197a Plan Task Force

March 22, 2006 – 6:30 PM

Community Board #3 Office

59 E. 4th Street

David McWater called the meeting to order, and said that as was decided last month, tonight we are trying to define and vote on the area to be covered per the Pratt memorandum and the principles that were reached at the August meeting.  He circulated a draft of the principles, proposed area, proposed zoning, and possible other amendments.  Tonight, we should focus on (1) the pros and cons of including Third and Fourth Avenues; (2) the possible inclusion of an anti-harassment provision; and (3) whether to up-zone for Inclusionary Zoning, including Chrystie and Forsyth Streets.


Committee members introduced themselves and Mr. McWater suggested that the public members speak first.  Some thoughts expressed were the following:

Martha Withersporn suggested stronger language and the inclusion of 4th Avenue.

Andrew Berman said it is important to look at and include as much as we can get on 3rd and 4th Avenues.

S. Troy has reviewed conditions in the area and NYU should stop super-sizing the neighborhood, which is happening much too rapidly.  NYU image is Washington Square arch, which they should be able to use because they have destroyed much of our neighborhood.

Roger Fierman echoed sentiments to extend to 4th Avenue.

Elizabeth Langweth strongly petitioned to include 4th Avenue; she mentioned 3rd Avenue, Variety Arts and a 20 story building under construction; a 10-15 story building on East 13th Street; and another NYU Dorm on 3rd Avenue and 10th Street, saying that it is becoming a land grab.

Lee Holtzman mentioned Tenement Museum and asked if this Task Force is involved in that effort.  Mr. McWater said that while he is a Trustee of the Museum, its efforts to landmark are not related to the work of the Task Force.  Richard Ropiak responded that no formal proposal was made seeking support for landmarking and that outreach would go on for several months into the future.

Joe Cunin and Lisa Kaplan said that they had nothing to add at the moment.

Brian Cook said he is a planner from the Borough President’s office, who will attend all future meetings of the Task Force.

Harry Wieder said that he would like to speak at an appropriate time during the meeting.


Mr. McWater said that the Principles are set in stone and are what we voted on; while the proposed area is open to debate; and that we now have to write a resolution to go to City Planning.


Mr. Ropiak said to get the process started, he would move that the proposed area, as written, be adopted as is, subject to further discussion and amendments.  Herman Hewitt seconded.  He said he has a basic interest in a portion of the area under consideration, and said the area should include Forsyth to Essex Streets and Delancey to Houston Streets.  Ms. Kaplan said that C61 zone area was excluded.  Mr. McWater reviewed the area on a map and showed that it included the area in question.  

Mr. Berman said the biggest question is the 3rd and 4th Street corridors, as NYU sees this as its future expansion zone, but how do we approach this with City Planning.  He said he doesn’t want to do anything to slow the process but doesn’t want the area to be excluded.  If it should slow the process, we should come back to it in the near future.


Ms. Kaplan Said that Rosie Mendez said the area should include to 4th Avenue.  City Planning should be asked for a timeframe as to when that area could be included.  We could start with the position that it will be included until we have a clear understanding of what would be sacrificed.


Mr. Wieder said that in every effort he has worked on, things drop off the map.  3rd and 4th Avenues can’t be let go.  CB#2 will have issues on what is next to it.  They must want us to do something in our district now.  He said we haven’t done sufficient outreach to Board 2.  He referred to the Avelli bill, which was just reintroduced.  Mr. McWater said it may be on a fast track.


Mr. McWater said that half of 4th Avenue is in Board 2, and City Planning will not do half of an avenue, so we would have to convene with Board 2, and last time it didn’t work with them.  He said he thinks that NYU has pushed way too far with City Planning and suggested that as soon as to goes to certification, City Planning will convene Boards 2 and 3 because they will not do one side of an avenue.


There was discussion as to whether once construction of a foundation is started, can it be cut back.  Changing the street wall, and a community facility may be other concessions.  If issues become controversial, a lot of time will be wasted and buildings will continue to pop up all over.  Mr. Berman suggested that we request that the process for 3rd and 4th Avenues begin concurrently.  Mr. McWater said that effort is not in the work, but in the certification process.  Mr. Wieder said the Task Force should write to Speaker Quinn and Mr. McWater said that we can send the prior motion of the Board to her.

Harvey Epstein said that when City Planning frames the proposal for certification, they can study alternatives at the same time, which could then be decided on.

Demaris Reyes suggested proceeding with a good track that shouldn’t slow down the process.  She asked if it is voted down, does that preclude us from going with it again.  Mr. Epstein said that it is all about political will and what the City Council decides; and there are always follow-up commitments.  He would argue to propose more and let them study it.

Mr. Hewitt said we should give a history of community development; we have to ask for what we want; and 3td and 4th Avenues should be in the proposal.

Mr. McWater summarized:  (1) use the “Kaplan motion”, i.e., 100 feet in from 4th Avenue has to be included and as much of 4th Avenue outside of CB#2; (2) concurrently ask for study of 3rd and 4th Avenues to Bowery and after certification, adjourn Community Boards 2 and 3.  A third option is to include entire area; even if City Planning thinks it is not appropriate, they should study it.

Ms. Kaplan reviewed the work of the Astor Place and Cooper Union Task Forces with Board 2, saying all were in lock step on Cooper Union.  Re Astor Place, there was a difference of opinion on one block, but a great consensus on everything else.  When the vote came in Board 2, they took a different position than Board 3.

Barden Prisant said if we don’t ask for it now, we will never have their attention again.  He also said they should get back to us as they move ahead.  Mr. Berman said he wants to include it but if it will inhibit the process, we would like it studied.  City Planning should make arguments to us as to why the areas should be separate.

The following motion on the proposed area was approved:

MOTION:  The proposed perimeter of the area is the north side of East 13th Street, the west side of Avenue D, the north side of Houston Street, the west side of Pitt Street, the north side of Delancey Street, the east side of Essex Street, the north side of Grant Street, 100 feet in from the east side of Bowery and 100 feet in from the west side of Third Avenue.

We also want 100 feet in from Fourth Avenue and Third Avenue included in the study area.  If it is determined that the area could not move ahead with the rest of the project, it would be studied as an alternative, follow-up area.

15 Yes

0 No

0 Abs


There was discussion regarding Proposed Zoning and suggested that the Statement of Principles covers the issues of bulk and height.  We can also say that we would be willing to consider R7A and R8B, etc. in certain areas.  Mr. Berman said they may want more details than the Principles include.  Ms. Kaplan suggested including appropriate contextual commercial zones on 3rd and 4th Avenues that work with existing bulk/density.  Mr. Prisant suggested maximizing opportunities for affordable housing.  Mr. Epstein said we should try to get affordable housing on side streets.  Ms. Kaplan explained how DHCR’s allowance for demolition code language was softened.  Mr. McWater said he was against Inclusionary Zoning on side streets and thought it would be more fruitful to look at Chrystie and Forsyth Streets.  Mr. Epstein said Inclusionary Zoning throughout the district is not realistic and that we should pick certain streets, e.g., 1st and 2nd Avenues, Avenue A, Essex Street, Delancey and Houston Streets, and that it should be 4.6, not 4.0.


There was discussion of contextual zoning:  R7A, R7B, and possibly R8B.  Some areas call for smaller: Avenue A, 1st and 2nd – R7A; the larger areas being Houston and Delancey, Essex and Chrystie and Forsyth.  It was suggested that we need soft-site maps under existing and proposed zoning.  Mr. Prisant said that DCP will consider “look”, rather than composition of neighborhood, so we should express our thoughts in clear terms.  


The following motion was approved:

MOTION:  We believe it is appropriate to zone contextually with the most appropriate types being R7A, R7B and R8B.  Furthermore, we believe that at least Avenue A, First and Second Avenues should be considered for an Inclusionary Zone provision.  We also recognize that Houston and Delancey Streets are appropriate for a higher density provision, i.e., R8A.  We do request additional information based on future study and we would like to consider an Inclusionary Zone provision in other areas, where appropriate.

15  Yes

0 No

0 Abs


There was discussion regarding the Anti-Harassment provision, and Mr. Epstein said that it has resulted in affordable housing and it is an important tool.  Mr. McWater said City Planning said they will not include it because of lack of bulk.  Mr. Hewitt said it has always been done in this neighborhood, and we should stress to City Planning that it is important and we want it.  The following motion was approved:

MOTION:  We urge that you include the Anti-Harassment provision in the project.

14 Yes

0 No

0 Abs


There was discussion of the preamble and the summary at the end of the statement, and the following motion was approved:

MOTION [re Preamble]:  Community Board #3 wishes to work with the NYC Department of City Planning to amend the zoning for a substantial section of its community.  It is agreed that DCP shall be the sole applicant, but it is anticipated that CB#3 will be closely consulted in all significant decisions.  The Board’s principles are as follows:

Preserve the residential character of the neighborhood;

Preserve its current scale and mid-rise character;

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

Preserve the mixed-income character of the neighborhood through the use of Inclusionary Zoning.

Eliminate the opportunity for community facility overdevelopment allowed under the current zoning;

We are against additional commercial overlays in any part of the plan including, but not limited to St. Mark’s Place.

[End of Statement/Summary]


We are aware that this is a large project and are excited with DCP’s willingness to undertake it.  Manhattan Community Board 3 is here to offer any support that is needed to move this project along in the previously-discussed timely fashion, i.e., five months for certification.  We look forward to working with you on this project and we would like to have access to materials as they develop.

13 Yes

0 No

0 ABS
