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CHELSEA LAND USE COMMITTEE ltem #: 1
December XX, 2013
Hon. Meenakshi Srinivasan, Chair

Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street New York, NY 10006

Re: BSA No. 264-13 BZ; Special Permit at 257 West 17" Street,

Dear Ms. Srinivasan:

below are met.

Background
The Brick Crossfit gym opened in August ini uired BSA special permit
for a Physical Culture Establishment. The applicant filec i 0 BSA on September 6,

2013 and notified CB4 that same day.

According to the applic square feet, with 6,457 square
feet on the ground flo rick Sport Performance” is a
fitness approach

workouts performed a munity-building among members is also

The gym, whi 500 members, is accessed from its own entrance on the ground
floor. Condomini i s are located directly above the gym on floors two through ten.

November 18™ CB4 Chelsea Land Use Committee meetings [and
December 4th CB4 public hearing], residents at 257 West 17" Street complained that the noise
from the gym was unbearable and the vibrations shook their apartments (see below). They hired
an acoustical consultant who issued three reports (August, September and October 2013,
attached) on noise levels in apartments caused by the gym. Brick Crossfit gym also had an
acoustical consultant test noise and vibrations from the gym in apartments; that consultant issued
a report (October 2013, attached).

At the October 2
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At the November 18" CB4 Chelsea Land Use Committee meeting, the two Brick gym owners
and their attorney stated that they are committed to modifying the gym so that residents would no
longer be disturbed by sounds and vibrations, and want to set up a dialogue with residents to
address issues.

The 257 West 17" Street Condominiums brought a lawsuit about the gym’s disturbing noise and
vibrations to the New York Supreme Court. On November 15", the judge issued an interim court
order that the gym is not to have classes before 7:30 a.m. or after 8:30 p.m..Condo owners are to
allow access to their apartments for additional sound and vibration te case is to be

reviewed by the judge on December 4™

Issues
The gym has been operating illegally since it opened i g i special permit
pursuant to Section 73-36 of Zoning Resolution for

At the October and November Chelsea Land Use Co ber 4™
CB4 public hearing, residents stated the following:

=  Gym members drop heavy weights; heard in apartments. These

sounds wake residents up betwee X .m. s are not occasional but

= The vibrations from the weights droppin
shelves. The vib avel to the 6"

’ airections are also heard.
building and jog on the sidewalks, blocking

are unreasonable and violates the Noise Code in every tested

ary weight drop sound transfer is structure borne to all of the

inside of the building. Weight drop sound from the 1% floor to the 2"

floor is alse airborne.” (September 2013 report)

= Shen Milsom'Wilke (Brick gym’s consultant): “...weight drops were clearly audible all
the way up the building. Vibration from the weight drops was also perceptible in the
apartment floors. Typical music noise levels in the gym were not clearly audible in the
2" floor apartments, and results showed no increase over the ambient levels when the
music was off.” *...it appears that typical drops of the 135 Ib barbell frequently exceeds
the code limits for impulsive noise on the 2" floor, and while not as frequent, can exceed
code limits on the upper floors.” (October 2013 report).
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Both acoustical consultants have suggested various solutions to correct the noise/vibration
problem and to bring Brick gym into noise compliance. These modifications include:

= Adjusting the first floor floating floor by disconnecting it from adjacent building
elements such as walls and columns

Changing the spring or increasing airspace beneath the first floor floating floor
Adding a lightweight wood floating floor on springs to the first.floor and basement
Adding soundproofing to the walls and ceilings of the firs basement

Adding rubber padding or flooring on top of the fl
Lowering music levels
Prohibiting the dropping of weights.

Both consultants cannot confirm that any of the a
noise levels enough to be code compliant.

itigations would be suffici

CB4 Recommendations

The Board does not believe that the curre gym meets the sin ZR 73-03 (a):

' the hazards or disadvantages to the

t, if any, on the privacy,
ch special permit

impact on the residents at 257 West 17" Street.
1ients. Their homes vibrate. It is unclear whether or not the

ns levels from the Brick gym, as measured in the residential units

e New York City Noise Code.

2. Noise and levels are satisfactory to the condominium board.

3. The interim court ordered restrictions be maintained: no lifting of weights or classes
before 7:30 a.m. or after 8:30 p.m.

4. Gym members who jog in groups no longer block city sidewalks.

5. Arregular, structured communication system is established and utilized between building
residents and the Brick gym.

6. The above conditions are in place before the BSA grants approval of the special permit
for the Brick gym.
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CB4 does not accept that operating a health club without the required special permit is “business
as usual” as the applicant’s attorney stated. This Brick gym application is a perfect example of
why the BSA review process is important. Perhaps some of the condo residents’ aggravation
could have been avoided if proper sound and vibration testing had occurred before the gym
opened. Effective mitigations might have been put into place before members began using the
facility.

Sincerely,
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CLINTON /HELL’S KITCHEN LAND USE COMMITTEE Item #: 2
December XX, 2013

Amanda M. Burden, Chair
City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York, New York 10007

Re: 606 W.57 LLC c/o TF Cornerstone Inc.
C 130336ZMM (zoning map change)
N130337ZRM (zoning text amendment) Special Regul i n Subarea C1
N130338ZRM (zoning text amendment) Inclusion i
C 130339ZSM (Special Permit) Parking Garag
N130340ZAM (Authorization) Curb Cut

Dear Chair Burden,

At its full board meeting on December 4, 2013, Manhattan
reviewed an application by 606 W. 57 L the "Applicant”)
the development of a portion of the bloc ed by West 56™
Eleventh Avenue, and Twelfth Avenue in Vi

unity Board 4 (MCB4)
d use approvals to facilitate
st 57" Street,

the Zoning Resolutio i i i ing garage, and an authorization to
permit a curb cut.

opposed, __ abstain, and __ present but not eligible
ed rezoning, the amendment for Inclusionary housing,

The Project
The Project Area is located along the west side of Manhattan, on the northern edge of the Special
Clinton District and<Covers a portion of Manhattan Block 1104 bounded by Twelfth Avenue
(Route 9A) to the west, Eleventh Avenue to the east, West 56™ Street to the south, and West 57"
Street to the north. The portion of the Project Area consisting of Block 1104, Lots 31, 40, 44, and
55 is owned by the Applicant and referred in the Board's letter as the "Development Site."

Immediately to the north of the Project Area is a C4-7 commercial district, the same district
proposed in this application. A portion of this block is developed with the Helena, a 38-story
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residential building with 597 dwelling units, built in 2003. The remained of the block was
recently rezoned from an M1-5 district to a C6-2 district to permit the development of a new
high-rise, mixed-use residential and commercial building, a rehabilitated and expanded
residential building a small community facility building. This block is expected to be built to its
full adjusted maximum FAR of 8.80.

The block directly to the south of the Development Site is zoned M1-5 and M2-3 and contains a
five-story mixed office and retail building, a six-story building housing ic studios, and
several two- to three-story commercial buildings. To the southeast, th of the block
between West 54" and West 55™ Streets, zoned as an R9 residenti trict, is developed with a
38-story mixed residential and commercial building.

To the west of the Development Site is a large M2-3 distri oute 9A into the
Hudson and includes Hudson River Park and several pi

The applicant proposes development of the Propo
including affordable housing units, in the neighborho
uses surrounding the Development Site and revitalize th ortions of the Project Area
with a mixed-use building.

The Building
The proposed land use actions would facil
high mixed-use building on the Developme

roximately 450-foot
occupy the entire

Development Site and could lnclude a maximun X 099,636 zoning square feet in
total. The appllcant expe nal oning square feet of residential
of which 20% or up to 237 units would be affordable), up to

ers. A 14-story cube would sit atop the two towers. Atop the cube

ot tall parapet enclosing mechanical equipment. A fourth building element on

of the site would be oriented parallel to West 57 Street and designed to be
setback at the seventh floor.

would be a
the western po
17 stories tall, wi

Proposed Actions And MCB4 Comments

1. Rezoning of a portion of the block bounded by West 56 Street, West 57 Street, Eleventh
Avenue and Twelfth Avenue in Manhattan from the existing M2-3 and M1-5 districts to a C4-7
commercial district.

The Board recommends approval.
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The proposal would rezone the majority of the Project Area from an M2-3 manufacturing district
to a C4-7 commercial district. A small, southwestern portion of the Project Area (covering
approximately 15% of the area to be rezoned) would be rezoned from an M1-5 light
manufacturing zone to a C4-7 commercial district.

2. An amendment to the Zoning Resolution of the City of New York ("ZR" or "Zoning
Resolution"), section 23-90, Appendix F, to designate the Project Area clusionary Housing
designated area.

The Board recommends approval only in conjunction with the s
housing).

ion (inclusionary
The Applicant proposes an amendment to Appendix F
Project Area an Inclusionary Housing Area in order

housing, the Applicant would be permitted to build u
FAR of 9.0 without the bonus.

throughout 80% of the building and that the § ini he same as the finishes
for the market-rate units. The Board also as ts iti

3(b) a text amendment to , 96-34, applicable to the Project Area in the
"Other Aree o , al Clinton District to provide a base residential

of 9.0 plus a FAR ) 0.25 times the non-residential FAR provided on the zoning lot, up to
10.00 FAR, with the potential to reach up to 12.0 FAR only through the provision of affordable
housing pursuant toZR § 23-90 (Inclusionary Housing).

The Board recommends approval of 3b with a condition.

The Board supports the auto showroom with repairs but strongly believes that when providing a
base FAR for the residential that the inclusionary housing be measured from 20% of the entire
floor area (residential and commercial) and not just the residential. Otherwise the community is
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getting less affordable units for such a large project.

4. A special permit pursuant to ZR §13-45 for a public parking garage which would contain up to
500 spaces or, depending on the ground floor uses, up to 395 spaces.

The Board recommends denial unless the garage is accessory parking only and the maximum is
400 spaces.

In order to allow the Applicant to build the Proposed Garage with eit
parking spaces as part of the Proposed Project, the Applicant is see
to ZR § 13-45 for both alternatives.

500 public
a special permit pursuant

The Proposed Garage would replace the 1,000-space publi demolished as
part of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Garage wo 0 spaces on
three levels with entrances on both West 57" and West 56" Street, or 395 space a garage

entrance and either 500 spaces on three levels wi th West 57" an

The Board also urges the Applicant to work with DOT to i plit phase traffic lights on West
57" and Eleventh Avenue. The Applicantista it wi ith the Durst project across
57" Street to see if jitney service can acca : .

5. Authorization pursuant to ZR8 13-441 to pe ide street in Manhattan
Community District 4.

The Board recommends

In order to accommoda i oposed Garage, the Applicant is
) e , ion.of an existing curb cut along West 57 Street

Along West 5
between approxi feet and 63 feet, and one additional curb cut for the DSNY Garage.
The westernmost cu t is approximately 157 feet from Twelfth Avenue and the easternmost
curb cut is approximately 100 feet from Eleventh Avenue. Along West 56" Street, there are two
curb cuts on the Development Site located in the mid-block, measuring approximately 17 feet
and 22 feet, respectively.

Thank you,
Corey/JD
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CLINTON /HELL’S KITCHEN LAND USE COMMITTEE Item #: 3
December XX, 2013

Amanda M. Burden, Chair
City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York, New York 10007

Dear Chair Burden:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) voted to approve in ed changes in a text
amendment to the sliver law at it relates to Subareas D4 a udson Yards

MCB4's Clinton/Hell's Kitchen Land Use and Zoning C ittee met three times to review the
proposed change and ultimately found the proposal reasona iven the understanding that
there is no intent to seek exceptions to t regulations of the underlying
R8A contextual zoning for a Quality Ho

The text amendment would allow a narrow b
of the taller of the two adjacent buildings, as

to have a height up to that
ide streets. In no event

whners are strongly incentivized to sell their property to developers
bling larger parcels. This might be positive in locations where
preferred, such as k sites on side streets.

Sincerely,
CJ/ID

* David Solnick, a member of Manhattan Community Board 4 and the Clinton/Hell's Kitchen
Land Use and Zoning Committee, will be an applicant to this proposed text amendment and
owns property within Subarea D4 of the SHYD. He has openly disclosed his interest and did not
vote on this matter at either the Committee or the Full Board.
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE Item #: 4
December XX, 2013

Margaret Forgione

Manhattan Borough Commissioner
NYC Department of Transportation
59 Maiden Lane, 35" Floor

New York, NY 10038

Re:  Parking Regulation — 500 West 43™ Street
Dear Commissioner Forgione:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (CB4) supports Ca
Loading Zone™ at 500 West 43" Street, opposite

Vehicles . Because of this configuration C
out of its business, which are critical to its

Sincerely,
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE Item #: 5
December XX, 2013

Margaret Forgione

Manhattan Borough Commissioner
NYC Department of Transportation
59 Maiden Lane, 35" Floor

New York, NY 10038

Re:  Parking Regulation 548 West 48™ Street
Dear Commissioner Forgione:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (CB4) supports Co
“Hotel Loading Zone™ at 548 West 48™ Street, in

The current regulation is “No Standing Except Truck
except Sunday. We are requesting that the regulation

and ‘Unloading 8 AM to 7PM
anged to “No Standing, Hotel

The 47/48 Street block association and ISi pressed support to the
0 I perty and to participate in

We welcome this new

d ask you to expedite this request.

Sincerely,
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE Item #: 6
December XX, 2013

Margaret Forgione

Manhattan Borough Commissioner
NYC Department of Transportation
59 Maiden Lane, 35" Floor

New York, NY 10038

Re:  Parking Regulation Change — 275 Seventh Avenue a " Street
Dear Commissioner Forgione:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (CB4) supports the Unite Here building’s req
parking regulation on the southeast corner st 26th
accommodate a drop off and pickup for patients an ing the large
medical facilities housed in the building.

change the

275 Seventh Avenue, also known as the
Health Care Center, and New York Carc . reds of patients using
these facilities arrive by ambulance, a d rvices. Currently, such
vehicles double-park on Seventh Avenue | : ing to navigate between parked
cars to access the curb.

To alleviate the prob ng management is creating a new lobby dedicated to medical
services patients o er. To make this arrangement effective, they
request that the rking, Commercial Vehicles only, Others
no standing, Monday- F e night time regulation “No Standing 1AM —

cept Authorized Vehicles, Ambulette 7AM —
t 26th Street for a length of 60 feet going east from Seventh

b and not idle. The applicant has committed to have a security
guard at all e is no traffic obstruction or idling.

Sincerely,
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE Item #: 7
December XX, 2013

Margaret Forgione

Manhattan Borough Commissioner
NYC Department of Transportation
59 Maiden Lane, 35" Floor

New York, NY 10038

Re:  Seventh Avenue at West 25" Street
Bus stop relocation and change in parking regulati

Dear Commissioner Forgione and Mr. Campbell:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (CB4) supports oard’s

request to relocate the bus stop and change the parki east side
of Seventh Avenue between West 24" and West 25" Str

This part of Chelsea east has experienced-a i he last 10 years. The Chelsea
Mercantile is home to 1,000 residents in oods occupies the entirety
of the commercial spaces on the block frontage e the condominium.

Jth, a bus stop and four parking
to 7PM Monday thru Friday, 1

to the bus stop.

Simultaneously, we request that a new regulation of “No Standing Except Truck Loading and
Unloading” on the curb between the end of the bus stop and the hydrant.

Whole Foods and the condominium board both support his change that will improve
convenience and safety for bus riders and other users of the street.

Sincerely,
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE Item #: 8
December XX, 2013

Margaret Forgione

Manhattan Borough Commissioner
NYC Department of Transportation
59 Maiden Lane, 35" Floor

New York, NY 10038

Re:  Improvements to Long Distance Bus Permitting Pro
Dear Commissioner Forgione:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (CB4) has now r artment of
Transportation for Long Distance Bus Stops u te law
requiring city approval and Community Board revie I ed on this
short experience, we would like to request some adjust

inal application;
it and the stop sign;

ake a proper determination.
oth long distance and commuter shuttles companies. Without

mit on a shared curb space, or where there are already approved
stops (departure , DOT provides information for all the companies on that block’s

curb.

CB4 also requests that as much as possible, the permit applications be grouped together and
DOT work in advance with CB4 to identify suitable locations.

Information

A second concern and a critical one, is the incomplete information CB4 receives for each
request.
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Subdivision d of section 4-10 of Chapter 4 of Title 34 of the Rules of the City of New York
provides that (i) An application for new Intercity Bus Permit(s) or for the renewal of Intercity
Bus Permit(s) must be submitted on a form provided by the Department, which will include, but
not be limited to, the following information:

(A) Name, address, telephone number, e-mail address and motor carrier number of the
intercity bus owner or operator, United States Department of Transportation number
and/or New York State Department of Transportation number for each bus that would use
the proposed location(s).
(B) Proposed on-street bus stop location(s) and two or more locations for each
proposed location.
(C) Number of bus trips per day that would use the pro
(D) Proposed intercity bus schedule for the proposed |
(E) Final destination(s) of proposed bus service.
(F) Number of passengers per bus anticipated f
(G) Planned garage or other parking locati the bus is
not being used to pick up or drop off pas

The information provided to CB4 has not included 0 or more alternative locations

and (G) the garage or parking

In addition, we had previously indicated t ing i would be very useful for
the Community Boards to evaluate this and f ¢ 1S:

= Total peak arrival i d number of buses loading and
company and per terminal location;
rrivals for this.application per company and per terminal;

are feet) required to accommodate passengers
and non-peak hour (using a reasonable estimated square feet
ival time based on statistics at peak hours) per company

(in square feet) required to unload arriving buses and to sell tickets
eak hour per company and per terminal,

ehicle turn counts at nearby intersections;

= Sidewalk plan for passenger waiting/departing and food vendor carts (food
vendor carts typically locate near intercity bus loading/unloading areas) for this company
and others using the stop;

= Plan for rest room accommodations for waiting passengers;

= Number of staff allocated to manage the ground operation.

=  Currentv

CB4 requests that a full copy of the Application be forwarded to the Community Board along
with the notification letter. This is a common procedure used by other agencies like DCA, or the
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SLA. The balance of the information would be most useful to properly evaluate potential
impacts on the community of curbside terminal locations for intercity buses.

Naming and Permitting

There is currently much confusion about which company is actually permitted at a given stop.
One example is the company MCIZ being permitted at West 31% Street (between Eighth and
Ninth Avenues) but the buses stopping there are all marked GoBus.c The same is true of
Gunther Buses, with all buses marked as Tripper.
This labeling poses a few problems:
= What is the relationship between the permitted compan
understanding that the law ‘s provision “bus permit a
the intercity bus company, identification of the i sed,” intended to
clarify those relationships for safety and accou
= How are customers to recognize the stop for

us operator? It was our

customers to recognize them;
= How are customers to verify the safety informat
registered and permitted is Gunther?
= How are local residents to verify tha
bears the name of MCI1Z? Would
GoBus.com?

ripper bus, if the bus company
ed at a location when the stop

OT to complain about

CB4 recommends that the names that appear on tk e known to the public appear
along the corporate nan X I license issued the application
Transparency

According ivisi of Chapter 4 of Title 34 of the Rules of the City

of putting in place new permits and procedures. We look forward
to make the process simpler and more effective for the public.

Sincerely,
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE Item #: 9
December XX, 2013

Margaret Forgione

Manhattan Borough Commissioner
NYC Department of Transportation
59 Maiden Lane, 35" Floor

New York, NY 10038

Re:  Gunther Bus Long Distance Curbside Terminal —
Dear Commissioner Forgione:

At its December 4, 2013 Full Board meeting, Manh
oppose a Long Distance Bus Curbside Terminal
Gunther Bus (DBA Tripper) on the north curb of We
CB4 requests that the Department of Transportation (D
terminal be located on West 33" Street between Tenth and

a preferred alternative: that the
th Avenues or to expand the

the Post office, opposite 320 West 31% Stree ies Tripper and MCIZ (DBA
i ation and Tripper is requesting

ing at the same time. There are many (14) occurrences, including at
hen the schedule of arrival and departures of the two companies

bus stops. In one case, three-bus lengths would be required when two
departures and one arrival are scheduled at the same time. The West 34™ Street
partnership has documented such situation, where three buses are seen parked at curbside.
The applicant indicated that when there is conflict, the buses circle around the block until
the space becomes available.

= The traffic in this area is intense: West 31% Street is a single lane street that feeds directly
into the Lincoln Tunnel entrance on Dyer Avenue. There are significant back ups on
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West 31st Street and on the Eighth Avenue turn lane, all the way to West 30" Street as it
sometimes takes ten minutes for a single car to turn onto West 31* Street from Eighth
Avenue. Navigating the bike lane at this intersection is truly hazardous. Buses cruising
around the block, on Ninth Avenue, West 30™ Street, Eighth Avenue and back add to the
back-ups that plaguing this area due to the exit from the Lincoln Tunnel at West 30"
Street. In fact, Penn South residents have often reported that long distance buses use their
residential streets (West 28" to West 23") to the south as a detour. It would be poor
planning to institutionalize such illegal behaviors.

No layover location has been identified. Again, Penn Sout dents have often

complained that their residential streets are being used il bus parking. There are
no designated bus parking spaces in the vicinity that
terminal.

There is construction underway at the North
Avenue. This is part of the larger constructi

operator also uses illegal sandwich nals. Although we
asked the operator to remove the sigr

; Avenues on the North side of the street, and one possible location on
West 33" St est of Eleventh Avenue, west of the Bolt Bus terminal. This would be a
vastly better<option since it would remove traffic from a very congested area and remove
illegal thru traffic and parking in residential areas. This is CB4’s preferred option.

Create two distinct stops on West 31% Street one for each company, and an additional
arrival stop shared between the companies, for a total of three bus lengths and identify a
permitted layover location.
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Additionally, CB4 requests that the following method of operations, agreed to by the applicant,
be included in the permit:
= Applicant personnel will be on site at the stop 30 minutes before the departure or arrival
time and keep order on the sidewalk until the buses departs;
= The passenger queues will be four feet wide, aligned along the building, delimited by
post and ropes or stanchion system;
= Buses will not idle; no sandwich boards will be used.

Thank you for your assistance and partnership with CB4 in implementi
intercity bus location application review process.

propriate and fair

Sincerely,



OO ~NO O WDN -

NEW BUSINESS Item #: 21
December XX, 2013

Santacon
TBD

Re:  Santacon Community Outreach

To Whom It May Concern:

Manhattan Community Board 4 is writing to express our con
effects it has on the communities it visits. Each year our ¢

disrupt community members’ quality of life. MCB4 rec at at any large event, a few bad
actors may disrupt an otherwise orderly affair, but at previo ntacons bad actors have hardly
been the exception.

As such, significantly more must be done to « ourge Santacon has
become. Further, no matter the behavior of the as grown large enough to
completely overwhelm sidewalks and public spa ‘ plic safety hazard for all.

ake this plan available to all affected local Community Boards
in advance of your event so that they have time to comment

cc.: All local elected
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NEW BUSINESS Item #: 22
December XX, 2013

Hon. Jimmy Van Bramer
City Council Member
City Hall

Room 5

New York, NY 10007

Re:  Citywide Cultural Plan
Dear Council Member Van Bramer:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (“MCB4”) has an e
community, and our Board has consistently supp
in New York City.

York City Council which would require
synergistic cultural plan. The bill calls o
determine how different communities are b
services, determine the living conditions of a

Itis vitally tant for an area such as ours that culture be supported City-wide so New York
City remains tt i
improve living ¢
proud of.

Thank you for introducing this important legislation and please let us know how MCB4 can
support your efforts in support of the arts.

Sincerely,

cc.: All City Council members
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NEW BUSINESS Item #: 24
December XX, 2013

Maria Torres-Springer

Chief Operating Officer
Friends of the High Line

529 West 20th Street, Suite 8W
New York, NY 10011

Re:  “Bowl” over West 30" Street and Tenth Avenue
Dear Ms. Torres-Springer:

On November 14 Community Board Four’s Waterfront, Parks, and Environment Committee
hosted a presentation by the Friends of High Line about the High Line’s planned “Bowl” over
Tenth Avenue at West 30" Street (the Bowl). The presentation took the time to review the status
of section 3, but the real focus was a presentation of the Bowl.

The 100 foot by 80 foot bowl is in an advanced stage of concept design. The committee found
the design to be attractive and intriguing. It will permit visitors a wooded retreat away from
nearby, extremely tall buildings approaching 1000 feet in height. The Bowl will include restroom
facilities as well as backroom storage for the High Line itself. The approximate cost of Section 3
of the High Line will be:

$37M  Section 3 Phase 1 (from end of Section 2 to 34™ Street)
$39M Section 3 Phase 2 (Passage + Spur and Bowl)
$76M  Total

Sources of funding for Section 3 are as follows:

$29M  Related funding required through the Eastern Rail Yard text amendment
$11M  City/Council contribution

$36M  Friends of the High Line funding (currently in process)

$76M  Total

The committee appreciated the addition of this potential amenity to our community while it also
had several concerns.

When asked where the rainwater would go, the committee was told approximately 70% water
would be absorbed by the plantings within the Bowl and the rest would go into the storm
water/sewage system as is the case with much of the High Line. We suggested the High Line
consider a stormwater retention system and, importantly, include appropriate public education
surrounding that effort. We are pleased to have learned that the High Line is seriously
considering this suggestion and look forward to understanding how it has been incorporated into
this project.
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A committee member also wondered what the effect of reflected light from surrounding tall
buildings’ reflective surfaces would have on those using both the Bow!l and the rest of the spur.
This space seems perfect for public events or shows. The committee is concerned that these
events be limited in number and that they do not include closing of nearby sections of the High
Line or the streets below.

We appreciate the continued conversation the High Line has had with us about their plans for our
community including a recent tour of Section 3 and look forward to continuing conversations.

Thank You.
Sincerely,

CJ/MdK/DR
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NEW BUSINESS Item #: 25
December XX, 2013

Madelyn Wils

Hudson River Park Trust
Pier 40 at W. Houston St.
New York City, NY 10014

Re:  RFP for Hudson River Park Boathouse Operators at Pi 6, 66, 84 & 96

Dear Ms. Wils:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) is pleased tha i st has issued
Requests for Proposals for the four Boathouses in th i
MCB4, which are Pier 66 at West 26™ Street, Pie
Street. Considering the reconstruction of Pier 26 i istri It makes
sense to review and possibly refresh the usage for all fo

= Provide the public with consisten
= Satisfy the boating interests of a wide

Hudson River by potential new user
= Ensure that safe and reliable equipment andfacilities ovided to adequately support

standards estab
Provide a balance N0-Cost aceess to Permittees operating without profit, as
W 0

River, access to the waterfront and the River itself adds
and visit our district as well as MCB4 residents. This is
the RFP stipulates that each of the four Boathouses must function
ing the hours of operation of the facility occupying the Boathouse.

sailboats at Pier 66
River Park an attrac
our district.

d with public access to launch on the Hudson River makes Hudson
destination for visitors. It certainly lends itself to being an active part of

MCB4 looks forward to receiving updates from the Trust on the progress of this set of RFPs.

Sincerely,

CJ/MdK/DR
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NEW BUSINESS Item #: 26
December XX, 2013

Margaret Forgione

Manhattan Borough Commissioner
NYC Department of Transportation
59 Maiden Lane, 35" Floor

New York, NY 10038

Re:  Hispanic Transportation Services
Dear Commissioner Forgione:

Manhattan Community Board 4 (CB4) has learned t
off stop at 330 West 42" Street is renewed. We
grandfathered and not brought to the board for review.
on or in the vicinity of West 42" Street between Eighth
community board for review.

a new stop? This calls in question the reliability of the permitting
e no signs and cannot be identified by the community.

CB4 indicated it 1 er'its concerns and the desire to relocate stops currently located along this
stretch of West 42" Street where they are in a bus lane and impede the progress and reliability of
the M42, a vital transportation link for our residents of the far west side. In view of the board’s
notification, it is surprising that DOT proceeded with this approval at the expense of Bus
transportation.

Hispanic Transportation Services has horrendous safety ratings in the areas of Hours of Service
compliance (worse than 62% of comparable companies) and in Driver Fitness - meaning lack of
training, experience or medical qualification- worse than 96% of comparable companies. Is it
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reasonable to direct this operator to the densest areas in New York City in terms of pedestrians?

This company advertises that it uses Gate 56 at the Port Authority Bus Terminal. If this is
verified, why grant them a drop off area at curbside? Should not it be DOT’s goal to direct as
much traffic to the terminal instead of increasing the congestion on the streets?

We look forward to receiving answers to our questions and a copy of the permlt granted with the
schedule, the number of buses for each drop off, the number of passenge each bus. We also
request that all permits to be located on or in the vicinity of West 42" tween Eight and
Ninth Avenues be brought to the community board for review.

Sincerely,

CJ/ICB/ IM



NEW BUSINESS Item #: 27
November 26, 2013

Cristin D. Burtis

Street Activity Permit Office
100 Gold Street, 2" Floor
New York, NY 10038

Re:  Feast of Immaculate Conception 2013 RATIFICATION

Event ID# 121218

plication by
0 p.m. for

Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) recommends
Feast of Immaculate Conception for Sunday, Decem

e position of MCB4 to deny
street falrs on re5|dent|al blocks if the reS|dents of that bloc e opposed such events and when






