 
 
Sincerely, 
James Proctor 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Anastasia Woodworth 
New York, NY 10009 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Anne Rowland 
New York, NY 10014 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Joseph DiMarco 
New York, NY 10012 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
monica frizell 
bklyn, NY 11218 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Wolf Chanoff 
New York, NY 10014 
  



SKA Marin 
 
Testimony in Support of Proposed Legislation for Zoning for Quality and 
Affordability for Senior Housing 
 
Good morning. My name is Sydelle Knepper and I am Founder and CEO of SKA 
Marin, an affordable housing firm that develops, owns and manages affordable 
housing with a specialty in the creation of quality senior housing communities.  I 
am also Co-Chair of the New York Housing Conference (NYHC) and testified in 
support of the City of New York’s legislative proposals for Mandatory Inclusionary 
Housing and Zoning for Quality and Affordability. 
 
I would like to focus my testimony today on senior housing and the critical 
shortage that the City of New York faces in coming to terms with its growing 
elderly population. While SKA Marin has been involved in the creation of several 
thousand units of senior housing, there is still growing need in every community. 
Today, seniors are living longer. They are unlikely to move to other localities when 
they retire. Their children and families may not live near them. And, for many, 
social security and pensions do not cover the increase in living expense.  
 
Aging in place is what many seniors would like to do. They would like to stay in 
their communities where their friends, social networks, houses of worship and 
familiar landmarks exist. Yet, the affordable housing that should be there for 
them when they need a more secure environment, a handicapped accessible 
apartment or easy access to services is not readily available. High land and 
construction pricing and a shortage of project based Section 8 vouchers are 
problems that are not easily solved. However, when we identify potential sites, 
current zoning requirements mandating a certain amount of parking means that 
we cannot build more apartments, or more open space or more community 
facility space that house needed services. Parking spaces are expensive and in 
SKA’s projects are not widely used by residents. In the case of a building having 
only a limited number of parking spaces, this still impacts cost, open space and 
other amenities. 
 
I would like to present an example of the impact of current zoning. SKA 
completed Riverway Apartments, 114 + 1 one bedroom apartments for seniors in 
Brownsville, Brooklyn. The building has some wonderful amenities including a 



10,000 square foot senior center run by Catholic Charities that converts into a 
daily after school and homework program run by our partners, the Calvary Church 
of God. Riverway Apartments is shaped like a U and includes a beautiful secure 
courtyard garden with a fountain. Due to the 17 parking spaces that the building 
was required to have, and which is used only by staff and senior center 
employees, SKA had to cut the size of the outdoor space. To disguise the parking 
yet still allow it to be used, part of the garden has pavers with grass infill that can 
still be parked on. This portion of our garden space cost more and is not like a 
natural lawn. Other restrictions included a zoning height requirement that 
mandated the development of only 6.5 floors though there is a high rise complex 
just a block away from Riverway Apartments. To place this restriction in its 
context: Riverway Apartments received over three thousand applications for only 
114 apartments. 
 
I understand that the idea of building senior housing without parking seems, at 
first glance, to compromise those seniors who still own cars and drive or have 
family members who visit and need parking. However, most senior buildings do 
offer, through community facility spaces that house service providers and 
programs, access to transportation for shopping and other needs. Supportive 
services, for example, such as meals, recreation, referral for benefits, and health 
care counseling is available on-site. At SKA’s senior housing, our security system 
offers immediate referral to EMS so residents do not have to worry about using 
their own transportation to get to emergency health care.  
 
We have never had a complaint from any family member of a resident that they 
could not park on premises. What we always do hear are requests for applications 
for our housing. We are building 203 units of senior housing in East Harlem now 
and though the project is not expected to rent-up until the latter part of 2017, 
every day we receive inquiries. To benefit our seniors, the City of New York needs 
to make its zoning regulations more responsive to the development of best 
practice of senior housing and the ZQA is a good step in this direction.  
  



Jennifer Akchin 
Jackson Heights, NY 11372 
 
To the members of the New York City Council:  
 
I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed Mandatory Inclusionary 
Housing proposal (Application No. 20160051ZRY). This plan, created to promote 
the inclusion of affordable units in market rate housing, will not only do nothing 
to address the housing needs of low-income New Yorkers, but will actually 
contribute to the greater exclusion of low-income residents from the housing 
market. Deputy Mayor Glen stated at Tuesday’s hearing that we “cannot let 
perfect be the enemy of the good.” But this plan is neither perfect nor good. It is a 
short-sighted and dangerous “emergency plan”, and one that will not help--and 
will likely disproportionately harm--working class New Yorkers.   
 
As a white, middle-income, college-educated professional (my two-earner 
household earns just enough to put us in the 60% AMI range), I know that I am 
exactly the type of person who plans like this will target. And still, I reject it. Why? 
Because I cannot accept an “inclusionary” plan which excludes my neighbors who 
are disabled or elderly and living on fixed incomes. Because I can’t accept a plan 
that relies on literally winning the lottery to have a stable home. Because I can’t 
live with the fact that in a  city where ⅕ of residents live on less than $20,000 a 
year,  only 8% of the units created by our mayor’s housing plan will be affordable 
to them, not to mention the 50,000+ households currently residing in the city’s 1 
billion dollar shelter system. This is not an oversight--it is reflective of this 
administration’s unwillingness to address the needs of those most vulnerable in 
our runaway housing market.  
 
What is all the more discouraging is that this plan will be implemented in the very 
communities where working-class households have been able to secure what 
might be the last affordable housing in the city. East New York, East Harlem, 
Flushing, and the Jerome avenue corridor are some of the most inclusive 
communities in the city, offering truly affordable housing in a range of different 
housing types. Meanwhile, neighborhoods that are actively exclusive--including 
large parts of the borough of Manhattan--are not and will not ever be subject to 
inclusionary housing laws that could actually do some good for the city’s low-
income residents.  



 
I am tired of hearing our elected officials say that this city is a “victim of its own 
success,” as though gentrification and displacement were a natural occurrence. 
New York City is not a victim of success--it is a victim of speculation and greed--
and this short-sighted solution  
to our present housing emergency will inevitably add incentive for increased 
speculation, development, and displacement, with low-income communities 
bearing the burden. 
 
It’s clear to me that we cannot fight fire with gasoline--we need to look at 
alternative solutions that do not rely on the very private actors who are actively 
destroying New York’s affordable communities. Instead, we need to look towards 
a plan which will actually shift the cost of housing downwards for all of us, not 
just urban professionals. The FAB plan deserves attention--so, too, do tried and 
proven nonprofit housing models like community land trusts and mutual housing 
associations which are working in New York City and cities nationwide. We need 
community-based solutions to community-based needs, not building height give-
aways for market-rate developers seeking to expand their portfolios.  
 
This is not the solution our city wants or needs, and we have not exhausted our 
options in resolving this city’s housing crisis. I urge you to reject this proposal, 
and, in so doing, to make it clear to this administration that a reliance on real-
estate solutions cannot be the answer to our city’s real-estate crisis.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Jenny Akchin 
  



Dear Council Members: 
 
For some years Inwood and Washington Heights (Manhattan CB 12, District 10), have sought 
"contextual zoning" to preserve the character of our neighborhood.  Inwood is currently one of the 
neighborhoods targeted for Up Zoning with this new initiative from Mayor DeBlasio. 
 
Currently, the Inwood/Washington Heights average median income is $37,296.00.  This is relatively far 
below the New York City AMI.  This needs to be taken into account when true "affordability" is 
measured. 
 
Much more needs to be done to preserve the affordable housing we have and are losing through lack of 
protection.  We are losing our affordable housing to unscrupulous landlords converting stabilized rents 
to "preferential rents" whenever possible.  Rent stabilized tenants are being forced out of their 
apartments because of the noise generated by illegal nightclubs on Broadway, 10th Avenue and West 
Dyckman Street in Inwood.  Inwood and Washington Heights are not always lucky enough to be subject 
to the same laws of NYC. 
 
Environmental impact of increased density of Up Zoning has not been reviewed or considered.  Our 
trains and other services are already at capacity.  Large scale development without large scale 
investment in infrastructure in tandem is going to make life for working New Yorkers much more 
difficult if not impossible.  What additional transport, schools and health facilities are being planned to 
accompany any glass towers at the top of Manhattan? 
 
What sort of city do we want to have and leave to our children and grandchildren? 
 
Washington Heights is set to lose a piece of American cultural history, when the old Packard showroom 
is demolished to make way for a 23 story glass tower, casting shadows on and taking sunlight from its 
surroundings.  There is not even a discussion of preserving the old facade.  Remember Pensylvania 
Station? 
 
New York City is not a city like Singapore, Hongkong or Dubai.  Our city is one of history and rich 
architectural heritage.  Artists have historically flocked to this city to be inspired and make art.  If artists 
must work all their waking hours to make their rent, they will make NO art.  This city will be the poorer 
for it. 
 
Never forget New York City is its people.  Tourists do not come to visit our city because of Wall Street or 
Property developers.  They come for the art, culture and people. 
 
Your decision now will help shape our New York City of tomorrow. 
 
Thank you for you attention, 
 
Katherine O'Sullivan 
 
Moving Forward Unidos 
Executive Committee 
646 584 6092 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Julia Jong 
Hollis, NY 11423 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Peter Maniscalco 
Manorville, NY 11949 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Lee Sudakoff 
New York, NY 10003 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
George Stadnik 
Astoria, NY 11103 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Roger Hernandez Jr. 
NYC, NY 10029 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
David Pantoja 
Astoria, NY 11106 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
James Hughes 
New York, NY 10014 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true. 
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal. 
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan. 
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
sarah eberle 
new york, NY 10003 
  



Subject: East Village Community Coalition - Oppose ZQA and MIH 

I write to you on behalf of the East Village Community Coalition (EVCC) to express our opposition to both the Zoning for 
Quality and Affordability and Mandatory Inclusionary Housing proposals. 

 
We fought long and hard to get the contextual zoning that helps preserve the unique qualities of our neighborhood and 
protect it from inappropriate and out-of-scale development. Developers who do not include affordable housing cite 
bureaucracy and higher cost for their reason for not including affordable units. They do not cite the need for more height 
as a reason that they don't include affordable housing. EVCC opposes trading our hard work for little or no public benefit. 
 
While MIH is not likely to affect the East Village, we stand with communities across NYC in opposing threshholds that are 
too high to benefit NYC communities coomuniktes that would be affected by MIH.. 
 
We stand with our colleagues in preservation, in the East Village and across the City -- as well as community boards and 
many other community groups across the boroughs -- on both proposals, in asking that the City Council demand more 
and truly affordable housing while keeping neighborhoods livable for the people who live and work in NYC. 
 
We absolutely do want and need affordable housing, but we are not willing to trade our contextual zoning that protects 
our neighborhood character for little or no benefit to the public -- especially while these proposals allow developers to 
continue to gain so much and more. 
 
We ask the NYC Council to reject both the ZQA and MIH proposals. 
 

Thanks and regards, 
 - Carol 
 
Carol Crump 
Acting Managing Director 
 
East Village Community Coalition 
143 Avenue B Simplex 
New York, NY 10009 

t 212.979.2344 | f 212.979.2129 
 
Follow us @evccnyc 
Like us on facebook 
Support EVCC at http://evccnyc.org 
  

https://twitter.com/evccnyc
https://www.facebook.com/evccny
http://evccnyc.org/


Subject: MIH-ZQA TESTIMONY 

Dear City Council,  
 
Thank you for hearing my testimony in person, opposing MIH and ZQA, on Wednesday, February 10, 
2016 at the Council Chambers at City Hall. 
(I was speaker number 75) 
 
I add to that this written summary. 
 
 
As a resident of Chinatown, my main criticisms to ZQA and MIH: 
 
1. I see that the definition of "affordable" in ZQA and MIH leaves my district out since our AIM is $37,362 
a year for a family of 4. It completely disregards our community and out economic reality. 
 
2. The best criticism I can provide is the Chinatown Working Group community-led rezoning we have 
proposed to the Mayor and the New York City Planning Commission. This plan is the result of 7 years of 
work by a wide coalition of more than 50 community organizations, 3 community boards CB3, CB1 and 
CB2) This is the kind of rezoning we want to see in our neighborhoods. 
 
Please access the full plan via this link:  
 
http://chinatownworkinggroup.org/2014-01-01%20Pratt%20Report%20to%20CWG.pdf 
 
This document is a crucial part of my comments, please read the whole document. 
 
3. The upzonings present in MIH and ZQA are not considering the colateral damage in crowded public 
transportation, schools, etc. Council Member Antonio Reynoso also pointed to this in his testimony at 
the hearing, citing examples of this problems in Williamsburg, Brooklyn. 
 
4. I contest the notion that the Federal Government can't be of help in addressing our housing crisis. 
(There's more than 75,000 homeless people in NYC and thousands one pay check away from 
homelessness, full time workers that are still homeless). As long that there is money and resources to 
fight wars abroad and built state of the art facilities to store our private information, there should be 
resources to address the lives of people here. That's what we want our government to do, to help us 
make a better place for all, not just for the rich. 
 
 
"Encroaching, speculative market rate development, primarily consisting of hotels and luxury 
condominiums, and rising property values threaten the loss of this vibrant, mixed-use, affordable urban 
environment and of the low- and moderate-income residents and small businesses that have inhabited 
and worked in these neighborhoods for generations. While development and growth are important for 
the city as a whole, the wave of gentrification that is consuming many older neighborhoods, particularly 
in Manhattan, has severe implications for the City in terms of affordability, displacement and increasing 
economic segregation. Unfortunately, despite substantial incentives very few developers have taken 
advantage of the City’s voluntary inclusionary housing program and few affordable units have been 
developed." 

http://chinatownworkinggroup.org/2014-01-01%20Pratt%20Report%20to%20CWG.pdf


Quoted from the Chinatown Working Group Plan Rezoning for Chinatown and the Lower East Side 
 
 
Thank you again  
for reading my testimony. 
 
--------------------------- 
Francisca Benitez 
New York, NY 10002, US 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Judith Stonehill 
New York, NY 10014 
  



Dear Speaker Mark-Viverito 
 
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE THE ‘ZONING FOR QUALITY AND AFFORDABILITY’ PLAN APPROVED 
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
This is a one-size-fits-all citywide zoning change that fails to take into account local conditions, goals, or 
desires, limits the tools in our zoning tool box, and eliminates the leverage that local communities, their 
Councilmember, and their Borough President would normally have over a local rezoning (as opposed to 
a citywide zoning text amendment such as this).  It would also undo years of hard work and compromise 
by communities to achieve the height limits they current have, the price for which was often accepting 
upzonings along with them. Perhaps worse, it purports to increase the quality and affordability of new 
developments with minimal impact upon neighborhood character. Unfortunately, none of this is true.  
 
That’s why communities and community boards across the city have rejected the ‘Zoning for Quality & 
Affordability’ proposal.   
 
ZQA would grant 5-20 foot height increases for market rate developments without any public benefit.  It 
would grant much greater height increases (up to 25-50 feet and as much as 31%) for 80% market 
rate/20% 'affordable' developments under the pretense that such height increases would encourage 
more developers to include the 20% affordable housing.  But there is no evidence to support this claim 
and much evidence to contradict it. 
 
ZQA would also allow previously prohibited 'sliver' buildings and rear yard incursions under 
circumstances where they are not currently allowed.  It would also grant very generous bulk and height 
bonuses to developers for including just 20% 'senior affordable housing' which many say would be 
unaffordable to the seniors who need it most and would only be required to remain senior affordable 
housing for 30 years. 
 
ZQA would not make our city's housing better or more affordable.  It would only make it bigger and 
taller.  I urge you to oppose the ‘Zoning for Quality and Affordability’ plan.                     
 
The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) proposal would also, as proposed, potentially do more harm 
than good.  The Mayor has said MIH would only be applied in cases where there is a significant increase 
in the amount of allowable market rate development.  This means affordable housing will only be 
mandatory if and when a huge amount of new market rate housing will also be created.  This is exactly 
what was done in areas of the city like West Chelsea/Hudson Yards and Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  
While some affordable housing was built, the flood of market rate housing pushed up prices and made 
these neighborhoods overall exponentially less affordable.  And the scale and sense of place of these 
areas was totally destroyed. 
 
 
Nancy Kremsdorf 
New York, NY 10011 
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Introduction 

 

Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) would like to first thank Council Member 

Donovan Richards Jr. and the other members of the Committee on Zoning and Franchises 

for the opportunity to deliver testimony on the Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) 

and Zoning for Quality and Affordability (ZQA) Text Amendments. This testimony was 

drafted by five representatives of MCB4 and is meant to be a summary of the issues raised 

in MCB4’s official response to the Department of City Planning, which are included and 

can be found here.  

 

MCB4 Testimony on Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) 

Testimony writing by Christine Berthert, Manhattan CB4 

 

Manhattan Community Board 4 is in favor of increasing the share of affordable apartments 

to 30% - Thus we support the MIH. However, we suggest that the program as proposed 

have some unfortunate and unnecessary limitations.  

 

Manhattan should not be economically stratified for the very wealthy and lowest income 

only: Economic Integration should be the goal.  Since 2006 in MCB4, the Voluntary 

Inclusionary Housing Program has produced over 2500 units of affordable housing, of 

which 93.7% are 60% AMI or below.  

Affordable housing in MCD4 should be available to a range of incomes to include all New 

Yorkers. The Workforce Option targets households, which includes firefighters, civil 

servants, and persons working in service, health and hospitality industries.  

Therefore, the Workforce Option, which permits a broader range of incomes, must be 

available in MCB4 and must make up 30% of each development.  

 

In the same vein we are also opposed to offsite provision of affordable housing.  

Manhattan and its Westside have been historically and should continue to be economically 

integrated communities. 

 

Further MCB4 request that, in projects with multiple affordability bands, no gaps in 

affordability be permitted, as such gaps restrict access to a broad range of New Yorkers 

 

Since 2007, MCB4 has reviewed 26 Voluntary Inclusionary Housing applications, in its 

direct experience, MCB4 has requested, and developers have agreed to an average of 

affordable apartment distribution in 80 % of the floors. 

Manhattan Community Board 4 requests that the requirement for distribution of the 

affordable housing remains at a minimum of 65% of the floors of a building instead of 

being reduced to 50%, a concession not necessary to the success of the program. 

 

Finally, we are looking to strong anti-harassment provisions, which have been successful 

in MCB4, in order to counter any unintended consequences from this zoning.  

 

Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) supports the goals of the proposed MIH Text 

Amendment, particularly the goal to increase the share of affordable apartments per 

development site to 30%. However, the program as proposed has some unfortunate and 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/mancb4/downloads/pdf/2015%20PDFs/CB4_MIH_and_ZQA_Reponse_without_Enclosure.pdf
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unnecessary limitations.  

 

 

 

MCB4 Testimony on Zoning for Quality and Affordability 

Part I: Chelsea  

Testimony by Betty Mackintosh, Manhattan CB4  

 

There are a number of worthy measures in the current ZQA proposal but it ignores years of 

rezoning efforts in Manhattan CD4 which sought to balance new development on wide 

streets while maintaining the low-scale character in other areas. Manhattan Community 

Board 4 (MCB4) voted to recommend denial of the ZQA proposal unless a number of 

modifications are made.  We urge that the proposal for two areas in Chelsea be modified.  

 

East Chelsea 

The East Chelsea area (a 64-block area east of Sixth Avenue between West 14th and West 

34th Streets) is increasingly faced with development pressures as building sites in West 

Chelsea are becoming scarcer. A 1996 rezoning for this East Chelsea area, based on an 

adopted 197-a plan, created housing opportunities on the avenues, and balanced new 

development with the preservation of neighborhood context on side streets. The ZQA 

proposal, if approved, would override the zoning regulations for the building height and 

street wall limits on the side streets, measures that were carefully crafted with DCP’s 

support to preserve the neighborhood context. 

 

Therefore, MCB4 requests that the ZQA proposal include zoning text consistent with the 

height and setback limits established by the 1996 East Chelsea rezoning.  

 

Special West Chelsea District 

The Special West Chelsea District (SWCD) was adopted in 2005 for a 17-block area, 

governing the transfer of development rights from the Highline. The western portion of 

West 23rd Street fronting 11th Avenue was included. However, the eastern portion of the 

West 23rd Corridor (mid-block West 22nd to West 24th Streets) remained governed by the 

underlying zoning (C6-2A and C6-3A) because this zoning reflected the community 

context.  The ZQA proposal would increase street wall and building heights by varying 

amounts in this Corridor and would not respect the community context. 

 

Therefore, MCB4 requests that the ZQA proposal be modified so that the original zoning 

regulations (98-423 and 98-50) with the height and setback limits on the eastern West 23rd 

Street Corridor -- as agreed on in 2005 -- replace the currently proposed measures in ZQA.  

 

Ground Floor Heights 

We also request that the increased ground floor height text be removed. The ZQA proposal 

recommends an increase of the permitted ground floor height in buildings with residential 

units on the ground floor to elevate unit windows above street level and to allow for the 

addition of retail spaces which require heights greater than the current permitted 

maximums. MCB4 believes that this proposal, if adopted, would create out of scale first 

floors that would not be in context with the surrounding existing buildings.  
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Many new buildings in CD4 have been constructed with ground floor commercial spaces 

on both avenues and narrow streets. A wide variety of businesses, constructed within the 

current zoning regulations, are thriving. Therefore, MCB4 requests that the text proposing 

changes to permitted ground floor heights be deleted from the ZQA proposal – at least for 

CD4. 

 

 

MCB4 Testimony on Zoning for Quality and Affordability 

Part II: Clinton\Hell’s Kitchen  

Testimony by Jean Daniel Noland, Manhattan CB4  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak on the current ZQA proposal. I am here with other 

colleagues from Community Board 4, co-chairs of our Chelsea Land Use and our Health, 

Housing, and Human Services Committees, who will speak on the MIH proposal as well. 

We come to praise the Mayor's proposed text amendments, not to bury them.  

 

Well, not entirely to praise them, but to suggest how they can become praiseworthy. 

 

We found worthy initiatives in the ZQA proposal. But we found others of such serious 

concern to our community that Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) voted to 

recommend denial of the ZQA proposal unless modifications are made. 

 

First we need to take a step back and ask: doesn't encouraging affordable residential 

development require different tools for Jerome Avenue in the Bronx, Atlantic Avenue in 

Brooklyn, or Eleventh Avenue in Hell's Kitchen?   

 

In our district, the proposed ZQA zoning text ignores the context of decades of rezoning 

efforts on the Westside of Manhattan in both the Chelsea and Hell's Kitchen 

neighborhoods. Since 1969, for nearly 50 years, our community has worked with the 

Department of City Planning and the City Council on rezoning and development proposals, 

balancing increased density and preservation of context, in order to allow the City to grow 

while managing change, ensuring neighborhood survival, and increasing affordable 

housing 

 

Zoning and planning for the Westside of Manhattan in MCB4 must be developed within 

that context and with that same clear vision on how communities really work, and grow, 

and thrive.  

 

Let me be specific. 

 

In 2009, as part of the rezoning of Western Railyards, the Mayor and the Department of 

City Planning agreed to study rezoning West Clinton, a manufacturing area primarily west 

of Tenth Avenue, from West 43rd to West 54th Streets. The goals of such rezoning, long 

requested by the community were to: 

 

• promote residential development and increase affordable housing; 
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• increase neighborhood preservation; and, 

• ensure neighborhood context through height limits and street wall requirements. 

 

The agreement also called for the rezoning application to be jointly submitted by DCP and 

MCB4. After a two-year study process, with careful and thoughtful negotiation by both 

parties, an application was certified and adopted in 2011.  

 

This ZQA text amendment now proposes to undo that two-year effort along with the 

community and political compromises it represents.  

 

It proposes to impose new zoning which does not take into consideration the "built 

context" of our neighborhood.  

 

It proposes to impose new zoning without an adequate review process, without ample 

engagement with the community, without serious consultation with the community board. 

 

Claims that text changes are needed to allow development to be successful may be the case 

in some areas of the City. But these claims do not hold in the west side of Manhattan. We 

have a patent on the words: "affordable housing." 

 

The development model that works best is one based on community participation and 

incorporating the community's aspirations into the final design of a project. The Gotham 

West site in Hell's Kitchen is one such model. The success of the project was due to 

substantive discussions over a number of years with the community, MCB4, our 

Councilmember, the Department of City Planning, and HPD and the developer's 

willingness to respond specifically and concretely to the community's concerns.  

 

The site encompasses almost an entire city block between West 44th and West 45th 

Streets, between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues. The project resulted in over 1,200 

residential units of which nearly half are permanently affordable. The height of the 

building was carefully calibrated to work with the scale and context of the neighborhood. 

And the community was not only able to preserve the 100-year old P.S. 51: it was able to 

get a new 600-plus seat addition to the school. 

 

We call on the Council to fix the Mayor's proposal. To make it better. How? 

 

In this specific instance, by modifying SCD 96-31 to include Zoning Text to establish 

height and setback limits in Subarea C2 of the Special Clinton District consistent with the 

adopted West Clinton Rezoning. 

 

And in general, the proposal needs the modifications suggested in our letter to the 

Department of City Planning — to make it responsive to our community's needs, context, 

and viability.  
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MCB4 Final Summarizing Statement on MIH and ZQA 

By Joe Restuccia, MCB4 

 
The proposed Zoning Text Amendments—Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) and 

Zoning for Quality and Affordability (ZQA)—while centered around laudable goals, do 

not take into consideration the individual needs of the diverse communities across New 

York City. In Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4), members of the community have 

worked for decades to ensure that growth in our neighborhood balances real estate 

development with continued affordability for our residents. These proposals threaten to 

undo some of this work, while also making it difficult for Community Boards to influence 

development within their districts.  

 

Mandatory Inclusionary Housing 

 

Affordable Housing Income Bands  
While both Option One, which requires that developers provide at least 25% of their 

residential floor area to households at an average of 60% AMI, and Option Two, which 

required that developers provide at least 30% of their total residential floor area to 

households at an average of 80% AMI, provide some affordability options to MCB4, the 

exclusion of Option Three, a “Workforce Option” that requires 30% of residential floor 

area at 120% AMI, ignores District’s needs. 93.7% of all affordable housing created in 

our community since 2006 has been for families and individuals earning 60% AMI or 

below. Our community thrives when it contains residents across a broad spectrum of 

incomes. Excluding middle income families and individuals from most of Manhattan make 

vibrant and diverse communities more unattainable, and it is antithetical to the larger goals 

of affordable housing and equality in our city.  

 

Local Affordable Housing Fund 
The proposed Affordable Housing Fund should be closely monitored to ensure that 

developers do not use the Payment in Lieu option as an easy way out. It is not enough to 

limit this option to developments less than 12,500 square feet. City agencies must work 

to ensure that contributions to this fund reflect current construction costs, and they 

must review the contribution formula to ensure that this fund can adequately provide 

for the construction of affordable housing.  

 

Economic Integration- Distribution 

The current proposal before the City Council is weak when it comes to ensuring economic 

integration for the affordable units that will be built as part of MIH. The distribution 

requirement to locate the affordable units in 50% of the floors, is lower than the 65% 

required under the current VIH program. The argument that this is to ensure the financial 

feasibility of these projects does not stand. MCB4 has ensured that the last 26 

developments built in our district to agree to, on average, distribute their affordable 

units across 83.4% of the floors.  

 

Economic Integration- Amenities 

Affordable units should, in addition have the same finishes and appliances as market rate 

units. Their residents should also be able to use the same building amenities as the market-
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rate residents. Allowing developers to do otherwise only creates a stark contrast between 

affordable and market rate units in these buildings.  

 

Public Review Process 
MCB4 has achieved a higher standard for affordable housing under the current VIH 

program thanks to the 45-day Community Board public comment and review period. This 

review process must be maintained in order to ensure that new developments provide 

affordable housing that truly responds to communities’ needs.  

 

 

HPD/MIH Program Guidelines 

Waiving the MIH requirement for infrastructure or transit improvements offers a “path of 

least resistance” for developers that is simpler and less costly. This provision would be 

used frequently and with little concern for the needs of CD4. 

 

 Zoning for Quality and Affordability 
 

Affordability Time Limits 
The proposed zoning text does not guarantee the permanent affordability of nonprofit 

senior residences and long-term care facilities that receive an as-of-right 20% FAR 

increase. The FAR increase is permanent. Therefore, the affordability of these units 

should be permanent. Similarly, there must be zoning text guaranteeing the permanent 

affordability of senior housing built through developments that receive FAR increases in 

districts R3 through R10 as-of-right and developments that receive an increase in floor area 

in R8 through R10 districts.  

 

Wholesale Changes to Building Envelopes 
The proposal outlines blanket changes to the Zoning Resolution, which allow for 

increasing maximum base heights in some districts as well as increasing maximum 

building heights in R9 and R10 districts. These broad stroke changes do not have the 

requisite consideration to preserve the character and built environment of CD4. Instead, 

they are posed to introduce tremendous changes to the kinds of developments that are built 

in our district. One size does not fit all. It is essential that ZQA, while enabling the 

construction of housing for the elderly, also allow communities to shape the ways in 

which this development is facilitated.  

 

The proposed zoning text amendment needs to either exclude CD4’s special zoning 

districts, or be rewritten in a way that does not undercut the work that the Board has done 

to preserve our neighborhoods. In a letter dated November 30, 2015, MCB4 provided 

proposed additional zoning text for the Special Clinton District, the Special Hudson Yard 

District, the Special West Chelsea District, and a portion of East Chelsea. These proposed 

texts would establish building and streetwall height limits in order to preserve their 

respective neighborhoods.  

 

Conclusion 

MCB4 has extensive community planning experience and has spent over 40 years working 

to foster a harmony between new development and the preservation of affordable housing, 
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our buildings, and neighborhood character. The Board looks forward to working with city 

agencies, elected officials, and community stakeholders to ensure that the proposed zoning 

text amendments respond to our community’s needs and our desire to provide affordable 

housing that fits into our community preservation goals.  
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November 25, 2015 
 
Carl Weisbrod, Chair 
City Planning Commission 
22 Reade Street 
New York, New York 10007 
 
Vicki Been 
Commissioner 
Department of Housing Preservation & Development 
100 Gold Street 10038 
 
 
Re:     Mandatory Inclusionary Housing 
    N160051ZRY (zoning text amendment)   
 
 
Dear Chair Weisbrod and Commissioner Been, 
 
At its full board meeting on November 4th, 2015, Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) 
reviewed the application by the New York City Department of City Planning (the "Applicant") 
for the proposed Citywide Zoning Text Amendment to create a Mandatory Inclusionary Housing 
Program (MIH).  
 
The Board by a vote of 39 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions and 0 present but not eligible 
recommended to approve with conditions the proposed text amendment. 
 
Background—MCB4 Affordable Housing Preservation & Production 
Manhattan Community Board 4 has been an affordable housing advocate for decades. From the 
1970’s when the City was plagued by disinvestment and abandonment, through gentrification 
and tenant displacement in the 1980’s and 1990’s, and the major rezoning actions and luxury 
rental and condo development of the early 2000’s, MCB4 has always sought flexibility and 
creativity from the City government and the private sector to develop and preserve affordable 
housing. 
 
In 2015, MCB4 developed an Affordable Housing Plan for Manhattan Community District 4, 
with the goal of fostering the development and preservation of 10,966 units of affordable 
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housing. The plan is a living document that guides its efforts to support affordable housing.  
 
MCB4 believes that Economic Integration is the only way to help keep Chelsea, Hudson Yards, 
and Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen the thriving neighborhoods they are today. The Board will work to 
ensure that any changes to Zoning Regulation establish the requirements, standards, and support 
necessary for developing the housing that is crucial to maintaining our diversity.  
 
Application 
The application is for a proposed city-wide text amendment that would apply to any new 
residential development, enlargement or conversion that requires rezoning. At the point of such a 
rezoning action, MIH will be mapped over the rezoned underlying zoning. (It will not apply to 
any development not subject to these actions.) In the proposed Zoning text amendment, The City 
of New York would make the provision of permanently affordable housing a requirement in any 
development that falls under these parameters.  
 
Elements of the Application 
 
Applicability 

• The zoning text amendment would apply to any new residential development, 
enlargement, or conversion that requires a rezoning. 

• The requirement will also apply to neighborhoods that undergo large-scale rezonings. 
 
Income bands 

• The City Planning Commission, along with the City Council will have the discretion to 
apply one of three affordable housing options to a development. 

• Option One requires developers to provide at least 25% of their total residential floor 
area to households at an average of 60% of the Area Median Income (AMI).  

• Option Two requires developers to provide at least 30% of their total residential floor 
area to households at an average of 80% AMI.  

• Option Three, called the Workforce Option, requires developers to provide at least 30% 
of the residential floor area as housing for households of an average 120% AMI.  

• All options mandate that no affordable unit exceed 130% AMI.  
 
Affordable Housing Fund 

• For developments that are between 10 and 25 units, or 12,500 to 25,000 square feet, the 
developer must make a payment to an affordable housing fund (in lieu of constructing 
affordable apartments). 

• The payment will be calculated by multiplying the number of affordable units required of 
the development by a factor that is based on the cost of providing an affordable unit in 
the particular community where the market rate development will be constructed.  

• The funds will be used for construction, rehabilitation, preservation and other affordable 
housing purposes as defined by HPD guidelines.  

• The funds will be used for projects within the same community district or within a half 
mile radius of the market rate development. 

• If the payment cannot be spent within the number of years set forth in HPD guidelines, 
the funds would become available for use in a broader area. 
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Economic Integration--Affordable Housing Apartment Distribution Within a Building   
• Affordable Apartment distribution will be decreased from 65% of the floors of building 

to 50% of the floor 
• Affordable Apartment distribution (at the decreased 50%) will not apply to condominium 

and co-op developments when affordable units are rentals  
• Equal apartment distribution will not be required for senior or supportive housing units, 

given the need for social service program requirements 
 
Economic Integration--Equality in Apartment Finishes and Appliances--for Market Rate 
and Affordable Housing Residents 
 

• MIH is silent on this matter and contains no proposed zoning text. 
 
Economic Integration--Equal Access to Building Amenities--for Market Rate and 
Affordable Housing Residents 
 

• MIH is silent on this matter and contains no proposed zoning text. 
 
Location of Affordable Units 

• Units can be located in the same building as the development, in a separate building on 
the same zoning lot as the market rate development, or on a separate zoning lot within the 
same community district or within a half mile of the market rate development.  

• Units that are built as part of off-site developments not on the same zoning lot will not be 
eligible for a 421-a real estate tax abatement.  

 
Unit Sizes—Changes in Standards 

• The minimum unit sizes would be as follows: 400 square feet of floor area for a zero-
bedroom unit; 575 square feet of floor area for a one-bedroom unit; 775 square feet of 
floor area for a two-bedroom unit; 950 square feet of floor area for a three-bedroom unit. 

• When the average floor area of an apartment of a particular apartment size (studio, one-
bedroom, etc.)  is smaller than the minimum unit size requirement, the smaller floor area 
standard would apply. 

• The bedroom mix of the affordable units will have to either match the market rate units or 
have at least 50% of units that are two bedrooms or more, with 75% or more being one 
bedroom or more. 

 
Public Review and Comment by Community Boards 
 

• MIH removes the required 45-day public comment and review period for Community 
Boards. This zoning provision has been in the Voluntary Inclusionary Housing program 
since 1987. 

 
BSA Special Permit 

• There will be a hardship exemption under which developers can go before the Board of 
Standards and Appeals to modify their affordable housing requirements. 
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Additional Programs 
• Developments may be able to meet their affordable housing requirements if they offer a 

homeownership option, similar to the one currently available under the Voluntary 
Inclusionary Housing program 

• There would be no preservation option, whereby bonus floor area can be used to meet 
affordable housing requirements  

• Developers whose affordable units are supportive housing could locate those units in a 
building separate from the market rate units  

• A tenant who has lived in a site that is to be demolished for an MIH development may 
live in one of the affordable units provided by the development, even if their household 
income exceeds the qualifications set by the program.  

 
Regulatory Agreement 

• The regulatory agreement between the developer and HPD would contain an MIH 
application, which would be a standardized form that would be required for all MIH sites 
that would specify compliance with the MIH guidelines  

• The developer must submit a copy of the MIH application to the local Community Board  
• HPD will provide a list of pre-qualified monitoring agents who can oversee compliance 

with the MIH regulatory agreement.  
 
HPD/MIH Program Guidelines 

• Distribution requirements can be changed in situations where a development has too few 
units to meet the requirements.  

• The method used by which HPD measures the square footage of affordable units will be 
changed so that it conforms to the method used by the Department of Buildings. 

 
 
MCB4 Proposed Actions and Recommendations 
 
Applicability 
 
MCB4 supports the applicability of the proposed text amendment, which will entail any new 
residential development, enlargement, or any conversion that requires a rezoning.  
 
Affordable Housing Income Band--Proposed Options 
 
MCB4 supports: 
 

• Option One, under which developers are required to provide at least 25% of their total 
residential floor area to households at an average of 60% AMI.   

• Option Two, under which developers are required to provide at least 30% of their total 
residential floor area to households at an average of 80% AMI. 

 
MCB4 supports with conditions: 
 

• Option Three, the Workforce Option, under which developers are required to provide at 
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least 30% of the residential floor area as housing for households of an average 120% 
AMI (with no households earning more than 130% AMI). 

 
This option is currently proposed to be excluded in CD’s 1-8 in Manhattan.  
 
 
MCB4 requests the Workforce Option be available in MCB4. Manhattan and its Westside have 
been historically and should continue to be economically integrated communities. The 
Workforce Option targets households (from 1 to 4 persons) with annual household incomes 
ranging from $36,300 to $112,190. This income group includes firefighters, civil servants, and 
persons working in service, health and hospitality industries. 
 
Since 2006 in MCB4, the Voluntary Inclusionary Housing Program (VIH) has produced 
2,571 units of affordable housing, of which 93.7% are 60% AMI or below1. The rest of the 
units are as follows:  
 

AMI Number 
of Units 

Percent of 
Total Units 

Income Range  
(for 1 – 4 persons) 

40% 187 7.3% $24,200-$34,520 
50% 1,574 61.2% $30,250 - $43,150 
60% 647 25.2% $36,300 - $51,780 
80% 64 2.5% $48,350-$69,050 
100% 27 1.1% $60,500 - $86,300 
130% 27 1.1% $78,650-$112,200 
165% 47 1.8% $99,850-$142,400 

>165% 8 0.3% $99,900 and above 
Total: 2,571   

 
Affordable housing in MCD4 should be available to a range of incomes to include all New 
Yorkers. Economic Integration should be the goal, not economic segregation. Manhattan 
should not be economically stratified for the very wealthy and lowest income only. Therefore the 
Workforce Option, which permits a broader range of incomes, must be available in MCB4. 
 
Given the strong real estate market in Manhattan, it is financially feasible for a market rate 
development to support a greater percentage of affordable housing. Therefore MCB4 
recommends that the Workforce Option requirement for Manhattan be 30% or more2.   
 
Further MCB4 request that, in projects with multiple affordability bands, no gaps in 
affordability are permitted, such affordability gaps restrict access to broad range of  New 
Yorkers.  
 
Local Affordable Housing Fund-- Payment in Lieu Contributions for Developments less 
than 12,500 square feet 
                                                 
1 See Appendix attached (list of VIH buildings forthcoming) 
2 Given the new 421A requirement for 25% affordability @ 80%  AMI or below, for projects using this option and 
421A, the Workforce  Component will be effectively an 5% increment of such housing 
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For developments that are between 10 and 25 units, or 12,500 to 25,000 square feet, the 
developer can make a payment to an affordable housing fund (in lieu of construction affordable 
apartments). 
 
MCB4 supports contribution to a Local Affordable Housing Fund provided that: 
 

• The Contribution Standard should be based on current actual costs for 
constructing housing in that Community District 

• Proposed zoning text must include an annual review of the contribution formula 
and standard.  

• Use of the Local Affordable Housing Fund should be determined by HPD in 
consultation with the local Community Board and Councilmember and Borough 
President.  

 
 
Economic Integration-- Affordable Housing Apartment Distribution within a Building   
 
The proposed MIH zoning proposes: 

• Allowing Supportive or Senior Housing to be clustered in a portion of a building 
• Decreasing the  requirement for distribution of the affordable housing from 65%  to 50% 

of the floors in a building 
• Waiving the requirement for distribution of the affordable housing in Condo buildings 

with affordable rental units 
 
MCB4 supports: 
 

• Allowing Supportive or Senior Housing to be clustered in a portion of a building. Such 
housing often has specific social services or programmatic needs (such as activity rooms, 
health care facilities and/or social service offices). Therefore the need to cluster such 
affordable units benefits the residents of those apartments and required to better meet 
their needs. 

 
MCB4 cannot support: 
 

• Decreasing the requirement for distribution of the affordable housing from 65%  to 
50% of the floors of a building 

 
Since 2007, MCB4 has reviewed 26 Inclusionary Housing applications, containing 3,516 
affordable units. In its direct experience in reviewing Inclusionary Housing applications in the 
Voluntary Inclusionary Housing Program (VIH), MCB4 has requested, and developers have 
agreed, to affordable apartment distribution 67% to 100% of the floors. 
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Inclusionary Housing in MCB4—Inclusionary Apartment Distribution within Buildings 
    

Project Address Year Required 
Distribution 

Distribution 
Agreement 

Caledonia 450 West 17th Street 2006 65%  65% 
TF Cornerstone 455 West 37th Street 2007 65%  65% 
Clinton Housing 505 West 51st Street 2007 100% 100% 
Douglaston Development 316 11th Avenue 2007 65% 65%  
Emerald Green 310-328 West 38th Street 2007 65% 100% 
River Place II 600 West 42nd Street 2007 65%  65% 
Atlantic Development 303 10th Avenue 2008 65%  65% 
TF Cornerstone 505 West 37th Street 2008 65%  65% 
Avalon Bay 525 West 28th Street 2009 65% 100% 
Tower 37 LLC 350 West 37th Street 2009 65% 73% 
Crystal Green 330 West 39th Street 2010 65% 72% 
Gotham West 550 West 45th Street 2011 65% 80% 
Mercedes House 770 11th Avenue 2011 65% 100% 
Lalezarian 515 West 28th Street 2012 65% 80% 
Related Companies 500 West 30th Street 2012 65% 85% 
Arker Companies Development   424 West 55th Street 2013 100% 100% 
DHA Capital 546 West 44th Street 2013 65% 71% 
Extell Development  551 10th Avenue 2013 65% 80% 
Moinian 605 West 42nd Street 2013 65% 67% 
Iliad Development 509 West 38th Street 2014 65% 84% 
Elad 505 West 43rd  2014 65%  60%1 
Manhattan West 401 West 31st Street  2014 65% 69% 
Taconic/Ritterman 525 West 52nd Street 2014 65% 83% 
TF Cornerstone 606 West 57th Street  2014 65% 85% 
Site 7 540 West 53rd  2014 100% 100% 
Lalezarian 515 West 36th Street 2015 65% 79% 
      Average 83.4% 

1 –number of inclusionary units too low to meet 65% distribution requirement 
 
The development community is properly focused on maximizing return on investment. More 
Market Rate units on higher floor bring higher per square foot rents or higher per square foot 
purchase prices.  
 
The City of New York, through it Department of Housing Preservation and Development and 
City Planning Commission, should focus on maximizing social investment. The MIH proposal 
should foster not only affordable housing but also Economic Integration, truly integrating all 
income groups within a building. 
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The higher floors and increased floor area will only exist due to the proposed Mandatory 
Inclusionary Zoning. Higher income New Yorkers’ apartments should not sit on the 
shoulders of Lower Income households. 
 
MCB4 requests the affordable housing distribution requirement be increased from 50% to 
80% of all floors within a building. 
 
Segregating and or relegating affordable units to lower floors creates, not a Poor Door, but 
a Poor Floor. 
 
MCB4 cannot support: 
 

• Waiving the requirement for distribution of the affordable housing in Condo or Co-op 
buildings with affordable rental units 

 
In the VIH Program, affordable units are required to be integrated on 65% of the floors of the 
development. 
 
In its MIH presentation to MCB4, HPD stated the reason for waiving the requirement for 
Economic Integration for Co-ops and Condos which contain affordable housing rental units was 
that they presented difficulties in management and operation. 
 
MCB4 rejects this rationale as unfounded in longstanding real estate practice and operation. 
Since the 1960’s, thousands of buildings throughout the City of New York have been converted 
from rental housing to home ownership in the form of Coops or Condominiums. In nearly every 
instance, rent stabilized or rent controlled renters have continued to live side by side with new 
owners (either prior tenants or new buyers). The majority of such buildings has been and 
continues to be successfully managed by the private sector. Managing a mixed building of 
market rate condos or coops and affordable rental housing is the same circumstance. 
 
MCB4 requests that the affordable housing distribution remain as a requirement for Co-op 
and Condominiums buildings and the distribution requirement be 80% of all floors within a 
building.  
 
Segregating affordable units onto lower floors creates, not a Poor Door, but a Poor Floor, 
and in the case of Coops or Condos, creates the impression that the City of New York 
values homeowners over renters. 
 
Furthermore, MCB4 is both surprised and distressed that this proposal is silent with regards to 
access to amenities, finishes, and appliances for affordable units. These issues must be addressed 
in order to ensure that the residents of these affordable units do not become the victims of 
stigmatization. The need to set standard requirements for affordable units has become clear to 
MCB4, which in its years of evaluating applications, has seen an overwhelming number of 
developers who have sought to create separate standards for affordable units. This has been the 
key issue in the Community Board’s reviews of these applications.  
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Economic Integration--Equality in Apartment Finishes and Appliances--for Market Rate 
and Affordable Housing Residents 
Economic Integration demands equality in apartment finishes (flooring, tile, countertops, 
plumbing and lighting fixtures) and appliances. Such finishes should be the same in all market 
rate and affordable units. The goal of Economic Integration is ensuring that tenants or owners in 
the same building live in the same standard of housing. Creating a separate but not equal 
apartment finish standards leads to stigmatization. 
 
All residents should be in the same housing; some apartments just rent or sell for less. The 
quality of the apartments should not be secondary; the affordable housing residents must not be 
treated as second class citizens. Their lower income housing creates the financial benefit of the 
additional height and or bulk directly resultant from MIH, and in turn increases the return for the 
investment of the private sector. Additionally, MCB4 recommends that this standard also apply 
to the current Voluntary Inclusionary Housing Program (VIH).  MCB4, in its n review of 26 VIH 
applications has achieved the following: 
 
Inclusionary Housing in MCB4—Equality in Apartment Finishes 

Project Address 
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Caledonia 450 West 17th Street (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
TF Cornerstone 455 West 37th Street (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Clinton Housing 505 West 51st Street S S S S S S S S S 
Douglaston 316 11th Avenue (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Emerald Green 310-328 West 38th Street S S S S S S S S S 
River Place II 600 West 42nd Street (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Atlantic Development 303 10th Avenue (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
TF Cornerstone 505 West 37th Street (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Avalon Bay 525 West 28th Street S S S S S S S S S 
Tower 37 LLC 350 W. 37th Street (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Crystal Green 330 West 39th Street S S S S S S S S S 
Gotham West 550 West 45th Street (2)         
Mercedes House 770 11th Avenue S S S S S S S S S 
Lalezarian 515 West 28th Street (3)        S 
Related Companies 500 West 30th Street (1) (1) S (1) (1) (1) S S S 
Arker Companies 424 West 55th Street (4)         
DHA Capital 546 West 44th Street D D D (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) S 
Extell Development 551 10th Avenue D S S S S (1) (1) D S 
Moinian 605 West 42nd Street S D S D S S (1) (1) S 
Iliad Development 509 West 38th Street (5)        S 
Elad 505 West 43rd S S S S S S S S S 
Manhattan West 401 West 31st Street S D S D S S (1) (1) S 
Taconic/Ritterman 525 West 52nd Street S S S S S S S S (1) 
TF Cornerstone 606 West 57th Street D D S D (1) (1) (1) (1) S 
Site 7 540 West 53rd S S S S S S S S S 
Lalezarian 515 West 36th Street S S (1) S (1) (1) (1) S S 

S – Same; D – Different 
(1)  Information not available  
(2) "Same as the finishes in the moderate- and middle-income units"  
(3) Quality not less than hardwood, porcelain, stone or ceramic 
(4) Oak strip wood flooring, ceramic tile, and wood cabinets          
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 Given its record in achieving a better degree of Equality of Apartment Finishes and Appliances, 
MCB4 requests the proposed MIH Zoning Text be amended to include requirements for MIH 
developments for the same level of Apartment Finishes for Market Rate and Affordable 
Apartments. Such Equality in Apartment Finishes and Appliances should also be met if 
Affordable Apartments are built off site. 3 
 
MCB4 also requests post-construction compliance inspections be made by HPD to ensure that 
Apartment Finishes and Appliances are equal for Market Rate and Affordable Apartments. 
 
Additionally, MCB4 would like to point out that in many new multifamily developments use a 
fan blower to supply heat to a unit. Fan blowers use electrical power, and in some cases have 
created a cost burden on affordable housing tenants, forcing them to choose between heat and an 
unaffordable electric bill. MCB4 has received multiple complaints from Inclusionary Housing 
tenants are unable to meet utility costs to keep heat running in winter. MCB4 requests HPD to 
take the utility cost of fan blowers in account in its calculation of utility allowances for 
affordable housing tenants.  
 
Economic Integration--Equal Access to Building Amenities--for Market Rate and 
Affordable Housing Residents 
Economic Integration also demands equal access to building wide amenities such as: 
 

• children’s playrooms and outdoor playrooms 
• outdoor patios 
• roof decks 
• party rooms and kitchens 
• libraries and game lounges 
• storage lockers 
• screening rooms 
• bike rooms 
• gyms 

  
Access to such building wide amenities (except in the case of gyms which require a separate paid 
membership) should be equally accessible to all market rate and affordable apartment residents. 
The goal of Economic Integration is ensuring that tenants or owners in the same building are able 
to enjoy and mix socially in the building-wide amenities. Restricting or limiting use of 
building-wide amenities creates two classes of residents through the Zoning Resolution and 
bakes in income inequality leading to stigmatization. 
 
 
MCB4 in review of 26 VIH applications has achieved the following: 
 
 

                                                 
3 Affordable developments built with monies from the Affordable Housing Fund will have no direct nexus with the 
market rate project contributing to the Fund, therefore this requirement would not apply to units using these funds. 
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Inclusionary Housing in MCB4—Equal Access to Building Amenities 

 
(1)  Information not available 
(2) “Affordable rates” 
(3) "All of these amenity spaces will either be free and open to all residents of the building or will be 
available to the low-income tenants of the building" 
(4) “Free or reduced fee” 
 
Given the record in achieving a better degree of Equal Access to Building Wide Amenities, 
MCB4 requests the proposed MIH Zoning Text be amended to include requirements for MIH 
developments to provide Equal Access to Building Wide Amenities for Market Rate and 
Affordable Apartments. 4 

                                                 
4 For gym facilities, open to all tenants, discounted rates affordable to Inclusionary tenants  would apply. However, 
for gyms that require a separate paid membership This requirement would not apply. 
  

Project Roof deck Gym Amenity 
Lounge 

Bike 
Parking Playroom 

Caledonia (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
TF Cornerstone (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Clinton Housing Yes (1) Yes (1) (1) 
Douglaston Development (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Emerald Green (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
River Place II (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Atlantic Development (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
TF Cornerstone (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Avalon Bay (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 
Tower 37 LLC (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Crystal Green (1) Yes Yes (1) (1) 
Gotham West (1) Yes Yes (1) Yes 
Mercedes House (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
Lalezarian Yes Discounted (1) (1) (1) 
Related Companies Yes Discounted (1) (1) (1) 
Arker Companies  (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
DHA Capital Yes Discounted Yes Fee (1) 
Extell Development Discounted Discounted Discounted Discounted Discounted 
Moinian Discounted Discounted Discounted Discounted Discounted 
Iliad Development Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Elad Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Manhattan West (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) 
Taconic/Ritterman (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) 
TF Cornerstone Yes Yes Yes (1) (1) 
Site 7 Yes Yes (1) (1) Yes 
Lalezarian Yes Lower fee Yes Yes (1) 
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Location of Affordable Units 
MCB4 supports with conditions establishing options that allow developers to place affordable 
housing units in the same development as the market rate units, in a separate building on the 
same zoning lot as the market rate development, on a separate zoning lot within the same 
Community District, or within a half mile of the market rate development only for Supportive 
or Senior Housing. Additionally, eliminating affordable units built on off-site developments 
from the 421-a program ensures that developers will not receive unwarranted financial benefits.  
 
Unit Sizes—Changes in Standards 
MCB4 supports the proposed unit size minimums, and the built-in flexibility that would allow 
developments with market-rate units that are of smaller size to provide corresponding 
affordable units that are also equal in size. Additionally, maintaining equality in bedroom mix 
is important. The requirement that at least 50% of units be two bedrooms or more (with at least 
75% being one bedroom or more) will make these affordable units open to a wider range of 
households in our community.  
 
Public Review and Comment by Community Boards 
MCB4 requests proposed MIH zoning text be amended to retain the VIH provisions5 for the 
45 day public comment and review by Community Boards  
 
MCB4 has reviewed 26 Inclusionary Housing Plans since 2007, the greatest number of any in the 
any Community District in the city. That review process is integral for public information and 
ensuring developer compliance. Maintaining the 45 day Community Board Public Comment 
Period for MIH applications as it exists in VIH ensures the public and local Community Board 
can provide meaningful comment. MCB4’s work in Inclusionary Housing review has provided 
significant improvements in economic integration with improved affordable housing distribution, 
equality in apartment finishes, and equal access to building wide amenities for affordable 
housing tenants. 
 
Reducing the requirement to notification, with no 45 day public review and comment 
period, reduces transparency for neighborhoods and their Community Boards, promoting 
development at the cost of public involvement. 
 
BSA Special Permit 
MCB4 supports having a procedure in place for developers who face unusual challenges to 
meeting the affordable housing requirements. The Board expects that such requirements will be 
justifiably modified to give developers allowances while still holding them responsible to the 
affordable housing goals of the proposed amendment.  
 
Additional Programs 
MCB4 supports the consideration of other programs with regards to affordable units provided 
under MIH. Such consideration allows multiple programs, like the homeownership option, 
and MIH requirements to work in harmony. The community Board also supports eliminating 
the preservation option and enabling supportive housing units, whose residents have a range 
of special needs, to be placed in a separate building from the contributing development. 
                                                 
5 New York City Zoning Resolution – Inclusionary Housing Section 23-961, d (3) 
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Furthermore, MCB4 is in agreement with the support of grandfathered tenants in the 
proposed amendment. Protecting existing tenants through grandfathering is key to protecting the 
long-term resident and character of our community.  
 
Regulatory Agreements 
 
MCB4 supports including a standardized application as part of the MIH process, as well as 
the monitoring of the affordable units to ensure that developers comply with the MIH 
regulatory agreement.  
 
HPD/MIH Program Guidelines 
MCB4 supports the flexibility that the proposed text would provide for developments with too 
few units to meet distribution requirements. Furthermore, it applauds the proposal to 
standardize square footage calculations across both HPD and DOB.  
 
MIH Requirements Waiver for Infrastructure or Transit Improvements  
 
MCB4 cannot support waiver of MIH requirements for infrastructure or transit improvements  
Until 1990 the CSD contained zoning text for density bonus options—either the provision of 
public open space or affordable housing. While the open space option was used by the 
development community, the affordable housing option was never used. After the deletion of the 
open space option in 1990, Inclusionary Housing began to be built or preserved in the CSD. 
When less costly or simpler bonus options exist, simpler than the provision of affordable 
housing, the development community will choose the economic path of least resistance, and 
essentially buy out one time capital improvements, as opposed to the initial capital investment 
coupled with long social investment that affordable housing requires. 
 
Other considerations 
Increased funding is needed for DOB/HPD enforcement to penalize owners who neglect 
affordable housing. Stronger regulations for buildings with occupied units undergoing 
renovations or re-construction are needed. In September 2015, the City Council introduced a 
series of local laws that place greater scrutiny on owners who repeatedly approach tenants with 
buyout offers and labels such actions as harassment of tenants. Currently, the City Council is 
considering a bill that would also classify illegal apartment conversions as harassment. In order 
to be properly enforced, the City will need funding to HPD and DOB to provide adequate staff 
capacity to respond to these abuses. 
 
Conclusion 
The proposed MIH zoning text is a serious effort to extend the provision of Inclusionary Housing 
to rezoned areas throughout the entire City of New York. However, it contains serious flaws. As 
with the ZQA proposed zoning, it is a one-size-fits-all approach for a complex city made up of 
diverse neighborhoods and districts, each with different and fine-grained needs. MIH makes the 
assumption that all communities’ affordable housing needs are the same. 

The need for lowest income housing in parts of Bedford Stuyvesant or Mott Haven is matched by 
the needs for moderate and middle income housing on the Upper West Side or Clinton/Hell’s 
Kitchen. These needs are not competing but complementary. The city is simply not one 
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demographic group, neighborhoods must be able to ensure MIH serves the long term residents of 
each neighborhood, not some abstract citywide ideal.  

MCB4 finds it especially disturbing that DCP and HPD believe only Manhattan below 110th  
Street on the West side and 96th Street on the East side, in Community Boards 1 through 8, is not 
an appropriate area for Workforce Housing, for families and individuals earning between 
$76,440 and $93,240. Manhattan has always had the City’s greatest income inequality—we have 
5th Avenue and Double 5th (that is 10th Avenue), sprawling apartments with Central Park views 
and walk ups with Lincoln Tunnel traffic views. But Manhattan has tens of thousands of 
moderate income residents who deserve increased opportunities to remain in their neighborhoods 
as was accomplished by the Mitchell Lama rental and cooperative programs in the 1960’s. MIH 
should not create greater income inequality in affordable housing. 

While many of elements of MIH address and improve on deficiencies in procedure and policy in 
VIH, the lack of focus on Economic Integration is most disturbing. MIH not only lessens 
affordable apartment distribution requirements from 65% of the floors to 50% but eliminates the 
requirement entirely for coops and condos. Further is silent on Equality in Apartment Finishes 
and Appliances--for Market Rate and Affordable Housing Residents and Equal Access to 
Building Amenities. Such a citywide proposal must acknowledge the Economic Integration is a 
central value to creating healthy mixed income communities. Poor doors are not only physical, 
but a state of mind. As long as zoning text and program regulation, permit two classed of 
apartments, there will be two classes of tenants. The point of Inclusionary Housing is to 
include, not exclude onto lower floor, with cheaper floors and countertops and limited or 
no access to building amenities. The statement of how the City values Inclusionary Housing 
is made by its actions, MIH’s reduction of Economic Integration or silence on Apartment 
Finishes and Access to Amenities speaks volumes by such an omission. 

MCB4 looks forward to continuing discussions with both the Department of City Planning and 
the Department of Housing Preservation and Development in order to ensure that the proposed 
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing program adequately addresses the needs of Manhattan 
Community District 4.  

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Christine Berthet 
Board Chair 

 

 
    Jean-Daniel Noland, Co-Chair  
   Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen Land Use Committee  

  
 
  
Betty Mackintosh, Co-Chair     Lee Compton, Co-Chair 
Chelsea Land Use Committee     Chelsea Land Use Committee 
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       [Signed  11/25/2015] 
Joe Restuccia, Co-Chair     Barbara Davis, Co-Chair                                             
Housing, Health & Human Services Committee Housing, Health and Human Services Committee 
  
 
cc:   J. Nadler, U.S. Congress 

B. Hoylman, State Senator 
A. Espaillat, State Senator 
D. Gottfried, State Assemblymember 
L. Rosenthal, State Assemblymember 
C. Johnson, City Councilmember   
H. Rosenthal, City Councilmember 
V. Been, HPD 
L. Carroll, HPD 
D. Hernandez, HPD 
E. Hsu-Chen, DCP 

 F. Ruchala, DCP 
 K. Grebowiec-Hall, DCP  
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November 30, 2015 
 
Carl Weisbrod, Chair 
City Planning Commission 
22 Reade Street 
New York, New York 10007 
 
Re:     Zoning for Quality and Affordability  
     N160049ZRY (proposed zoning text amendment)  
 
 
Dear Chair Weisbrod, 
 
At its full board meeting on November 4th, 2015, Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) 
reviewed the application by the New York City Department of City Planning (the "Applicant") 
for the proposed Citywide Zoning Text Amendment to create a Mandatory Inclusionary Housing 
Program (MIH).  
 
The Board by a vote of 39 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstention and 0 present but not eligible 
recommended to deny unless the following modifications changes are made to the proposed 
Zoning for Quality and Affordability zoning text amendment (ZQA).  
 
Background and Context 
The Community Board has long understood the importance of affordable and senior housing in 
the communities of Chelsea, Hudson Yards and Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen. Our concerns are based 
on 40 years of community planning and the creation of four Special Zoning Districts. 
 
Special Clinton District 
 Adopted by the Board of Estimate1 in 1973, the Special Clinton District (“SCD”) was one of the 
first Special Purpose Districts created. The SCD allowed dense residential and commercial to 
proceed in the Perimeter Areas (along 8th Avenue and West 42nd Street) while establishing a 
Preservation Area, with specific height limits, in the neighborhood’s core (west of 8th Avenue to 
west of 10th Avenue, from West 43rd to West 56th Streets) Notably, the SCD was the first district 
to feature a zoning bonus for the creation of affordable housing as well as the first to include 
protections against tenant harassment. The SCD’s tenant anti-harassment provisions 
(requirements for Certificates of No Harassment (CONH)) prevented owners from altering or 

                                                 
1 Until 1990, the Board of Estimate was the precursor body to the City Council for final approval of zoning actions. 

CITY OF NEW YORK 
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www.nyc.gov/mcb4  
 
Christine Berthet 
Chair 
 
Jesse R. Bodine. 
District Manager 
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demolishing building in which harassment had been documented. That provision has been an 
ongoing deterrent against wholesale tenant displacement.  
 
The Chelsea Plan—rezoning of East Chelsea 
Adopted as a rezoning by City Council in 1996, the Chelsea 197-a Plan the community was 
community initiative to craft compromises and trade-offs to balance the competing needs for 
development and preservation in East Chelsea, a 64-block area between 14th and 34th Streets 
west of Sixth Avenue.  The Chelsea Plan was a set of recommendations for zoning changes 
intended to create housing opportunities and to balance new development with the preservation 
of neighborhood context. The Plan embraced contextual zoning, establishing requirements for 
streetwalls, height and setback and building heights. These provisions were carefully calibrated 
on 6th, 7th and 8th Avenues and the side streets dependent on upon the built context which ranged 
from lofts and 6 to 8 story apartment buildings to 5 to 3 story tenements and brownstones. 
 
Special Hudson Yards District 
Adopted by the City Council in 2005, the Special Hudson Yards District (SHYD) was created to 
foster commercial and residential development west of 8th Avenue from West 30th to West 41st 
Streets in a former manufacturing zone. The SHYD allows the highest density of commercial 
development of any district in the City of New York. It established a series of zoning 
mechanisms and bonuses to create revenue for the city’s Hudson Yards Infrastructure 
Corporation service bonds used primarily for the construction of #7 line subway extension and 
its station on West 34th Street. After negotiations with the MCB4 and the City Council, the 
SHYD was amended to include provisions for affordable housing production and development, 
through Inclusionary Housing, demolition restrictions and anti-harassment provisions 
(requirements for Certificates of No Harassment (CONH) in the final zoning text. In 2009, The 
SHYD was amended to include the Western Railyards (WRY), the site of the failed football 
stadium plan. That amendment included further provisions for affordable housing both on and 
off site. During both zoning actions, height, set back and court and streetwall provisions were 
carefully calibrated among all subdistricts in the SHYD. 
 
Special West Chelsea District 
Adopted by the City Council in 2005, the Special West Chelsea District (SWCD) was created to 
facilitate the Highline Park and foster commercial and residential development in Chelsea west 
of 10th Avenue from West 23rd to West 15th Streets in a former manufacturing zone. The SWCD 
also established a series of zoning mechanisms for transfer of development rights for properties 
encumbered by the Highline. After negotiations with the MCB4 and the City Council, the SHYD 
was amended to include provisions for affordable housing production and development, through 
Inclusionary Housing, demolition restrictions and anti-harassment provisions (requirements for 
Certificates of No Harassment (CONH)) in the final zoning text. During both zoning actions, 
height, set back and court and streetwall provisions were carefully calibrated for all subdistricts 
in the SWCD 
 
Application 
 
The City proposes city-wide amendments to the Zoning Resolution that will:  

• Increase available floor area for developments that include affordable senior housing 
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• Remove parking requirements for affordable housing developments 
• Modify height and setback restrictions in contextual districts 

 
Elements of the Application  
 
Senior Housing 
 
Affordable Senior Housing 

• Change name of the zoning definition “non-profit residence for the elderly” to 
“affordable independent residence for seniors” 

• Allow approximately 20% more floor area for “non-profit residences for the elderly” in 
R8 through R10 districts and numerous medium density contextual districts 

• Increase permitted unit density in “affordable independent residence for seniors” 
 
Long-Term Care Facilities 

• Create a new definition for “long term care facilities” and add this designation to Use 
Group 3, Community Facilities 

• Allow all “long‐term care facilities” in R3 through R10 districts, including nursing 
homes, as‐of‐right 

• Extend proposed FAR increase for “affordable independent residences for seniors” to 
“long term care facilities” in districts R3 through R10 as-of-right 

• Require special permits for development of “long-term care facilities” in R1 and R2 
districts 

 
Mixing of Residence and Care Facilities  

• Clarify calculations for requirements and floor area deductions under Quality Housing 
• Allow use of residential FAR caps for mixed developments with residential units and 

Non-profit Institutions with Sleeping Accommodations and Long-Term Care Facilities, 
instead of typical reduced FAR for mixed use facilities in order to provide a ‘spectrum of 
care’ for senior residents  

• Clarify calculation of dwelling unit factor in buildings with residential and community 
facility uses 

• Remove restriction that community facilities cannot be on the same floor or above 
residential uses in special districts.  Maintain restriction for commercial uses  

 
Height and Setback Modifications 
 
Affordable Senior Housing and Long‐term Care Facility Building Envelopes 

• Increase permitted FAR by approximately 20% in R6 through R10 districts for affordable 
senior housing and long term care facilities 

• Permit greater height and number of stories for uses other than residential where higher 
FAR is permitted for buildings with 20% or greater affordable senior housing and long 
term care facility uses 

• Increase base height to conceal increase in overall additional building height 
• Permit shared accessory spaces for affordable senior housing in rear yards and ground 
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floors in districts other than “B” districts 
• Remove the height restriction of  the width of abutting street and change to maximum 

permitted by the contextual envelope for narrow buildings (less than 45 feet) 
• In R6 through R10 non-contextual districts, permit a more flexible “alternative Quality 

Housing building envelope” for sites where infrastructure creates barrier 
 
Inclusionary Housing Building Envelopes 

• Permit greater maximum height for full use of FAR available through the IH program 
• Increase base height to conceal increase in overall additional building height 
• Permit shared accessory spaces in rear yards and ground floors in districts other than “B” 

districts 
• Remove the Sliver Law height restriction of  the width of abutting street and change to 

maximum  permitted by the contextual envelope for narrow buildings (less than 45 feet) 
 
Ground Floors 

• Increase ground floor height to allow buildings with residential units on the ground floor 
to elevate unit windows above street level and to allow for the addition of retail spaces 
which require heights greater than the maximums currently in place. 

• Increase maximum height of Quality Housing buildings by 5 feet if the second floor 
begins at 13 feet or higher in all contextual zooming districts except R7B and R8B 

• Allow a floor area exemption of up to 100sf for ramps in a residential floor lobby 
 
Street Walls 

• For medium density contextual districts, require buildings to locate their streetwall only 
in relation to directly adjacent buildings 

• Reduce maximum setback from 15 feet off of the property line to 10 feet 
• Clarify line-up provisions for buildings with architectural features such as bay windows 

in “B” districts 
• Add street wall requirements beyond 50 feet of a wide street in high density districts 
• Permit window recesses and structural expression within one foot from the street wall 
• Allow deeper projections for a limited percentage of the street wall’s overall width 
• In R6 through R10 districts, modify required width to depth ratio to 1:1 for courts less 

than 30 feet and remove restrictions for courts wider than 30 feet 
• Add streetwall requirements beyond 50 feet of a wide street in high density commercial 

districts 
• Wholly residential buildings must comply with more stringent streetwall commercial 

regulations in commercial districts 
• Remove special line-up provision whereby narrow buildings in a commercial district 

have to line up with adjacent buildings so that they may better conform to conditions in 
the area.  

 
Corner Buildings 

• Increase maximum permitted lot coverage to 80% to 100% for buildings within 100 feet 
of a corner in R6 through R10 districts 

• Allow portions of buildings in a high density district that are also within 25 feet of a low 
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density district to build either a maximum height of 75 feet or the maximum base height 
of the zoning district, whichever is less  

 
Setback Requirements 

• Remove rear yard setback requirements from Quality Housing buildings 
• Reduce required front setback above base height by 1 foot for every foot it is set back 

from the property line, but maintain a 5 foot minimum setback 
 
Building Envelopes and Number of Stories 

• Increase maximum base height in some districts by 5 feet, consistent with maximum 
overall height increase 

• Establish a maximum number of stories that can be built in a zoning district in concert 
with maximum building height 

• Increase maximum building height by 5 to 10 feet in R9 and R10 districts 
• Align Quality Housing optional regulations on wide streets with comparable “A” districts 

and narrow street regulations in “B” districts 
• Allow for Quality Housing option building envelope in former study areas in non-

contextual areas 
• Adjust building envelopes in Special Zoning Districts where special building envelope 

and maximum FAR rules are not explicitly stated so that the maximum building 
envelopes are in line with the changes proposed for Quality Housing.  

  
Unit Size and Configuration 

• Remove 400sf minimum apartment size to provide greater unit type flexibility and allow 
unit density factor to govern 

• Reduce density factor in R8 through R10 districts to 680sf 
• Remove various double-paned window requirements from Zoning Resolution as they 

restrict use of higher efficiency window and are already mandated by building code 
• Allow the Office of Environmental Remediation to modify sound-attenuated window 

requirements based on site conditions 
 
Irregular Site Conditions 

• Adjust rear yard and lot coverage requirements to allow for shallower rear yards and 
higher lot coverage 

• Provide greater flexibility for street walls on acutely angled lots 
• Reduce lot slope requirement from 10% to 5% for use of sloping base plane 
• Reduce separation of multiple buildings on a single lot from 60 feet to 40 feet 
• Create a new BSA special permit for Quality Housing on an irregular lot with additional 

flexibility for sites with predominately affordable housing 
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MCB4 Proposed Actions and Recommendations 
 
Senior Housing 
 
The provision of a wide array of housing options for seniors is essential to fostering communities 
in which seniors can receive a spectrum of services as they age in place. These proposed changes 
will ensure that senior housing meets the diverse needs and capabilities of our seniors. 
 
MCB4 supports: 
 

Affordable senior housing 
Updating the definition of Senior Housing brings current usage into the Zoning Resolution. 
Promoting affordable housing through increased density in bulk and unit density makes 
development more financially feasible. However, such incentives to meet the need for 
affordable housing for seniors must be tempered by neighborhood context. Such bulk and 
height increases are not appropriate to all districts in a neighborhood. Social needs should not 
be met at the expense of light and air, livable streets and neighborhood scale.  

o Changing name of the zoning definition “non-profit residence for the elderly” 
to “affordable independent residence for seniors” 

o Increased unit density  for non-profit residences for the elderly 
 

Long-Term Care Facilities 
Allowing long-term care facilities to be developed, with fewer restrictions, will remove 
barriers to providing much needed care for seniors in our community. However, such 
incentives to meet the need for long term care facilities must be tempered by neighborhood 
context. Such bulk and height increases are not appropriate to all districts in a neighborhood. 
Social needs should not be met at the expense of light and air, livable streets and 
neighborhood scale. 

o The new definition in the Zoning Text of long-term care facilities  
o Allowing all “long-term care facilities” in R3 through R10 districts, including 

nursing homes, as-of-right 
 

The mixing of residential and care facilities 
This set of changes enables facilities; with mixed uses that address the changing care needs 
senior have over time, to be developed.  

o Clarification of calculations for requirements and floor area deductions under 
Quality Housing and calculation of dwelling unit factor in buildings with 
residential and community facility uses 

o Allowing use of residential FAR caps for mixed developments with residential 
units and Non-profit Institutions with Sleeping Accommodations and Long-
Term Care Facilities, instead of typical reduced FAR for mixed use facilities in 
order to provide a ‘spectrum of care’ for senior residents  

o Removing restrictions prohibiting community facilities not to be on the same 
floor or above residential uses in special zoning districts. (this restriction will be 
maintained for commercial uses  
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Height and Setback Modifications 
 
MCB4 supports: 
 

Affordable Senior Housing and Long‐term Care Facility Building Envelopes 
These zoning text changes will enable better use of rear yards and ground floors for senior 
housing and more flexible building envelopes. 

o Shared accessory spaces for affordable senior housing in rear yards and 
ground floors in districts other than “B” districts 

o In R6 through R10 non-contextual districts, permit a more flexible “alternative 
Quality Housing building envelope” for sites where infrastructure creates 
barrier 

 
Inclusionary Housing--building envelopes.  
These zoning text changes will enable better use of rear yards and ground floors for senior 
housing. 

o Shared accessory spaces for affordable senior housing in rear yards and 
ground floors in districts other than “B” districts 

 
Ground Floors 
These zoning text changes will enable ground floors at lower than street level by exempting a 
limited FAR for accessible ramps. 

o A floor area exemption of up to 100sf for ramps in a residential floor lobby 
 

Street Walls 
These zoning text changes will enable corner buildings to better fit into their neighborhood 
context on 7th and 9th Avenues in Chelsea, on 9th Avenue lower Hell’s Kitchen and on 11th 
Avenue from West 42nd to West 54th Streets. 

o For medium density contextual districts, requiring buildings to locate their 
streetwall only in relation to directly adjacent buildings 

o Reducing maximum setback from 15 feet off of the property line to 10 feet 
o Clarifying line-up provisions for buildings with architectural features such as 

bay windows in “B” districts 
o Adding street wall requirements beyond 50 feet of a wide street in high density 

districts (R8 through R10).  
o Permit window recesses and structural expression within one foot from the 

street wall 
o Allow deeper projections for a limited percentage of the street wall’s overall 

width 
o In R6 through R10 districts, modify required width to depth ratio to 1:1 for 

courts less than 30 feet and remove restrictions for courts wider than 30 feet 
o Add streetwall requirements beyond 50 feet of a wide street in high density 

commercial districts 
o Requiring wholly residential buildings to comply with more stringent streetwall 

commercial regulations in commercial districts 
o Removing special line-up provision whereby narrow buildings in a commercial 
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district have to line up with adjacent buildings so that they may better conform 
to conditions in the area.  

 
Corner Buildings 
These zoning text changes will enable corner buildings to better fit into their neighborhood 
context on 7th and 9th Avenues in Chelsea, on 9th Avenue lower Hell’s Kitchen and on 11th 
Avenue from West 42nd to West 54th Streets. 

o Increasing maximum permitted lot coverage to 80% to 100% for buildings 
within 100 feet of a corner in R6 through R10 districts 

o Allowing portions of buildings in a high density district that are also within 25 
feet of a low density district to build either a maximum height of 75 feet or the 
maximum base height of the zoning district, whichever is less 

 
Setback Requirements 
These allowances will grant flexibility in setback modifications while also preserving the 
quality of street life, which is the overarching goal of setback requirements.  

o Removing rear yard setback requirements from Quality Housing buildings 
o Reducing required front setback above base height by 1 foot for every foot it is 

set back from the property line, but maintain a 5 foot minimum setback 
 

Building Envelopes and Number of Stories 
Aligning the set of options and regulations that govern the various districts in MCB4 allows 
for simpler, more accessible guidelines.  

o Aligning Quality Housing optional regulations on wide streets with comparable 
“A” districts and narrow street regulations in “B” districts 

o Allowing for Quality Housing building envelope option in former study areas in 
non-contextual areas 

o Adjusting building envelopes in Special Zoning Districts where special building 
envelope and maximum FAR rules are not explicitly stated so that the 
maximum building envelopes are in line with the changes proposed for Quality 
Housing.  

 
Unit Size and Configuration 
These zoning text changes will provide for greater flexibility in unit sizes, greater density and 
allow for a wider array of household sizes in buildings. The window requirements are now 
embodied Building Code and Office of Environmental Remediation requires flexibility in 
sound attenuation requirements.  

o Removing 400sf minimum apartment size to provide greater unit type flexibility 
and allow unit density factor to govern 

o Reduce density factor in R8 through R10 districts to 680sf 
o Remove various double-paned window requirements from Zoning Resolution as 

they restrict use of higher efficiency window and are already mandated by 
Building Code 

o Allow the Office of Environmental Remediation to modify sound-attenuated 
window requirements based on site conditions 
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Irregular Site Conditions 
These zoning text changes will enable more flexibility to develop shallow and acutely angled 
lots. 

o Adjust rear yard and lot coverage requirements to allow for shallower rear 
yards and higher lot coverage 

o Provide greater flexibility for street walls on acutely angled lots 
 

MCB4 cannot support the following provisions of the ZQA unless the modifications and 
conditions below are met: 
 

Affordability Time Limits on Senior Housing 
In the City’s current proposed ZQA zoning text, there is no permanent affordability 
restriction for non-profit residences for the elderly or long-term care facilities that are not 
also Inclusionary Housing.  

o MCB4 recommends that non-profit residences for the elderly or long-term care 
facilities which receive as of right 20% FAR increases should be permanently 
affordable.  If the additional bulk is permanent, the affordability should be 
permanent as well. 

 
Affordable Senior Housing and Long‐term Care Facility Building Envelopes 
Absent zoning text guaranteeing permanent affordability, MCB4 cannot support:  

o Extending proposed FAR increases for “affordable independent residences for 
seniors” to “long term care facilities” in districts R3 through R10 as-of-right 

o The proposed increases in floor area in R8 through R10 districts as a method of 
fostering the development of affordable senior housing. 

 
Inclusionary Housing Building Envelopes  
These provisions curtail MCB4’s efforts to ensure that the character of our neighborhoods is 
preserved and opens the door for out-of-scale developments and sliver buildings.  MCB4 
cannot support: 

o Removing the Sliver Law height restrictions of  the width of abutting street 
and change to maximum  permitted by the contextual envelope for narrow 
buildings (less than 45 feet)  

 
Building Envelopes and Number of Stories 
The changes below will threaten MCB4’s efforts to ensure that quality, contextual buildings 
of adequate scale continue to be built in our neighborhood. MCB4 cannot support wholesale 
zoning text changes to: 

o Increasing maximum base height in some districts by 5 feet, consistent with 
maximum overall height increase 

o Establishing a maximum number of stories that can be built in a zoning district 
in concert with maximum building height 

o Increasing maximum building height by 5 to 10 feet in R9 and R10 districts  
 

However, MCB4’s support is qualified as noted below. 
 



MCB4 Recommendations & Comments – ZQA Zoning Text Amendment Proposal                                                     10 
 

For the Special Zoning Districts and areas noted below affected by the proposed Zoning Text 
Modifications in the ZQA, MCB4 requests the City Planning Commission modify the proposed 
Zoning Text to include to establish hard Building and Streetwall Height Limits in the: 
  

• Special Clinton District—Subarea C2 in the SCD (11th Avenue, West 43rd and 
West 44th Streets, 10th 11th Avenues) 

• Special Hudson Yards District—Subareas D4 & D5 (Hell’s Kitchen Subdistrict) 
of the SHYD 

• Special West Chelsea District—West 23rd Street between 10th and 11th Avenues 
• East Chelsea—an irregular geographic area in East Chelsea from West 14th to   

West 30th Streets, from the west side of 6th Avenue to the east side 10th Avenue 
rezoned under the 1996 Chelsea Plan (197-a and 197-c).  

 
Special Clinton District (SCD) –in 2009, as part the rezoning of Western Railyards, the Mayor 
and the City Council agreed to study rezone West Clinton, a manufacturing area primarily west 
of 10th Avenue,  including 11th Avenue from West 43rd to West 54th Streets and 43rd/44th Street 
corridor between 10th and 11th Avenues. The goals of such rezoning, which had long been 
requested by the community, were: 

 
• promoting residential development, with accompanying provisions for affordable 

housing through Inclusionary Housing 
• neighborhood preservation by extending of the Preservation Area in midblocks 
• ensuring neighborhood context through heights limits and streetwall requirements 

 
The agreement also called for the rezoning application to be jointly submitted by the Department 
of City Planning and MCB4.  
 
After a 2 year study process, marked by careful and thoughtful negotiation by both parties, an 
application was certified and adopted in 2011. The midblocks were put in the Preservation Area 
with height limit of 66 feet, the east side of 11th Avenue was rezoned to R8A, with height limit of 
120 feet and streetwalls between 60 and 80 feet to respect and tie into the adjacent Preservation 
Area, and the 43rd/44th corridor, provided a transition block between the high density C6-4 
corridor on West 42nd and the Preservation Area to the north. The blocks west of 11th Avenue, 
requested by the community to be rezoned residential, remained manufacturing but with a height 
limits of 135 feet and use restrictions prohibiting hotel use. 
 
 Ever since that action, The Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen community has been vigilant in monitoring 
compliance to those zoning changes. The proposed ZQA proposes to undo that 2 year effort 
along with the community and political compromises it represents.MCB4 cannot support such an 
action.  
 
Instead MCB4 requests that SCD 96-31 be modified to include Zoning Text to establish height 
and setback limits in Subarea C2 of the SCD consistent with the adopted 2011 West Clinton 
Rezoning. 2 

                                                 
2 Attached proposed SCD Zoning text amendment (Appendix A) 
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East Chelsea—MCB4 requests the establishment of Building and Streetwall Height Limits in a 
geographic area of East Chelsea in areas rezoned under the 1996 Chelsea Plan. The Chelsea 
Plan, adopted by the City Council in May 1996, was a set of recommendations for zoning 
changes intended to create housing opportunities and to balance new development with the 
preservation of neighborhood context within a 64-block area between 14th and 34th Streets west 
of Sixth Avenue.  With the Chelsea Plan the community undertook the task of deciding what 
compromises and trade-offs best balanced the two competing needs. 
 
East Chelsea was subjected to the same intensive review that West Chelsea received during the 
subsequent creation of the Special West Chelsea District (SWCD). The designated subareas in 
the SWCD, which have text-based height limits, are not affected by the proposed ZQA Zoning 
Text Amendment. However, the areas rezoned3 through Chelsea Plan (197-a and 197-c), would 
be fully subject to the proposed building height and setback increases.  
 
MCB4 requests that a geographic area4, previously rezoned under the Chelsea 197-a Plan (as 
modified by DCP and adopted as a 197-c rezoning by the City Council on May 22, 1996), 
establish height and setback limits in the Zoning Text consistent with that 1996 plan. 5 
 
Special Hudson Yards District (SHYD)—In 2005, after working with MCB4 from 2001, the 
City Council adopted rezoning of 38 blocks of former manufacturing area on the Westside of 
Manhattan to create the SHYD. The 196 pages of zoning text are extremely detailed and specific 
regulations governing the transfer of development rights from the Eastern Railyards, establishing 
a District Improvement Bonus, providing for subway improvements and sidewalk widening, 
acquiring park land and new streets and establishing Inclusionary Housing zones. The text even 
specifically calls out requirements for percentage of glass in storefronts. 
 
A main effort of the Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen community was the preservation of the 
neighborhood’s main street, 9th Avenue, and the residential tenement midblocks between 9th and 
10th Avenues from West 35th to West 41st Streets.  
 
All these efforts were codified in an agreement between the Mayor and City Council, the Hudson 
Yards Points of Agreement (HYPOA)6. In that agreement, the reduction of proposed height and 
establishment of streetwall requirements to respect the context of the existing 4 and 5 story 
tenements in those blocks was accomplished through mapping an R8A zone in the Hell’s 
Kitchen Subdistrict (areas D4 and D5 of the SHYD). The existing tenements were also protected 
from demolition under 93-91, and therefore will continue to be the built context. Whereas in 
Special West Chelsea District (SWCD) hard heights were embedded in the zoning text, in the 
SHYD, Hell’s Kitchen Subdistrict, heights are a function of the underlying zoning. 
 
The R8A zone was a compromise since its height limit of 120 feet well exceeded the heights the 
4 and 5 story tenements, at 50 and 60 feet respectively. But the R8A streetwall requirement, at 60 
to 80 feet, made reinforced the built context. Two sites, (one on West 39th and 9th, the other 

                                                 
3 Attached affected rezoned areas with height and setback increases (Appendix B) 
4 Attached East Chelsea affected zoning boundary map (Appendix C) 
5 Attached 1996 Chelsea Plan (Appendix D) 
6 HYPOA attached, dated January 10, 2005 (Appendix E) 
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midblock on West 37th) have been completed to date, with two other large sites on West 35th 
currently under construction. These 4 sites comprise 603 new apartments completed or currently 
under construction. 
 
Increasing the height limit, even by 5 feet, in district which currently creates buildings twice the 
size of neighboring buildings, is simply not needed to ensure constructability. Even more 
damaging to neighborhood context would be the proposed increase in streetwall heights, 
currently 60 to 80 feet, to 100 feet. Such streetwalls would be double the height of adjacent 5 
story tenements, dwarfing them in scale. Such a streetwall height is more appropriate to a loft 
district, not a medium density residential district, where infill will occur in protected built 
context. 
 
MCB4 requests that SHYD, 93-542 be modified to include Zoning Text to establish height and 
setback limits consistent those established in the 2005 Hudson Yards Rezoning.7  
 
Special West Chelsea District (SWCD)—Also in 2005, after working with MCB4 from 2003, 
the City Council adopted a rezoning of 17 blocks of former manufacturing area in West Chelsea 
Manhattan to create the SWCD. The 96 pages of zoning text are extremely detailed and specific 
regulations governing the transfer of development rights from the Highline, establishing 
subdistricts for bonuses or requirements for Highline access or improvements, acquiring park 
land and establishing Inclusionary Housing zones. The text even specifically calls out Highline 
adjacency volumes and permitted massings. 
 
The main effort of the Chelsea community was balancing the proposed new development with 
establishing height limits and street wall requirements to respect the existing neighborhood 
context along 10th and 11th Avenues and the side streets from West 15th to West 30th Streets. The 
result was a SWCD with 10 subdistricts each setting forth specific and exacting requirements for 
massing, height and streetwalls. 
 
All these efforts were codified in an agreement between the Mayor and City Council, the West 
Chelsea Points of Agreement (WCPOA)8. In that agreement, the western portion of West 23rd 
Street fronting 11th Avenue was rezoned and became part of Subdistrict C to include the height 
and streetwall requirements of the 11th Avenue corridor. However, the West 23rd Street corridor 
(from midblock West 22nd to West 24th Streets, 10th Avenue to 150 feet east of 11th Avenue) 
remained governed only by the underlying zoning. That zoning is a combination of C6-2A and 
C6-3A zones, R8A and R9A equivalents respectively9. 
 
ZQA would increase in the C6-2A zone the streetwalls from the current 60 to 85 feet to 105 feet, 
an increase of 2 stories, but in the C6-3A only an increase of 3 feet. It would also increase the 
overall building height in of C6-2A from 120 feet to 125 feet and in the C6-3A from 145 feet to 
155 feet, also an increase of 1 story. Again, as part of the overall negotiation on the SWCD, this 
corridor was left in the underlying zoning, without hard streetwall and height text limits, since 
the underlying zoning met community context. Changing the underlying zoning changes the 

                                                 
7 Attached proposed  SHYD Zoning text (Appendix F) 
8 Attached, dated June 20, 2005 (Appendix G)  
9 Attached underlying zoning map, West 23rd Street Corridor (Appendix H) 
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context. 
MCB4 requests that SWCD 98-423 and 98-50, be reverted to the original zoning text which 
includes height and setback limits in the West 23rd Street Corridor established and consistent 
with the agreements made in 2005 West Chelsea Rezoning. 10 
 

Ground Floors 
MCB4 has seen extensive new construction throughout our entire district. A great deal of that 
construction has included ground floor commercial space, both on avenues and narrow side 
streets. These spaces have been occupied by all types of businesses (see appendix J), which 
are successful within the existing building envelopes and height controls. The ability to have 
successful commercial space is a function of the local retail market, not ceiling height. 
 
Creating higher ceiling heights for commercial spaces will create out of scale first floors to 
the context of surrounding existing buildings. Context creates one city of different style and 
periods, zoning should seek to harmonize, not emphasize their difference. MCB4 cannot 
support: 
 

o Increase ground floor height to allow buildings with residential units on the 
ground floor to elevate unit windows above street level and to allow for the 
addition of retail spaces which require heights greater than the maximums 
currently in place. 

o Increase maximum height of Quality Housing buildings by 5 feet if the second 
floor begins at 13 feet or higher in all contextual zoning districts except R7B 
and R8B 

 
This proposed text should be deleted from the proposed ZQA. 

Conclusion 
The proposed ZQA zoning text is flawed at best. It is a one-size-fits-all approach for a complex 
city made up of diverse neighborhoods and districts, each with different and fine-grained needs. 
The approach is a blunt instrument for different communities whose real estate markets are 
simply not same. Encouraging residential development, for both market and affordable housing, 
requires different tools for Jerome Avenue in the Bronx, Atlantic Avenue in Brooklyn or 11th 
Avenue on the Westside of Manhattan. 

The proposed ZQA zoning text ignores the context of decades of rezoning efforts on the 
Westside of Manhattan in the Chelsea, Hell’s Kitchen and Clinton neighborhoods. All of these 
efforts balanced increased density and preservation of context in order to allow the city to grow 
while ensuring neighborhood survival and managing change. Since 1969, for nearly 50 years, our 
communities have worked in depth with rezoning and development proposals. Zoning and 
planning for the Westside of Manhattan in MCD4 must be developed within that context. 

ZQA lumps together needed text changes to encourage the development of affordable senior 
housing with wholesale changes to contextual zones throughout the city. Its companion proposal, 
MIH, demands permanent affordability for a zoning bonus for bulk, yet grants the same bonus 
                                                 
10 Attached proposed SWCD Zoning text (Appendix I) 
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for senior housing with no such requirement. Such a basic contradiction of housing policy 
seeking permanent affordability makes no sense. 

Proposed Changes in height, setback, and streetwall take into account only the current zoning 
district, not the built context within it. Running throughout the proposed text are the claims that 
such text changes are needed to allow for successful development. That may be the case in some 
areas of the city. However, residential development is galloping ahead under the current 
regulations in West Chelsea and Hudson Yards. It states ground floor commercial spaces cannot 
be properly developed within the current zoning envelope, when the reality is that on the 
Westside, recent developments include commercial spaces that are currently occupied by stores 
paying premium rents. 

The proposal needs extensive revision to make it responsive to the diverse needs of the hundreds 
communities which make up the City of New York.  

MCB4 looks forward to continuing discussions with the Department of City Planning, the 
Manhattan Borough President and the City Council on the proposed Zoning for Quality and 
Affordability zoning text. With revisions and modifications, taking the historical context of the 
past 10 years of city and private sector initiated zoning actions into account, MCB4 believes we 
can all work together to adequately address the needs and concerns of Chelsea, Hell’s Kitchen 
and Clinton communities of the Westside of Manhattan. 

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Christine Berthet 
Board Chair 

 

 
    Jean-Daniel Noland, Co-Chair  
   Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen Land Use Committee  

  
  
 
Betty Mackintosh, Co-Chair     Lee Compton, Co-Chair 
Chelsea Land Use Committee     Chelsea Land Use Committee 
 
 
       [Signed 11/25/2015] 
Joe Restuccia, Co-Chair     Barbara Davis, Co-Chair                                             
Housing, Health & Human Services Committee Housing, Health and Human Services Committee 
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cc: J. Nadler, US Congress 
B. Hoylman, State Senate 
A. Espaillat, State Senate 
D. Gottfried, State Assembly 
L. Rosenthal, State Assembly 
C. Johnson, City Council   
H. Rosenthal, City Council  
V. Been, HPD 
L. Carroll, HPD 
D. Hernandez, HPD 
E. Hsu-Chen, DCP 

            F. Ruchala, DCP 
            K. Grebowiec-Hall, DCP 



To the Members of the City Council: 
  
I object to the current application, Zoning for Quality and Affordability a/k/a "ZQA", Land Use # N160049, 
based upon the following : 
  
1) CEQRA 232.1 - Notice of the Public Scoping Meeting - Community Board 9 in Brooklyn did not receive 
a notice of pubic scoping for the instant application and the pubic was denied an opportunity for 
scoping.  Citizen participation was denied.  As this is an Environmental Impact Area, environmental 
justice requirements were not followed. I personally reviewed the ZQA file and there was no public 
scoping notice.  I was with a witness at the time.    
  
2) CEQRA 232.1 - Notice of Public Scoping Meeting - A motion was made by the CB 9 ULURP committee 
for further study recently and has been prejudiced to be properly noticed of said scoping meeting.  
  
3) CEQRA 130 - SEGMENTATION - ZQA (N160049) was segmented from two other actions, Mandatory 
Inclusionary Housing (N160051)  a/k/a "MIH", as well as Vision Zero actions. 
 (Exhibit A ) 
   
    Before going through the eight questions recommended by the CEQRA Technical Manual, I wish 
to focus on the correct standard of scrutiny and public disclosure and information.\ 
  
    I am sure the members of the commission are familiar with the "hard look" that must be taken.  I wish to 
focus that in addition to Citizen Participation, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE requires more studies, 
information and disclosure in minority or low income neighborhoods.   
  
   I submit that level of scrutiny regarding segmentation is higher from the possible environmental impacts 
from two or more separate projects. 
  
   I answer the following in the sequence of the segmentation questions which I attach as Exhibit A for 
your convenience. 
  
   a.  Both land use actions, ZQA and MIH have a common purpose and goal of increased density and 
increased affordable housing.  
    
   b.  Increased density and affordable housing are the common reasons each action is being completed 
at the same time. 
  
   c.  There is a common geographic region for both ZQA and MIH; citywide applicability.  
  
   d.  The activities of both actions contribute toward significant cumulative or synergistic impacts.  As is 
stated in # 7 below, ZQA can effect MIH and produce synergetic impacts. 
         ZQA's loosened parking requirements in the transit zone help MIH achieve the increased density 
which can occur through MIH's various provisions. ( See MIH 23-96 reducing minimum size for senior 
units, and for affordable units by HPD waiver.  Also see MIH 23-952 through Section 23-664 for increased 
height.)  But you will never get the height unless you have ZQA's loosened parking and other zoning regs. 
  
   e.  Both actions, ZQA & MIH, are under the control and direction of City Planning Commission, through 
the Department of City Planning as lead agency. 
  
   f.   Both actions are part of an identifiable plan, which is to provide an additional 200,000 affordable 
units in the next ten years.  
  
   g,   The interrelated phases of various projects appear to be independent, but are not functionally 
independent. 
         Without   ZQA's changes in its many zoning regulation changes ( for example reduced parking 
requirements in transit zones), MIH will never be able to produce buildings up to  



         130 feet tall as MIH 23-952 aspires.  MIH provisions aspires for increased density, as in MIH 23-96 
(d), where minimum unit size can be waived by HPD for affordable units,  or where affordable senior 
citizen units have no minimum size.  However, MIH functionally needs ZQA's loosened transit zone 
parking requirements to functionally achieve its purpose in increasing density. 
  
   h.  The approval of ZQA does not require MIH, but MIH functionally needs ZQA to be effective. The first 
page of the Proposed Mandatory Housing Zoning Text references ZQA in cross references and overlap.  I 
have circled those overlapping provisions in the land use publications on LUCATS. 
  
In addition to ZQA and MIH being segmented, the new transportation initiative VISION ZERO, is related 
and increases pedestrian walkways and decreased roadway which has a negative impact on 
traffic.  Further traffic study is necessary and should be mandated by CEQRA, SEQRA, NEPA and 
ULURP.  City Planning's own drafts indicate that when you change the City Map's roadway and 
pedestrian space, you must initiate a Map Change as per charter.  
  
  
4)  LACK OF FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTALS  & FONSI - ZQA & MIH have failed according to NEPA to 
provide federal environmental and federal community block grants are involved in these applications for 
affordable housing and supportive housing (federal funds to NYS to HCR and OMH for local 
projects).  LIHTC ( Low Income Housing Tax Credits Are also involved). 
  
5) NYS Objectives -Reducing unit size in senior housing units is contrary to NYS objectives as per NYS 
Housing Manual which says that senior housing units should be one bedroom at least since seniors stay 
at home 
more.  http://www.nyshcr.org/Publications/DesignHandbook/DesignHandbookSeptember2014.pdf     -
    (  See 1.02.03 F  Dwelling Unit Space for Seniors p. 6)  
  
6)  Civil rights law - Civil rights law does not allow the disabled to be segregated in low income and 
minority neighborhoods.   Yet ZQA's changing ZQ 22-42 makes  R3-R10  as of right for nursing homes 
and health related facilities.   The City Planning Commission has stated that supportive housing for the 
mentally ill can fall under health related facilities in Oceanview Manor 
Home.   http://archive.citylaw.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/cpc/2013/04.15.13/130107-ZSK.pdf   ZQA 
has reduced the special permit Section 74-90 to rubble.  Previous supportive housing guidelines as well 
as City Planning Guidelines required a FAIR SHARE residential beds analysis which has been removed 
and insults community character in low income minority neighborhoods.   City Planning Datasets 
reference  Supportive housing  as a mental health care 
facility. http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/data-maps/open-data/selfac_datainfo.pdf -
  (See page 8  Residential Facilities).  MIH seeks to reinforce the loophole of supportive housing being 
classified as a non-profit with sleeping accommodations by making this law.  ( See page 20 of MIH 
definitions for Supportive Housing ).    Previously it was just a DOB Bulletin which gave 
direction.  http://www.nyc.gov/html/dob/downloads/bldgs_bulletins/bb_2011-003.pdf   .   What the 
Commissioners should realize is that supportive housing, is not licensed and takes on off premises clients 
in residential neighborhoods.  There was a FAIR SHARE test which is being removed.  See  - p 
101   http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/pdf/pub/fair_share_guide.pdf   .  The City's Fair share does not work 
today because most supportive housing is private and the city's fair share law refers to city owned 
facilities.   Changing ZR 22-42 will have a negative effect on the residential character of low income 
neighborhoods and will segregate the disabled. 
  
There is a known case which has been ignored.   918 East New York Ave, Brooklyn NY 11203 is an 8 
story building proposed to go up in the middle of a 2 story block of row houses.  If ZQA is passed it can 
be 10 stories.  If its a MIH zones...it can be a 13 story building. ( See MIH 23-952) 
  
  
The community district beds analysis is being removed as a gift to supportive housing but will 
commercialize the city's low income minority neighborhoods in violation of federal law. 
I recommend a SUPPLEMENTAL EIS to deal with this immediately.   

http://www.nyshcr.org/Publications/DesignHandbook/DesignHandbookSeptember2014.pdf
http://archive.citylaw.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/cpc/2013/04.15.13/130107-ZSK.pdf
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/data-maps/open-data/selfac_datainfo.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dob/downloads/bldgs_bulletins/bb_2011-003.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/pdf/pub/fair_share_guide.pdf


  
7)  Potential Misrepresentation by DCP, in their Housing Presentation that senior citizens don't need or 
use cars in the quote by Catholic Charities stated low income seniors do not have a waiting list for parking 
spots.  Unfortunately sources have indicated a mistake  in that Catholic Charities mostly has very low 
income at 30% AMI which refers to about 8% of the very low income population, NOT LOW INCOME 
population. This needs to be addressed.  ( See Exhibit C ) 
  
8)  Potential Conflict of Interest or the Appearance of a Conflict of Interest - The Akerman Law Firm, LLP, 
who is also a NYC Lobbyist, contributed to the citywide MIH Market and Financial Study NYC Mandatory 
Inclusionary Housing study ( September 2015) and had recently (March 16, 2015) acknowledged that 
they were representing real estate developers in the ENY public scoping.  ( See Exhibit B).   
  
9)  Transit Zones May Have a Disparate Impact on Members of Protected Classes  - \ 
The creation of transit zones was arbitrary and unintentionally discriminated against members of 
protected classes, in that extended transit zones may have had a disparate impact on minorities and 
families in violation of HUD's  new Affirmative Furthering Fair Housing Rule. 
  
    a) Families are discriminated under Fair Housing Laws since the MIH minimum bedroom size 
requirement is 0,1 and 2 bedrooms hardly enough for a family of four individuals having two children of 
the opposite sex. 
    b) Minorities, as protected classes under Fair Housing Laws,  may be displaced as a result of 
underdeveloped FAR in extended transit zones and further study is necessary using mapping 
software.   The public has not been provided with the public advocate's opinion and input during scoping 
as per her website.  Environmental justice and citizen participation requirements require mapping prior to 
further approval. 
    c)  Minority Senior citizens in arbitrary extended transit zones may lose their right to drive and use 
licenses based upon where they live which is a violation of Equal Protection Laws. 
  
     d)  Transit zones discriminate against poor people since poor people own less cars.   
  
10) City planning should have done a visual on the supply of parking spaces available and not the 
demand....There is currently a shortage and community board 9 and 17 have indicated such in their city 
planning study request letters. 
  
11) This must  go back to community boards for further review of any city council changes/modifications 
as per City Charter on Zoning Text changes. 
  
  
  
  
I request the application be denied and for an explanation of why the PUBLIC ADVOCATE was not 
noticed on the Public Scoping Notice. 
Her website has not one TWEET or comment on either of these groundbreaking proposals. 
The public has been denied the advocacy that the CITY CHARTER was supposed to provide. 
  
(See Attachments ) 
  
Jay Sorid, 
Brooklyn CB 9 ULURP 

 



































































 

Testimony Prepared for the City Council of New York, Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises  

Public Hearings for Zoning for Quality and Affordability – Application No. 20160049 ZRY and 

Mandatory lnclusionary Housing – Application No. 20160051 ZRY 

February 16, 2016 

 

Since 1992, the Women’s Housing and Economic Development Corporation (WHEDco) has been 

dedicated to the simple idea that all people deserve healthy, vibrant communities. We approach the 

two proposals currently before the City Council – Zoning for Quality and Affordability (ZQA) and 

Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) – with the perspective of over two decades of affordable housing 

development and community revitalization in the South Bronx. While we support the intentions of ZQA 

and MIH, we have concerns about the consequences of these proposals for residents of the South Bronx 

and other poor New York City neighborhoods.  

New York City is facing a neighborhood improvement paradox. Adding new and better housing and 

services to a community sometimes results in an influx of wealthier residents, which in turn can cause 

displacement. Yet the alternative – moving low-income people to high-income neighborhoods to take 

advantage of better services there – is also displacement. Both options run the risk of destroying 

neighborhood networks and cultures, and hardly take into account the desires and aspirations of low-

income residents. 

We’ve seen this cycle before, in the Meatpacking District, in Dumbo and Williamsburg. But the decades-

old question remains: how do we create racially and economically integrated communities in New York 

City, where all people have a chance to prosper? As we tackle this challenge, we should not reject all 

change for fear of gentrification, but we cannot ignore the needs and fears of current residents of low-

income neighborhoods on the brink of change.   

ZQA and MIH provide some means of developing contextually appropriate affordable housing in 

neighborhoods that probably should see some increase in density. But once again, the same old 

question arises: affordable to whom? The income ranges targeted by MIH – 60% and 80% AMI – are 

simply not low enough to meet the needs of rent-burdened New Yorkers. In the Bronx, almost 55% of 

the current rental housing stock already rents at levels close to the 70-80% AMI range, but almost 60% 

of Bronx renters make less than 60% AMI. In other words, MIH doesn’t help the majority of Bronx 

residents because it is too expensive, and the housing market here is already providing apartments 

affordable to Bronx residents in the MIH target range. MIH should go further in providing deeper levels 

of affordability; do not simply require an average of 60% or 80% AMI for affordable units, but require a 



percentage of affordable units at 30% or 40% AMI. Deeper affordability will make a true difference to 

poor New Yorkers. 

Besides ZQA and MIH, a critical tool for providing affordable housing to poor New Yorkers is currently at 

risk. Community preference, which allows 50% of new affordable housing units to be set aside for 

residents of the community board in which they are built, is being challenged in court as we speak. The 

charge is that by preferring local residents, community preference can have a discriminatory impact. In 

some cases, this is true: if a new affordable housing development were built on the Upper East Side, the 

majority white community residents would have an advantage, creating a discriminatory effect. 

However, if a new affordable housing development were built in East Harlem, the majority African 

American and Latino residents would have an advantage, an effect that preserves the community’s 

racial diversity and gives local residents an opportunity to stay in their neighborhood. Without 

community preference, poor residents have to compete with poor residents from across the City, not 

just across the street, for a limited number of affordable units. We can only anticipate that any new 

affordable housing built under MIH will see the same mindboggling level of competition among 

applicants – tens of thousands of applications for tens of apartments. Even with MIH in place, it will be 

harder for poor New Yorkers to find affordable apartments in their own neighborhoods.  

The fight to build truly affordable housing is important, and it must continue, but New York City should 

consider an alternative method for improving the quality of life and outcomes for the poor: dedicate 

resources to helping poor people where they are, to improving their neighborhoods and making it 

possible to succeed no matter where one lives. The end goal is the same: we want families to live in 

communities with good schools, low crime, and beautiful homes. People should not have to leave 

behind their families, homes, businesses, and rich local networks in order to enjoy basic amenities. 

It is possible to improve neighborhoods and bring in diverse residents without displacement. In the 

Bronx, long the poster child for urban decay, we are seeing the results of place-based investments. 

When community development, including housing, is driven by the aspirations of striving 

neighborhoods, there is a compounding effect. Housing serves as civic anchors. Retail – and jobs – 

follows new residents. Schools improve as parents advocate for their kids' futures. On Southern 

Boulevard, we’ve seen meaningful change in streetscape improvements, new shops, even a new Girl 

Scout troop. This model has succeeded in communities around the country, without the need to uproot 

low-income families. 

The key is long-term government investment, stewarded by trusted community development 

organizations, to build on the assets already rooted in poor neighborhoods. Mission-driven, community-

based organizations have the knowledge and the track record to identify and meet community needs. 

New York City should prioritize non-profit developer’s projects and require for-profit developers to 

partner with non-profits to improve community services. In doing so, we can tackle entrenched poverty 

without relying solely on a method that displaces families and furthers the cycle of disinvestment in low-

income communities of color.  



 
 

February 16, 2015: Testimony of the New York City Community Land Initiative on Mandatory 
Inclusionary Housing (Application No. 20160051 ZRY) 

To the City Council Committee on Land Use, Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises: 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed zoning amendments that would create 
the Mandatory Inclusionary Housing program if passed.  

The New York City Community Land Initiative, or NYCCLI, is a three-year old coalition of 17 
housing and homeless grassroots organizing and advocacy organizations, social-justice groups, and 
affiliated academics who regard Community Land Trusts (CLTs) as a promising tool in the fight to 
address the root causes of homelessness and displacement, and to create and preserve truly 
affordable housing over the long term, and under community control. CLTs are nonprofit, 
community-based organizations that own land and lease the land for 99-year leases to affordable 
housing providers (nearly always nonprofit, in the case of multifamily housing), keeping public and 
community stewardship over land use, strengthening communities, and ensuring the durability of 
affordability restrictions. 

We are concerned that the proposals for Mandatory Inclusionary Housing do not adequately meet 
the needs of residents of low-income neighborhoods and threaten, instead, to add to the housing 
stress, instability, and displacement of low-income residents, accelerating the city’s already 
staggering rates of homelessness.  We urge the Council to amend the Administration’s proposals to 
prioritize deeper affordability and retention of the City’s leverage over key land and housing 
resources going forward. 

The Mandatory Inclusionary Housing proposal, as it now appears, is a more ambitious effort than 
any in the past 20 years to ensure that market-rate development is tied to the development and 
preservation of affordable housing.  

But saying this is setting the bar very low, indeed.  

The past 20 years have been marked by a deference to private, market-rate development, and 
affordable housing construction and preservation have been targeted to those income levels that 
make their inclusion in market-rate packages most appealing to for-profit developers; i.e., the 
income targets typically have been well above the median incomes in the neighborhoods in which 
the housing has been developed, and the definition of affordability has been linked to Area Median 
Incomes in ways that exclude those in the most greatest need of affordable housing. In East Harlem, 
for example, of the more than 5,000 units of affordable housing developed under Mayor Bloomberg, 
ninety-four percent were unaffordable to the median renter household in the neighborhood. 

The Administration’s proposal does little to change this. Against this record, modest changes are 
still inadequate, and they are so precisely because of our missed chances to do better in the past. 



 
There is nothing wrong, in principle, with programs which seek to create diverse and mixed-income 
neighborhoods. The problem lies in the fact that those at the bottom of the income distribution 
have both systematically had their needs ignored for the last twenty years, and face new perils 
when for-profit development moves into their neighborhoods. These perils are twofold. First, life-
events require that people move from time to time: loss of an income in the household or the 
addition of a new household member can strain already-stretched financial resources. In the 
poorest neighborhoods, some of which are slated for rezoning and development with Mandatory 
Inclusionary Housing, an increase in neighborhood rents will mean that these poor households will 
literally have nowhere left to go.  This will mean increased crowding and doubling-up and more 
pressure on the front-end of the homeless services system. Even if these households are not 
displaced and stay, they will be subject to increased economic hardship, along with social and 
personal stress, as they dedicate ever higher proportions of their low incomes to pay rent than they 
already do. Second, an influx of higher-rent developments—even if officially affordable—that are 
out of line with neighborhood rents will prompt speculation and displacement pressures in existing 
housing that will most harshly affect those with the least ability to pay and those with the fewest 
personal and social resources to withstand landlord pressure and harassment. 

Supporters of the Administration’s plans—even critical ones—often say that the plans represent an 
opportunity to maintain leverage over development on the increasingly scarce resource of vacant 
land in the city and that we should not let the “perfect be the enemy of the good.” They also point 
out that the Administration will work with individual projects to supplement the subsidies in order 
to bring the rents down to more affordable levels.  

NYCCLI agrees that there is no perfect solution, particularly not in the present subsidy 
environment. Nevertheless, we might say, instead: let us not let the marginally better be the 
enemy of the much better. 

NYCCLI members have been working since 2012 to create tangible alternatives to a zoning and 
private-market based approach to developing and preserving affordable housing for low-income 
households left behind by both the housing market and the administration’s affordable housing 
plans. We believe that it is possible to address the city’s extreme affordable housing needs through 
investment in tried and proven models such as CLTs and Mutual Housing Associations (MHAs), 
creating housing opportunities in greater quantity and at deeper affordability than what is 
supported through the MIH proposal.  

On the Lower East Side, the Cooper Square CLT/MHA has maintained truly affordable housing 
(serving households at 25% to 36% of AMI) in one of the fastest-gentrifying neighborhoods in the 
city. In East Harlem, a neighborhood anticipating rezoning, the East Harlem CLT/MHA presents an 
opportunity to invest city resources into an affordable housing pilot that will truly address the 
needs of East Harlem’s population, where the majority of residents earn well below 60% of AMI. An 
investment of city land, property and financing in the East Harlem CLT/MHA has the potential to 
create housing opportunities that are truly affordable to East Harlem residents without 
contributing to already significant gentrification and displacement in the neighborhood.  



 
This is a model replicable on a city-wide scale, and one worth serious exploration by the cityPicture 
the Homeless, a member of NYCCLI, recently introduced the Gaining Ground Pilot Project, a city-
wide proposal which seeks to utilize CLTs and MHAs to preserve and create mixed-income 
affordable housing. Housing built under this pilot would include units at rents affordable to 
homeless households, many of whom earn well below 30% of AMI and are currently unaccounted 
for in both the Mayor’s housing plan and the MIH program. In the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn, 
local community groups are exploring the model as a way to promote development without 
displacement in gentrifying areas. 

 We know that these solutions are a plausible alternative to MIH, creating truly affordable housing 
opportunities without tying sorely needed low-cost units to market rate development.  As a result, 
we question why MIH—which does not currently address the needs of many residents of areas 
anticipating rezoning—must be the cornerstone of our administration’s affordable housing 
program. 

And we are not alone. Nearly three quarters of the city’s 59 community boards have voted against 
the plan, yielding to community pressure, importantly in many of the communities that the 
Administration purports will “benefit” from the Mandatory Inclusionary Housing proposal.   

While we believe that community-controlled, non-profit housing models are a preferred alternative 
to MIH, we recognize that there are substantive ways to improve the proposal to better address the 
needs of rezoned communities.   

Accordingly, NYCCLI suggests that the following principles should guide the Council’s 
changes to the MIH proposal: 

1. The Zoning Amendment text should provide that City-owned vacant land to be redeveloped 
in a rezoned area should be developed with a nonprofit developer with commitments to 
produce 100 percent affordable housing, with at least 50 percent of the housing targeted to 
incomes at or below 30 percent of Area Median Income, with significant shares of units 
targeted to households at 10%, 15%, and 20% AMI. This would ensure that new units 
created under in rezoned areas are inclusive of households living on fixed incomes 
(including seniors and the disabled,) and affordable to many currently homeless 
households.   

2. The overall income targets for MIH must be lowered across the board. This should include: 
a. the “Deep Affordability” option of 30 percent at 30 percent of AMI option proposed 

by the Association of Neighborhood and Housing Development (ANHD);  
b. the requirement that at least 15 percent of all units be affordable at 30 percent AMI 

across all of the MIH options; 
c. the creation of an option for 20 percent at 40 percent of AMI and 10 percent for 

households at or below 15% of AMI (affordable to fixed-income earners on SSI or 
welfare); and 

d. the elimination of “Option C,” which allows for development that is plainly 
unaffordable to most New Yorkers, and the elimination of a “hardship” provision for 
developers.  



 
3. The proposal by the Real Affordability for All Coalition to reduce as-of-right density and to 

offer a Floor Area Affordability Bonus (FAAB) in exchange for meeting neighborhood-based 
standards for deeper affordability and local-hiring in good jobs should be implemented. 

4. Developers should have the option of locating affordable housing offsite only if they do so 
on land held by an existing or emerging community land trust, or a similar structure that 
could ensure that the development of this housing could be permanently affordable and 
under the stewardship of community residents in the long term. Off-site housing built in 
this context must be 100% affordable and include units at deeper levels of affordability, 
responsive to locally-determined requirements.  

5. In order to receive a building permit, developers should be required to obtain a certificate 
of non-harassment that applies to all properties under their ownership or in which they are 
partners, including but not limited to properties in the rezoned area; the definition of this 
certificate is laid out in the bill proposed by Council Member Lander (Int. 0152-2014) and is 
in effect in several special districts.  

 
NYCCLI believes that these guidelines would make a MIH plan more equitable than the current 
proposal does. Once a plan is put in place, and once neighborhoods are up-zoned, it is difficult to 
try to “get it right” if we miss this opportunity to do so.  Failure to link rezoning to efforts to 
stem displacement and to efforts to provide permanent and stable affordable housing means 
that we will exacerbate the pressures on our city’s poor, rent-burdened households.   

Finally, NYCCLI wishes to reiterate that we will not be able to develop our way out of our 
housing crisis with or without Mandatory Inclusionary Housing if development remains 
deferential to for-profit developers, even when forcing them to accept some inclusionary 
units.  NYCCLI urges the City Council and the Administration to reinvigorate the community-
based nonprofit and cooperative housing sectors that, in partnership with the City, rescued 
many neighborhoods now being considered for up-zoning and as ripe for capital reinvestment. 
Community land trusts offer legal and institutional mechanisms for stabilizing these efforts 
over the long term and should be a cornerstone for neighborhood-based efforts to develop 
housing that is truly affordable to our city’s most at-risk households. 
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City Council of New York              February 12, 2016
The Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises 
City Hall, Council Chambers 
New York, NY 10007 

Testimony on Zoning for Quality and Affordability 

Dear City Council, 

CIVITAS, a community based non-profit organization that focuses on quality of life issues on the 
Upper East Side and in East Harlem, is retaining BFJ Planning to examine Zoning for Quality and 
Affordability, review the potential impacts on Community Boards 8 and 11 and work with our 
Board of Directors to recommend changes. While developing recommendations CIVITAS met with 
the Community Board, fellow non-profits, elected officials and the Department of City Planning. 
Below are our recommendations for Zoning for Quality and Affordability: 

• Increased FAR or height should be bonusable in exchange for creation of affordable housing,
except for minor changes (5’ to 10’) for technical purposes related to Citizen’s Housing and 
Planning Council (CHPC) building envelope constraints; 
• Proposed “Zoning for Quality and Affordability” and bulk changes should not apply to his-
toric districts; 
• Proposed “Zoning for Quality and Affordability” and bulk changes must maintain the build-
ing height difference and proportion between wide and narrow streets. Buildings on narrow 
streets that are the same height as those on the avenues negatively affect light and air to the 
sidewalk and surrounding buildings. 
• Encroachment in the rear yards should not be allowed, as it would negatively affect enjoy-
ment of the remaining open space amenity; and CD8’s community facilities FAR should be 
brought in parity with the rest of the city; 
• Unlimited as-of-right FAR zoning lot mergers and zoning districts that do not currently have
height limits should have a height limit mechanism. One example would be to create a maxi-
mum height limit of 400 feet. Another would be to change the C1-9 zone on the avenues to a 
contextual C1-9X that would require a tower on a base; 
• Development of 197-a and 197-c Plans for both Boards 8 and 11 should be accompanied
by an urban design element to provide a 3-dimensional urban design context to any proposed 
zoning changes. Zoning changes should be based upon these plans; 
• Current Sliver Rule regulations, which restricts the construction of narrow and tall buildings
on zoning lots, should be retained; and 
• DCP’s proposed reduction in off-street parking requirements in East Harlem should be ap-
plied to all affordable housing in the CD11 Transit Zone, and to market rate housing within 
1,200 feet of subway stations. 

To read the full CIVITAS report, please visit: http://civitasnyc.org/live/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/
CIVITAS-ZQA_MIH-Report_1.15.16.pdf. Funding for the study was provided by: the CIVITAS 
Board, Advisory Board, NYC City Council Member Ben Kallos and coalition members, East Sixties 
Neighborhood Association and East 86th Street Merchants/Residents Association. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Emma Bologna
CIVITAS Executive Director 
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