
CONMUNITY BOARD l'1 IMNHATTllll 
FFSOLUTION 

DATB: FEBRUARY 14, 1989 

COMIHTTEE OF ORIGIN: EXECUTIVE 

fiE: 

WBFRFAS: . 

,Jl-JEIlEA" : 

T1JF:REFORE 
PE IT 
RESOLVED 
TPAT: 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

COl·1NITTEE VOTE: 6 In Favor 
BOARD VOTE: 31 In Favor 

Buildings Department Process 

a Opposed 
a Opposed 

a Abstai.ned 
1 Abstained 

The Community Board's attempts to stay current with 
developments at the Department of Buildings are invariably 
frustrated by agency practices which make building plans 
unavailable and department records confusing, and 

Only minor ohanges in the process would correct the system's 
m.ost serious flaY-IS, nov., 

Community Board #1 urBes that the Department of Puildings 
in~titute tbe following chanGes in procedure: 

With any set of buildIngs plans submitted to the aeency there 
should also be a copy, provIded by the developer, which will 
remain in the file when current plans are in use. The file 
itself should never leave the agency. A copy of any Bui.ld.:Lngs 
Department response to a set of plans (a.e. a list of 
objections) should remain in the building file at the 
Department of Buildings at all times. 

Community Board representatives who seek access to building 
files should present documentation to the clerk on duty and 
thereafter bypass the usual routine for accessing plans. 

~T8\, BuHding and lIlteration numbers (NB's and ALT's) should be 
given a suffix letter to identify when plans have been revised. 
(A first set of plans would be assigned, say, NP 999-89, NB 
999-89-A .•.. ) 

The BuIldings Department should notify the Community Board when 
a demolition permit, certificate of occupancy, 01' a temporary C 
of 0 is tssued. 

(resoluti.febfI/7) 



COI~}rollITY BOARD #1 MAIlIlATT.lHI 
RESOLUTION 

DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 1989 

COHMITTEE OF ORIGIN: EXECUTIVE 

BE: 

WHEHEAS: 

vlHEREAS : 

~JEEREl\S : 

liHEliEfi.S: 

lllHERFAS: 

HHEREAS: 

vIHEREAS: 

TIlEf!EFOf!E 
BE IT 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

COMNITTEE VOTE: 4 In Favor 
BOARD VOTE: 29 In Favor 

Public Development Corp. 

1 Opposed 
o Opposed 

1 Abstained 
1 Abstained 

The Public Development Corporation is a quasi-city agency 
empo,Jered to negotiate the lease or sale of publIc property to 
user-developers who satisfy certain criteria such that a public 
benefit will result, and 

These actions may be admirable in the outer boroughs, where 
large developments are rare, but in dense Hanhattan the 
projects are often disruptive of' the surrounding community and 
bitterly opposed by community groups and area representatives, 
and 

When PDC signs a let tel' of agreement ,lith a user-developer the 
city in effect is guaranteeing an outcome prior to tbe findings 
of any environmental impact statement, prior to ULURP, and 
prj.or to input from any city agencies or approval by the Board 
of Estimate, and 

This contractual guarantee that the project will eventuallY be 
approved in Hs basic form can be used as a bludgeon during the 
j"eview process to ensure its passage, because the city might 
face legal liability were the project to be rejected, a.nd 

PDC enters into negotiations with a potential developer with no 
competitive bidding, no public scruti.ny, and no concern for any 
other public use to Hllieh the property could eventually be put, 
and 

Hany of the PDC projects receive valuable tax rebates, 
including real estate tax abatements and less expensive 
electrical pOHer, and 

PDC arranges for the disposal of city land despite total lack 
of supervision by the City Councilor Board of Estimate, and 
which, a.s 811 agency, spends millions of dollars each year in 
cIty funds which are not accountable in the ordinary budgetary 
process, nOH 

CommunIty Board 111 calls on the PDC to: 



2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

BE IT 
FURTHER 
RESOLVIlD 
THAT: 

Cease its practice of sole-source negotiation and return to the 
Request for Proposal method of seeking developers. 

Ce."se Us _pl'acUge of writing letter" oLagreementin advance 
of the ULURP process, and bring the process into the full light 
of day by making public each step in tbe process. 

Cease its practice of offering tax incentives for Manhattan 
(below 96th Street) real estate, which is already so valuable 
that potential deielopers can readily be found without this 
gi vo-a.,ay; instead, improvements in cHy service (e.g. public 
transporta.tion, sa.nItation, schools) and quality of life (e.g. 
use of open space, improved vehicular and pedestrian movement) 
would go much fal'ther in keeping businesses here in the city. 
Community Board 111 withdraws this objection i.f a tax break is 
necessitated because City or community facilities are built as 
part of the development. 

Vlithdraw any current proposals for lease or sale of Hanhattan 
real. estate until its methodology and conclusions can be re
ex.amined from the standpoint of an RFP. 

Examine with input from the respective Community Board the 
future needs of an area and the uses to Hhich a piece of public 
land could be eventually put, and use this to vlei .. gh against the 
currently expedient proposal, and 

Community Board 11 calls upcn the New York City Charter 
Revision Commission to put under the budgetary process Bny 
aeency whi.ch deals Hith the disposal of city-owned real estate. 

Ima 
(resoluti.feb5-6/7) 



._--a) 

b) 

0) 

d) 

e) 

.ihen a.-mitir;aMon i.s Jdentified-to corl"cct an -i_Dlpac-t, thcc-Uy 
agency responsible for the mitigati.on should be loequired by law 
to i.mplement it, and guaranteee that the loesults of tbe 
ruiti.gati.on 'Iill bring the impact back to acceptable levels. 
When an existing situation Is in clear vi.olation of the Clea.n 
Air Act and a. proj<,)ct increa.Elcs the overload, the responsible 
city a.gency should be required to show that the situation AFTER 
the project is built. can be brour;ht into compliance with the 
Clean Air Act, ~10T just back to the current unacceptable 
condition. 
Current projects are often given im~act assessments based on 
standard rates of trip-generation developed in the 1970's ,Ihen 
densities were quite different in Manhattan. The city CEQR 
agency should be required to develop up-to-date parameters for 
trip-generation, so that trip rates will be appropriate to both 
the expected UE,e and the neighborhood in ,Jhich the project HHI 
be located. 
Responsibility for Hriting an EIS should NOT be turned over to 
a City agency, as provided in the legislation, because thjs 
would adel much expensive staff to the city payroll, and create 
the potenti.al for such problems as patronage and bureaucratic 
delay; i.,nsteacl, provision should be made for Community Poard 
input dur·ing the scoping process and during the progress of the 
study, so that issues of concern to the nej.ghborhood Hill be 
addressed. 
The EIS process should be streamlined so that its oosts oan be 
controlled and its time frame stabili.zed, allowing a developer 
to know the fate of his project in a reasonable time. Better 
scoping, earlier community input, and reducing "boilerplate" in 
the FrS would help everyone. 

lma 
(resoluti.feb3-4/7) 



CONMUNITY BOARD #1 t!lI.NHATTlIN 
RESOLUTION 

COMMITTEE OF OEIGnl: EXECUTIVE 

BE: 

,IHEREAS: 

vJHEREAS: 

HHERFAS: 

1I1HEREAS: 

ImFREAS: 

THEREFORE 
BE IT 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

1 • 

a) 

b) 

2. 

CONtUTTEE VOTE: 6 In Favor 
BOARD VOTE: 3C In Favor 

Environmental Impact statements 

o Opposed 
o Opposed 

o Abstained 
1 Abstained 

Community Doard #1 has had numerous problems in the past with 
cnvir'onmental impact statements associated with major projects, 
because tbe metbodolgy of such analyses dId not seem to lead to 
n'lsults vlhicb properly assessed tbe impacts of the project, and 

A bill before the state legislature would modify the EIS 
process and correct some of the defects lie have exper'ienced, 
and 

CommunIty Board j!1 has encountered other problems 1'ThIch are not 
remedied by the lee1slati_on, and 

A recent court decision (by Justice ~1cCooe) has ruled that the 
way the city enVironmental quality review is now conducted 
vlolates state law, so that the entire process Ulay soon face 
major rewriting, and 

The EIS and the mitigations which arise from it are all that 
stands behleen a community and real harm to its environment by 
a project 11hich does not have the proper' s8_feguar'ds, now 

Community Board 11'1 strongly endorses the concept that 
modifications be made to the EIS process, and approves the 
folloHing proposals in tbe legislation: 

The EIS would have to take into account impacts of other 
developments in the project area. 
The state Department of Envi.ronmental Conservation w-ould have 
authority to review and overrule a city agency which decides 
an EIS is not required for a project. 

In addition, Community Board #1 urBes the followine amendments 
to the legislation, Hhich, if adopted, Hould strengthen the 
environmental process and correct many of its present 
shortcomings: 



-COMf.llmIT-Y-BOARD #1 MMHllITTAN 
RESOLUTION 

DATE: FEBRUARY 1~, 1989 

cmmITTEE OF ORIGIN: PAR.1{S & ENVIRONMENT 

BE: 

HHEREAS: 

~JljEREPS : 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

TPFREFORIl 
BE IT 
BESOLVFD 
THAT: 

1 • 

2. 

3. 
4. 

BE IT 
FURTHER 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

BE IT 
EUFTl-lBn 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

COHllITTEE VOTE: 12 In Favor 
BOARD VOTE: 17 In Favor 

Battery Park 

a Opposed 
!I Opposed 

o Abstai.ned 
5 Abstained 

Community Board #1 has made the redesign and renovation of 
Battery Park one of its top budget priorities for several 
ye2,rs, and 

The proposed changes promise to: 

Improve pedestrian circulati.on in the park 
Establish a single, continuous and unifi.ed procession of 
monuments to replace the current random placement 
Rebvild and moderni.ze the children's playground 
Provide a new two-tiered waterfront esplanade 
Establish a "toHn green" area 1"hicb is suitable for informal 
l'ecreati.on 
Improve tbe concession area, now 

Community Board #1 endorses the proposed schematic design for 
Battery Pal"k ;,ith the fo11oHing provisions: 

The Part{s Department r·e-exaIP.l.ne the holding pattern for ferry 
boat userS and seek to rr;inimize interference ,/ i th other 
pedestrians seel<ing: access to the ;,aterfront 
AcIditional open green space should be designed and identified 
for informal recreational activities 
Reduce the bulk of the design of the concession building 
A~lsure that funds are provided for security, maintenance and 
recreation programs Hit-hin the parl<, and 

Community P08.rd il1 strongly recommends that the City provide 
funding for the future stages of this project, final design and 
construction, and 

Community [oard #'1 comrr:ends the Parks Department for seeking 
our input and responding to our needs and urces that this 
collaborative process continue. 

Ima (resolution.feb2/7) 



GOI!I,IDNJTY BOARD !1 MANHATTAN 
RESOLUTION 

DATE: FEBRUARY 1~, 1989 

GOHlHTTEE OF ORIGIN: ~IASHIl!GTON HARKET 

HE: 

BE IT 
FUllTHER 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

COMNITTEE VOTE: ~ In Favor 
BOARD VOTE: 24 In Favor 

o Opposed 
o Opposed 

o Abstained 
o Abstained 

Delphi Resta.urant (109-111 .Test Broadway), application for an 
enclosed sidewalk cafe (renewal) 

Community Boare1 il1 recommends that the Fureau of Franchises 
approve the Application for Revocable Consent (5 years) for the 
continued oper'ation of 8.n enclosed sidewalk cafe at the above
referenced location. 

1ma 
(reso1uti.feb8/7) 



COMMUNITY BOARD !l :::. 1111NHATTlIU 
RESOLUTION 

DA'l'E: FEBRUARY· -14, 1989 

COMMITTEE OF ORIGIN: WlISHII!GTOII MlIRKET COMMITTEE 

HE: 

WHEREAS: 

I'IHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

THEREFORE 
BE IT 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

BE IT 
FUHTHER 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

COMMITTEE VOTE: 4 In Favor 
BOAHD VOTE: 23 In Fqvor 

a Opposed 
1 Opposed 

a Abstained 
o Abstained 

Proposed sidewalk newsstand on the lilW/C of Murray Street and 
Broadway 

The proposed site is heavIly congested with both pedestrian anci 
vehicular traffic during the morning and evening rush hours and 
lunch hour, and 

The opening of the New York Public Library branch at 9 Murray 
Street in the near future will create even greater pedestrian 
traffic, and 

The installation of the proposed sidewalk newsstand would 
i.nterfere wi.th the view of City Hall (looking East from Hurray 
Street), which is a landmarked structure as well as a major 
tourist attraction, and 

A sidewalk newsstand already exits on the N/E/C of Murray 
Street and Broadway, now 

Community Board il1 js opposed to the proposed Installation of a 
side\olalk ne;rsstand at the N/lUC of Murray Street and Broadway, 
and 

The Department of Consumer Affairs instruct City departments 
reviewIng this application to conduct inspections during A.M. 
and P.M. rusb hours or luncb hour to make Inspectors aware of' 
the heavy pedestrian traffi.c and congestion at this location. 

(resoluti.feb'1/jc2) 



COMMUNITY BOARD !l MANHATTAN 
RESOLUTION 

DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 1989 

COHMITTEE OF ORIGHI: tlASHIIi\GTON HARKET 

BE: 

HHEl1EAS: 

WHEREAS: 

THEREFORF 
BE IT 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

COMHITTEE VOTE: 4 In Favor 
BOARD VOTE: 22 In'Favor 

1 Opposed 
2 Opposed 

1 A.bstai,ned 
a Abstained 

Greenwich Street Health and Fitness Club, 311 Greenwich Street 

The Committee has reviewed the above referenced application to 
the BoaI'd of Standards and Appeals (BSA) by Town Squash, Inc. 
(TSI) for the operation of a physical culture establishment 
(health club), and 

TSI currently operates 10 health cJ.ubs in the U.S. and Europe, 
incJ.uding 6 in New York City, and 

The applicant in knov1ll to run Vlell-managed facHitie~, which do 
not impact negatively on the community, in part evidenced by 
letters of endorsement by. Community Boards and other 
neighbors attesting to the reputation of their other New York 
City facilities, now 

Community Board I,fj recommends that the BSA appl'ove the 
application of TSI to operate a health cl.ub a.t 311 Greenwieh 
Street. 

Im8 
(resoluti.feb7/7) 



COMHUNITY BOARD !! =- MANIIATT1I.N 
RESOLUTION 

DATE: FEERUllRY 14, 1989 

COMMITTEE OF ORIGIN: EATTERY PARK CITY CONMITTEE 

RE: 

HlIE:m:AS: 

loJHEREAS: 

HHEREAS: 

THEREFORE 
BE IT 
RESOLVED 
THAT: 

cmll1ITTEE VOTE: 3 In Favor' 
BOARD VOTE: 15 In Fallor 

Ferry Terminal at the North Cove 

o Opposed 
1 Opposed 

o Abstained 
o Abstained 

Community Board li1 has gon", on record in support of the nCI< 
proposed ferry service behieen Hoboken, New Jersey and Battery 
Park City, and 

Our i.nitial concerns regardinB the siti.ne; of the ferry 
terminal have been amicably rflsolved by relocatinB the terminal 
to the currently proposed location north of the North Cove, and 

A temporary ferry terminal j.s nOI< needed to initiate this 
j.mportant and ,)orthl<hile commuter service, nOI< 

Community Board 111 endorses the application put forth by the 
Port Authority of New York and Nel-l Jersey for a temporary ferry 
terminal at Battery Park City and urges that the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers approve thj . .B proposal as submit ted. 

(resolutJ. febl12! jc2) 


