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Written Comments on the DEIS



Chair Burden and Commissioners,

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify today in regards to the application by
Community Preservation Corporation Resources (“CPCR”) to rezone the site formerly
occupied by the Domino Sugar refinery on the Williamsburg waterfront in Brooklyn.
While I commend CPCR for their continued engagement with the Williamsburg
community over the past several years, as well as their commitment to much needed
affordable housing, open space, and community facilities, I believe that the New Domino,
as it 1s proposed before you today, simply imposes too much of a burden on the existing
infrastructure of the Williamsburg neighborhood.

I will speak of several key issues which I believe need to be addressed if this proposal is
to be approved:

1) The New Domino project is proposed to be over 2.8 million square feet, the vast
majority, 2.4 million square feet, is due to be residential. That translates to about
2,200-2,400 units for between 6,100 and 6,700 people. It is my opinion, as the
Councilmember who represents this area, that we do not have the mass
transportation, road infrastructure, basic civic service infrastructure, and school
Infrastructure to sustain this influx of residents. This development must be seen
in the context of the 2005 Williamsburg/Greenpoint rezoning in several ways.
First, the total average FAR on the proposed waterfront site is 5.7, which exceeds
the maximum FAR with inclusionary bonus of 4.7 allowed by the 2005
Williamsburg/Greenpoint rezoning by about 21%. On the upland site, CPCR is
asking for an FAR of 6.0 which vastly exceeds the maximum FAR allowed by an
R6 zoning with an inclusionary housing bonus of 2.75. Both the Community
Board and the Borough President have recommended decreasing the upland
density to 3.6 FAR, or 40% from what CPC is proposing. In addition, the 2005
Williamsburg/Greenpoint rezoning has allowed for the construction of additional
thousands of units between the waterfront and upland sites-many of which remain
empty or are just beginning to fill up now. There is clearly a cumulative effect on
the neighborhood to all this development. It is my opinion that entire density of
the project needs to be brought down significantly to where the total number of
units not exceed 1,600 while maintaining 40% of those units as affordable.

In addition, I agree with the Community Board and the Borough President that the
density for the upland parcel be brought down significantly, not to exceed 3.6
FAR.

2) Interms of transportation, one must ask, how do approx. 6,400 new people get to
work and school every day? The development site is 1.5 miles to the nearest
subway line, equidistant from the Marcy Ave JMZ stop, which is woefully
underserved, and the Bedford Ave. L stop, which, according to MTA statistics
released just this week, has 19,550 riders per weekday-the fourth busiest station in
all of Brooklyn and the busiest single line stop in the borough. Even more



astounding, the ridership only decreases by 9% on Saturdays. In addition, the
proposed population increase will put local bus lines at 300% capacity during
morning rush hour.

There needs to be a significant effort to address and mitigate the overwhelming
strain that approx. 6,400 new people will put on our transportation infrastructure.
I'believe that the applicant must provide a plan to mitigate the adverse impacts
because, as the EIS stated, "absent such mitigation measures, the proposed project
would result in an unmitigated significant adverse transit impact." Options should
include a shuttle bus provided by CPCR to nearby subway lines and across the
Williamsburg Bridge to lower Manhattan and a ferry service to Manhattan. Also,
I believe that there needs to be MTA upgrades in bus service on nearby lines and
an upgrade in the JMZ line subway service.

3) CPCR has, for some time now, offered the community 660 units of affordable
housing, or 30% of the total proposed at the New Domino site. While I commend
CPCR for it’s willingness to offer this much needed affordable housing, I believe
that the overall density of the project can come down significantly while still
providing the same number of affordable units. Several blocks south of the
Domino site is Schaefer Landing, which in 2003 was rezoned for residential use,
is in full context with the 2005 rezoning in terms of density, and has 40%
affordable units. Ibelieve that the New Domino can follow this model. In
addition, it is very important that affordability levels of the proposed affordable
units accurately reflect the median income of the surrounding community, which
is about $35,000 for a family of four, and that unit sizes reflect the needs of local
families with 2, 3, or more children. Finally, all affordable units must remain
affordable in perpetuity.

4) CPCR has committed to approximately 140,000 sq. ft. of community space,
100,000 of which is to be located within the Refinery building and 40,000 of
which is to be located in the final building on the north end of the waterfront site,
slated to be developed in 2020. It is my understanding that the 100,000 sq. ft. in
the Refinery building may potentially be used for a public school, therefore
leaving only the 40,000 sq. ft. for other community uses. While I recognize that
District 14 will very much need school space in the coming years I am concerned
that the community has to wait ten years from now for community space other
than a school. In any event, all community space should be locked in for
community use and not used for any residential, commercial, or retail uses.

I continue to have concerns on others aspects of the proposed development including, but
not limited to, the following:

- the amount of open space created-which will, with the increase in population brought by
the project, result in a net decrease for the surrounding community in terms of acreage’
per capita (this is especially felt on the Southside, where there is a great lack of open
space to begin with).



-the special permit requested which would allow for 1,694 parking spaces, significantly
more than the maximum allowed by the zoning.

-the overall effect of the development on secondary displacement in the surrounding
neighborhood.

-the overall effect of the development on vehicular traffic patterns in the surrounding
neighborhood.

-the overall effect on civic infrastructure such as school, police, and firefighters in the
surrounding neighborhood.

It is my belief that the New Domino has a great potential to bring much needed
affordable housing, community space, jobs, and open space to the Williamsburg
community. However, the project as presented today would be, simply put, so big, with
so much density and so many people, that the negative impacts on the neighborhood
would outweigh the benefits.

It 1s important that we look at this proposal in the context of the surrounding
neighborhoods of Williamsburg, where we are facing the challenges of an affordable
housing crisis, gentrification, and an already over burdened infrastructure. Real and
significant changes should be made to this proposal before it is approved so that the
benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods outweigh any negative impacts that may
result.
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| will speak of several key issues which | believe need to be addressed if this proposal is to be
approved:

The New Domino project is proposed to be over 2.8 million square feet, the vast majority, 2.4
million square feet, is due to be residential. That translates to about 2,200-2,400 units for
between 6,100 and 6,700 people. It is my opinion, as the Councilmember who represents this
area, that we do not have the mass transportation, road infrastructure, basic civic service
infrastructure, and school infrastructure to sustain this influx of residents. This development must
be seen in the context of the 2005 Williamsburg/Greenpoint rezoning in several ways. First, the
total average FAR on the proposed waterfront site is 5.7, which exceeds the maximum FAR with
inclusionary bonus of 4.7 allowed by the 2005 Williamsburg/Greenpoint rezoning by about 21%.
On the upland site, CPCR is asking for an FAR of 6.0 which vastly exceeds the maximum FAR
allowed by an R6 zoning with an inclusionary housing bonus of 2.75. Both the Community Board
and the Borough President have recommended decreasing the upland density to 3.6 FAR, or
40% from what CPC is proposing. In addition, the 2005 Williamsburg/Greenpoint rezoning has
allowed for the construction of additional thousands of units between the waterfront and upland
sites-many of which remain empty or are just beginning to fill up now. There is clearly a
cumulative effect on the neighborhood to all this development. It is my opinion that entire density
of the project needs to be brought down significantly to where the total number of units not
exceed 1,600 while maintaining 40% of those units as affordable.

In addition, | agree with the Community Board and the Borough President that the density for the
upland parcel be brought down significantly, not to exceed 3.6 FAR.

In terms of transportation, one must ask, how do approx. 6,400 new people get to work and
school every day? The development site is 1.5 miles to the nearest subway line, equidistant from
the Marcy Ave JMZ stop, which is woefully underserved, and the Bedford Ave. L stop, which,
according to MTA statistics released just this week, has 19,550 riders per weekday-the fourth
busiest station in all of Brooklyn and the busiest single line stop in the borough. Even more
astounding, the ridership only decreases by 9% on Saturdays. In addition, the proposed
population increase will put local bus lines at 300% capacity during morning rush hour.

There needs to be a significant effort to address and mitigate the overwhelming strain that
approx. 6,400 new people will put on our transportation infrastructure. | believe that the applicant
must provide a plan to mitigate the adverse impacts because, as the EIS stated, “absent such
mitigation measures, the proposed project would result in an unmitigated significant adverse
transit impact.” Options should include a shuttle bus provided by CPCR to nearby subway lines
and across the Williamsburg Bridge to lower Manhattan and a ferry service to Manhattan. Also, |
believe that there needs to be MTA upgrades in bus service on nearby lines and an upgrade in
the JMZ line subway service.

CPCR has, for some time now, offered the community 660 units of affordable housing, or 30% of
the total proposed at the New Domino site. While | commend CPCR for it's willingness to offer
this much needed affordable housing, | believe that the overall density of the project can come
down significantly while still providing the same number of affordable units. Several blocks south
of the Domino site is Schaefer Landing, which in 2003 was rezoned for residential use, is in full
context with the 2005 rezoning in terms of density, and has 40% affordable units. | believe that
the New Domino can follow this model. In addition, it is very important that affordability levels of
the proposed affordable units accurately reflect the median income of the surrounding
community, which is about $35,000 for a family of four, and that unit sizes reflect the needs of



local families with 2, 3, or more children. Finally, all affordable units must remain affordable in
perpetuity.

CPCR has committed to approximately 140,000 sq. ft. of community space, 100,000 of which is
to be located within the Refinery building and 40,000 of which is to be located in the final
building on the north end of the waterfront site, slated to be developed in 2020. It is my
understanding that the 100,000 sq. ft. in the Refinery building may potentially be used for a
public school, therefore leaving only the 40,000 sq. ft. for other community uses. While |
recognize that District 14 will very much need school space in the coming years | am concerned
that the community has to wait ten years from now for community space other than a school. In
any event, all community space should be locked in for community use and not used for any
residential, commercial, or retail uses.

| continue to have concerns on others aspects of the proposed development including, but not
limited to, the following:

the amount of open space created-which will, with the increase in population brought by the
project, result in a net decrease for the surrounding community in terms of acreage per capita
(this is especially felt on the Southside, where there is a great lack of open space to begin with).

the special permit requested which would allow for 1,694 parking spaces, significantly more than
the maximum allowed by the zoning.

the overall effect of the development on secondary displacement in the surrounding
neighborhood.

the overall effect of the development on vehicular traffic patterns in the surrounding
neighborhood.

the overall effect on civic infrastructure such as school, police, and firefighters in the surrounding
neighborhood.

It is my belief that the New Domino has a great potential to bring much needed affordable
housing, community space, jobs, and open space to the Williamsburg community. However, the
project as presented today would be, simply put, so big, with so much density and so many
people, that the negative impacts on the neighborhood would outweigh the benefits.
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Good morning Chairperson Burden and Commissioners. My name is Allison Frost and I am here on behalf of
Assemblyman Vito Lopez, Chairman of the New York State Housing Committee, who represents the Southside of
Williamsburg, the area largely impacted by the proposed rezoning of the Demino Sugar Refinery site. As one of
the foremost affordable housing advocates in the state of New York and a strong voice in protecting residents
against displacement, Assemblyman Lopez is highly concerned with the serious consequences of this proposal.

This rezoning seeks significant height, setback, floor area and parking special permits. These requests cannot be
considered in a vacuum. Putting aside for a moment the large scale development built along the waterfront in the
last few years, Schaefer Landing and The Edge only to name a few, this project comes on the coattails of yet
another rezoning on Kent Avenue bringing 800 new housing units to the area. So this massive proposal, planning
for upwards of 2,400 new apartment units, needs to be examined from all angles and perspectives. Domino alone
stands to infuse close to 8,000 new residents to the neighborhood. Cumulatively, the population within a half-mile
radius stands to grow by about 25% with af least 15,000 new residents. Due to the profound impact this action
would have on the entire Williamsburg community, Assemblyman Lopez disapproves of the proposed Domino
Sugar rezoning and is calling for significant amendments to the current rezoning plan.

First, Assemblyman Lopez has long been a proponent of contextual zoning and moderate-sized development. The
heights of some of the proposed buildings are entirely out of context for the neighborheod, as CPC is proposing
two 30-story and two 40-story buildings. He asks that the sponsor not exceed 30 floors in any portion of the
development. Additionally, this project needs to drastically reduce not only its height but its scope. Assemblyman
Lopez strongly recommends limiting the number of total apartments in the project to 1600,

Domino clearly poses a grave problem for current residents in Williamsburg, either pricing many of them out of
their own neighborhoods or displacing them, Schaefer maintains 40% of its units as affordable — the result of
demands Assemblyman Lopez made 5 years ago during its development. It is imperative that the sponsor yield at
least to this established precedent reaching a 40% affordable threshold to protect more Williamsburg residents.
Further, Assemblyman Lopez wants a commitment from CPC that these affordable units be built prior to, or
simultaneously with, the market rate units. He pledges to work side by side with CPC to heip leverage additional

resources from State and City programs to achieve this goal.

Importantiy, the current infrastructure simply will not be able to support this additional high-rise development. The
infrastructure in Williamsburg is severely taxed as it is. Domino is about 15 blocks in either direction from a
subway. The MTA has proposed cuts to one, the JMZ line at Marcy Avenue. The Bedford Avenue L has waits of
two or three trains as it is for people seeking to go to Manhattan at rush hour. In fact, it was just ranked the highest
traffic of any single-lined station in all of Brooklyn. The population increase created by Domino is also projected
to increase bus ridership in the area by 300%. It is therefore incumbent upen the spensor of this rezoning to
privately fund a mode of transportation for the community. I would like for the sponsor to propose methods — such
as a bus shuttle — to take residents to alternative subway stops and to lower Manhattan. There needs to be a real
and serious proposal in place for the sponsor to move forward with this development.

Finally, Assemblyman Lopez would like a binding covenant in place to assure that the 150,000 square feet of
proposed community and school space remains community space for the life of the deveiopment. Where 100,000

4 Room 943, Legislaive Qifice Bulding. Albany, New York 12248, 1918) 455.5537
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square feet is currently proposed for a school, even if CPC is unable to secure the appropriate agreements, that
space must remain space to serve the community and nust not be converted into any additional apariments.

Just as the Community Board voted to oppose this proposal, Assemblyman Lopez too opposes this rezoning and
recommends serious revisions to the proposed pian. He urges the Commission today to do the same. Thank you.
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The New Domino

In the matter of applications submitted by the Refinery LLC pursuant to Sections 197-c and 201
of the New York City Charter for actions including an amendment to the zoning map and text
and the grant of special permits pursuant to Sections 74-743(a)(1&2); 74-744(b); and, 74-53 of
the Zoning Resolution to allow for a mixed-use development with approximately 2,200 residential
units, 30 percent (660 units) intended to be affordable with provisions for waterfront public
access area/esplanade on property bounded by Grand to south 5 Street between East River and
Kent and upland parcel east of Kent between South 3 & 4'" Street.
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RECOMMENDATION FOR THE FOLLOWING

PROPOSED ACTIONS: AMENDMENT OF THE ZONING MAP,

ZONING TEXT, THE GRANT OF SPECIAL PERMITS

100185 ZMK, 100186 ZRK, 100187 ZSK, 100188 ZSK, 100189 ZSK,
100190 ZAK

These applications by the Refinery LLC seeks an amendment to the zoning map and text;
and the granting of special permits in order to facilitate the redevelopment of a sugar
refinery and the development of a mixed-use project on 11 acres of waterfront and upland
property in the Williamsburg community.

Public Hearing

On March 11, 2010 the borough president held a public hearing for the New Domino
proposal. Eighty people were in attendance of which thirty-four testified. Nineteen
speakers were in favor of the application including representatives for Congresswoman
Nydia Velazquez and Council Member Diana Reyna. Fifteen speakers testified against the
application including a representative for Council Member Stephen Levin.

Both elected officials and other speakers in favor commented on the importance of
providing more affordable housing that would benefit the community. Additionally, they
stressed that this plan will open up to the community much needed access to the
waterfront and the provision of open space which is much in need in the area. The project
would help revitalize the vacated site while retaining a historic component of the
community. Lastly, many welcomed the jobs which the project will create both through
construction and permanent employment.

Although Council Member Levin commended favorably about the amount of affordable
housing and open space, he did not support the project as it is currently laid out citing its
overwhelming height and impact on infrastructure. Generally, opponents felt that the
project as proposed is too big. It is believed that its height will dwarf parts of the
surrounding neighborhood and would result in an abundance of people into the community.
It was stated that this project did not properly reflect the historic value that the Domino
Sugar site held in New York City history. Others commented that alternative plans should
be realized for this site.

Consideration

Community Board 1 (CB 1) voted to disapprove the application unless certain conditions
were met by the developer. These included: a reduction in the project’s overall density; a
restriction of the heights on the upland parcel to reflect an R6A envelope; mitigation of the
shadow impacts on Grand Ferry Park through a reduction in height of the towers; funding of
a transportation study covering the entire community district; a reduction in the parking
provided; a reduction in the retail portion of the upland site; and memorialized guarantees
on all of the proposed aspects of the project.

Requested Land Use

The applicant has requested a zoning designation change from M3-1 to C6-2 and R8/C2-4
for the waterfront site and R6 for the upland site. The proposed zoning would extend the
permitted land use from the recently established R7-3 zoning on waterfront parcels south of
Broadway, and the blended R8/R6 zoning north of North 3™ street. It is the borough
president’s policy to support land use changes that enhance open space access and
increases the supply of housing for Brooklyn residents; especially when such projects result
in affordable housing. The borough president is concerned that too many of the borough’s
resident’s leave because they can no longer afford to live in Brooklyn. The proposed zoning
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provides an opportunity to address this concern by allowing for development that provides
waterfront public access and additional floor area to facilitate affordable housing.

However, the borough president has concerns with a number of issues including: overall
bulk (upland parcel) and density; details of the affordable housing commitment; adequacy
of schools and day care; opportunity for a supermarket and artisan establishments; amount
of parking; traffic management; adequacy of the public transportation; impact on Grand
Ferry Park; maximizing employment opportunities; and, opportunities from the retained
Domino sign.

Bulk/Density

The borough president does not believe that the waterfront site, in itself, warrants floor
area that is not generally consistent with recent rezonings along the Williamsburg
waterfront. The area-wide Williamsburg-Greenpoint rezoning capped floor area at 4.7 FAR,
with blended zoning district designations with the inclusion of affordable housing.
Rezonings to the south of Broadway, which were pursued at the expense of individual
applicants, were capped at 5 FAR with the inclusion of affordable housing by being
designated R7-3. The borough president recently approved a fourth rezoning to the south
at Division Avenue for this R7-3 designation. The borough president believes that this
application to redevelop privately-owned property should be more in keeping with the
density of what is permitted by the R7-3. However, certain public concerns that are
discussed in later sections, do warrant consideration for floor area exemptions.

The borough president does not believe that the upland site should accommodate the more
than doubling of the permitted floor area based on the proposed R6 designation. The
borough president agrees with the recommendation of CB 1 to limit bulk per the R6A district
standard of 3.6 FAR. With such floor area limitation, the borough president believes that it
is not necessary to authorize the transfer of all the requested 187,187 square feet through
the General Large Scale Plan. The maximum street wall height of 60 feet and overall height
of 70 feet according to R6A regulations should be adequate to accommodate 3.6 FAR.
Therefore, the borough president does not see the need to accommodate the requested
bulk modifications for the upland block as they pertain to: tower floor plates; base height
and setback requirements; and, rear yard requirements. By not permitting the first few
modification requests, the resulting building would be sufficiently in context with the
surrounding inland blocks. By maintaining the rear yard requirement, a more ample interior
space would result with a higher percentage of the apartments fronting the street and the
interior facing apartments having more extensive light and air.

Affordable Housing

Guarantee of Affordable Housing Provided and "Affordable Forever”

The New Domino project proposes to set aside 30 percent of its total units for affordable
housing, including 20 percent of the floor area pursuant to the Zoning Resolution’s
Inclusionary Housing Program’s (IHP) floor area bonus. The IHP set aside is consistent with
the borough president’s “Affordable Forever” initiative as floor area would remain affordable
for the life of the development. According to the IHP, the affordable housing units would
accommodate families earning up to 80 percent of area median income (AMI). If the
developer seeks real estate tax abatement according to the City’s 421-a tax program, the
affordable units would be restricted to up to 60 percent of AMI. According to the terms of
the proposed General Large Scale Plan, the requested zoning bulk waivers would only be
available if the development made use of the IHP.

The borough president supports the establishment of zoning text that makes the IHP
applicable to the requested zoning map change. He believes that the floor area, real estate
incentives, and restricting applicability of the bulk waivers would go a long way towards
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providing the expectation that such affordable units linked to the IHP would be part of the
development. However, this does not result in an explicit guarantee of receiving these
units. The units proposed in excess of the 20 percent pursuant to the IHP have no basis
under the proposal to ensure that they are included in the development. It would be
unfortunate if circumstances prevented the applicant from honoring this commitment,
especially given that the community’s need for affordable housing is only increasing.

It is the borough president’s policy to obtain a written commitment or explanation that
conveys a suitable assurance that the affordable housing will be built. Residential
construction should proceed only according to both a building permit that includes the floor
area bonus, approved by the commissioner of the Department of Housing Preservation and
Development (HPD), and the filing of a legal instrument that assures that as proposed, 30
percent of the units would be affordable. In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010,
the applicant commits to development pursuant to IHP through the provision of a legal
instrument and will work with the City to memorialize the commitment to having 30 percent
of the project’s units as permanently affordable.

The New Domino proposes that 20 percent of the affordable units would be affordable
homeownership for middle-income households. The borough president is committed to
seeking to provide opportunities for Brooklyn’'s working families to have access to affordable
housing. The borough president believes that it is appropriate for the New Domino project
to provide a percentage of housing devoted to such households as represented by tenants,
civil servants and uniformed services. For such housing, he advocates for these units to be
“Affordable Forever.”

Affordable Housing for the Elderly

The New Domino proposes to provide approximately 100 of the affordable housing units for
the elderly. The borough president supports projects that increase the supply of affordable
housing for the growing number of elderly residents of Brooklyn. Unfortunately, many
seniors continue to live in substandard accommodations and/or are forced to spend an
excessive amount of their income on their housing. The increasing demand for decent
affordable senior citizen housing is not being met by the rate of production and needs to be
addressed through the construction of quality accommodations. Though this section of
Williamsburg is often thought of as a burgeoning community for a younger generation, the
larger area has a senior population in need of affordable housing options. The borough
president urges the applicant to provide a firm commitment that affordable senior citizen
housing would be part of the overall development. In a letter from the applicant dated April
8, 2010, the applicant has indicated its previous commitment to include such housing and
will explore the feasibility of including senior housing within the earliest possible phase of
the project

The borough president has recommended capping the floor area of the upland parcel to 3.6
FAR pursuant to R6A height and setback standards. However, he believes that it is
appropriate to make an exception for floor area as part of a nonprofit residence for the
elderly. According to R6A regulations, such buildings are permitted to have an FAR of 3.9.
The borough president supports such FAR as an incentive to include a nonprofit building on
the upland site for housing the elderly.

Providing Maximum Opportunity for Obtaining Affordable Housing

The New Domino project is proposed to target income tiers up to: 30 percent and 60
percent for the unrestricted rental units and to 130 percent for homeownership units. For
smaller household size compositions eligible for a specific bedroom type (i.e. two-bedroom
apartment) rent is typically set at two percent less than the maximum allowable income.
These income eligibility bands increase for larger households. Families earning above or
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below each band within the income tiers proposed would not have an opportunity to seek
affordable housing in the New Domino project. For ownership housing typical eligibility
bands are broad, meaning that more modest income households would be competing with
households earning towards the upper limit of eligibility for the same home.

The borough president believes that expanding opportunities for more households within
the community to apply for scare affordable housing is an important objective to achieve.
Adding more income tiers between the 30 percent and 60 percent tiers would provide a
means to allow an increased number of families to become eligible to seek such housing at
the New Domino. Such a strategy was integrated into the Palmer’s Dock affordable housing
development with income tiers ranging from 30 to 80 percent AMI. Establishing multiple
tiers for the homeownership units would provide a greater assurance that households of
lesser means are selected for such homes. This can be achieved, for example, by
establishing income bands at multiple tiers such as 100 to 110 percent; 110 to 120 percent;
and 120 to 130 percent. Such brackets would also result in varied subsidies being needed
as higher priced homes would not require as much subsidy. In a letter from the applicant
dated April 8, 2010, the applicant will explore the feasibility of increasing the number of
tiers of affordability for the affordable housing units.

Retaining Homeownership as “Affordable Forever”

Permanently affordable homeownership, also known as “shared equity,” provides the
benefits of building wealth for the homeowner while assuring that the home remains an
affordable housing resource when resold. Resale restrictions could be based on several
existing models such as subsequent re-sales of the homeownership units being indexed to
standards as defined by the City’s IHP. Other methods are noted in documents produced by
the Center for Housing Policy, including the Consumer Price Index. Establishing permanent
resale considerations would recycle the initial subsidies, while resulting in these housing
units being affordable for future generations of Brooklynites. In a letter from the applicant
dated April 8, 2010, the applicant commits to working with the City to memorialize
permanent affordability and agreed to further investigate mechanisms to facilitate this
concept.

Local Preference for Displaced Households

The local community district preference for fifty percent, while laudable, does not benefit
those who have been and continue to be displaced from Greenpoint and Williamsburg.
Adequate consideration for those who have been unable to find affordable accommodations
within Community District 1 (CD1) is imperative. In the borough president’s
recommendation for the 2005 rezoning of Williamsburg and Greenpoint, he called for the
local preference to be extended to those subsequently displaced from the district. He
understands that the Palmer’s Dock affordable housing development included in its 50
percent CD1 prioritization of those families who had lived in the district at the time of the
May 11, 2005 rezoning. He believes that such a standard should also be met by the New
Domino development to provide additional opportunities for those displaced from CD1
subsequent to May 11, 2005. In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010, the
applicant will include in the local preference families that have recently been displaced from
CD1 subject to review and approval by HPD.

Financial Considerations to Achieve 30 Percent of the Housing as Affordable

The borough president believes that the New Domino is an ambitious undertaking with
tremendous financial obligations. Reconstructing/stabilizing the bulkhead and over water
platform for approximately one-quarter of the development is a significant financial
undertaking in itself. Landscaping the site, consisting of approximately four-acres of
waterfront public promenades and supplemental spaces, is relatively double the minimum
required public open space and presents additional costs for the development to incur.
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However, except for the extra acreage, these financial hurdles are standard for
redeveloping the waterfront with high-density housing. Unique to this development is the
responsibility to preserve the Refinery Building, which is actually three structures that wrap
machinery. Though the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) approved adaptive reuse
with a limited amount of floor area created through building enlargements, this is an
expensive undertaking which requires stabilizing the existing walls while essentially building
a new building on the interior.

With all these elements to account for, the New Domino development is intended to provide
30 percent of its housing units as affordable. This is the basis for the requested floor area.
As the borough president commented in regards to bulk and density, he believes the project
should be scaled back to be more in line with R7-3 floor area for the waterfront parcel, and
R6A floor area for the upland lot. The borough president is aware that such a reduction
would not enable the development to successfully cross-subsidize the intended amount and
degree of affordability of the below market-rate housing. The project’s extraordinary cost
associated with preservation and reuse of the Refinery building, additional open space and
ratio of land to water’s edge, will be absorbed by the remaining market-rate units.

In order for the New Domino project to meet the stated objectives while reducing the bulk
and density, the borough president would seriously consider designating funds from his
Fiscal Years 2012, 2013 and 2014 Brooklyn Housing Development Fund. He encourages the
developer to apply annually for such funding. In addition, the borough president believes
that as the community preference includes all of CD 1, it is appropriate for the city council
members from the 33" and 34" districts, the assembly members and state senators
encourage the developer to call on them for funding allocations because the government
has an obligation to leverage opportunities where such an extensive amount of affordable
housing, including units to those households of very low income. It is a legitimate public
purpose to balance the highly atypical costs in developing this site with government
financial resources to obtain the significant public benefits associated with this project
rather than rely on providing the balance merely through market-rate density. In addition,
it is appropriate for the developer to seek City and State financing. He believes that with
such additional funding, the New Domino would successfully meet its objectives with some
bulk and density reduction.

School/Day Care

Schools

According to the DEIS, the New Domino in combination with ongoing and projected
developments, could result in nearly 2,500 additional elementary school children and more
than 1,000 intermediate school students living within one-half mile of the development.
These estimates do not include much of the new development around McCarren Park and on
the east side of the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway. The number of needed seats would be
nearly 1,800 for elementary schools within a ten minute walk from the development. For
intermediate schools, the shortfall would be approximately 100 seats.

The Department of Education’s (DOE) 2010-2014 Five-Year Capital Plan for Community
School District 14 (CSD14) includes a 738-seat PS/IS that is apparently in response to DCP’s
2005 rezoning. It is believed to be a leased facility that is expected to be completed by
2013. The borough president anticipates that this school is more likely to be located close
to McCarren Park or further to the north, though DOE has revealed little despite the
anticipated completion date. He would like DOE/School Construction Authority (SCA) to be
more transparent about the site and timeline for completion. Even with this school, the
borough president believes that the New Domino development warrants an additional
elementary school site to supplement P.S. 84 (two blocks from the site) and P.S. 17 (six
blocks from the site).
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Within the Refinery Building, community facility space totaling 104,135 square feet has
been allotted. According to information provided to the borough president’s office, a 665-
seat school could be accommodated within a 94,000 sf section of this building. Based on
other considerations involved in preparing the Refinery Building for occupancy, it is possible
to commence construction of a school space by 2014, making it possible to provide an
adequate school for the larger area surrounding the site.

The borough president supports effort to include a public school in the Refinery Building,
including floor area exemption for such space. This would be a reasonable modification to
the borough president’s general position as noted in the section above pertaining to bulk
and density. Though he recommended capping the floor area of the waterfront parcel to 5
FAR, the borough president would support such space within the Refinery Building to be
exempt from zoning floor area calculations. Further, he seeks DOE/SCA’s commitment for
the acquisition of a sufficient area of designated community facility space within the
Refinery Building in order to proceed with a design for an elementary school to house
grades Pre-K to 5 in a timely manner. Planning for the school should commence at least
one year prior to the estimated December 2013 Refinery Building construction date. The
27-foot wide terrace above the one-story, ground level addition along the East River side
should serve as an exclusive roof-top open space for the school.

With regard to these schools, in a letter dated April 8, 2010, the borough president wrote to
Chancellor Joel Klein seeking more specific information on the current status of the PS/IS in
the Capital Plan, particularly regarding the exact site location; and for a written
commitment of intent to open and operate the school within the Refinery Building that
would be incorporated into a subsequent Capital Plan.

In order to assure that a school of appropriate size is included in the Refinery Building, the
borough president seeks a legal instrument that binds development for a school within the
building of not less than 90,000 square feet.

In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010, the applicant is prepared to include a
school within the refinery should SCA determine that the need exists.

Supermarket

The borough president notes that access to affordable fresh food and vegetables are lacking
in many neighborhoods. One of his top priorities has been to provide access to healthy
food stores in those neighborhoods that are underserved. In order for all of Brooklyn to
flourish, it is imperative that residents have an adequate supply of supermarkets and
grocery stores in their neighborhoods to access fresh and affordable foods. In light of this,
the borough president has been seeking ways to establish more supermarkets. Among his
policies is to review all discretionary land use applications to determine whether it is
appropriate to include a supermarket within the plans. The borough president believes that
within the retail space proposed within the upland parcel fronting along Kent Avenue, it is
appropriate to incorporate a supermarket that is consistent with the attributes according to
the FRESH food store initiative. The DEIS assumed a supermarket of 30,000 sf as part of
that assessment.

He believes that a supermarket of not less than 20,000 sf should be included as part of the
development of the waterfront site, with sufficient accessory parking as a means of enticing
a grocery store operator to secure such space. The borough president believes that every
effort to include a supermarket should include additional incentives. This would include
modifying the borough president’s general position as noted in the section above pertaining
to bulk and density. The borough president recommended capping the floor area of the
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upland parcel to 3.6 FAR pursuant to R6A height and setback standards. However, floor
area of a supermarket up to 30,000 sf should be exempt from zoning floor area calculations
and further permit the overall height and setback standards to comply with R7A building
envelop regulations with street wall height increased to 65 feet and overall height to 80
feet.

In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010, the applicant is committed to seeking a
supermarket for the entire retail space shown in the ULURP applications for the upland
parcel.

Retail/Artisan Use

The recommendation of CB1 calls for limiting the size of individual retail establishments to
5,000 sf as a means of fostering neighborhood retail. The borough president generally
supports this recommendation though he believes that placing such a limitation on the
waterfront facing establishments might hinder the attraction and retention of restaurant
operations. Restaurants are one of the rare commercial uses that can still thrive when not
located on traditional street frontage. Also, restaurants are the type of use that can enliven
a waterfront public access area. Therefore, the borough president does not favor space
restrictions that might preclude the successful operation of a restaurant fronting such public
space.

Williamsburg is a significant cog within Brooklyn’s “creative economy” community, however,
opportunities to flourish are dependent on the ability to pay market-based rents. “Creative
economy” businesses traditionally cannot compete along retail corridors in terms of ability
to pay rent.

The New Domino project proposes approximately 70,000 sf of ground floor retail on the
waterfront parcel (including the Refinery Building), with the vast majority oriented towards
Kent Avenue as a means to activate the street for pedestrians. The borough president
would encourage the New Domino development to devote some of the retail space fronting
Kent Avenue for Brooklyn’s artisans. Such storefronts could be used as artisan spaces for
the production and sales of items produced on premises; and/or, teaching/performing. It
could include examples as follows: art needlework, hand weaving and tapestries; ceramic
and glass products; custom clothing manufacturing; jewelry and art metal craft
manufacturing; studios for art — including gallery/framing space, music, dancing or
theatrical; and other comparable artisan ventures.

The borough president believes that a lease protection mechanism needs to be incorporated
into the continued use of such retail for artisans in order to provide protection from future
market based rents. A version of achieving stabilized rents could be accomplished by
providing leases through a designated not-for-profit or some equivalent entity.

The borough president believes that the effort to encourage the inclusion of retail spaces
for artisans should include floor area incentives. This would include modifying the borough
president’s general position as noted in the section above pertaining to bulk and density.
The borough president recommended capping the floor area of the waterfront parcel to 5
FAR. The borough president believes that all retail space dedicated for artisan
establishments should be exempt from zoning floor area calculations.

In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010, the applicant will explore the feasibility of
including such uses within some portion of the proposed retail space on the waterfront
parcel.
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Grand Ferry Park
The tower with its office in the upper floors would cast shadows in Grand Ferry Park
throughout much of the year. CB1 recommended mitigating shadow impacts by reducing
the height to no more than six-stories. According to the DEIS, reducing the height to 70
feet would substantially minimize the shadow while reducing to 130 feet (essentially the
height where the office use begins, would provide significant enough reductions in the
Spring and Summer.

As the borough president recommended bulk reductions for the waterfront parcel, it is
conceivable that bulk reduction could be achieved while minimizing shadow impacts on the
park. Though the borough president welcomes the provision of office floor space, as it
provides opportunities for firms to bring permanent jobs to the community, he is sensitive
to what Grand Ferry Park has meant to the community as an early point of public waterfront
access.

The borough president believes that the developer should have the flexibility to determine
whether office space, in lieu of market-rate housing, would yield the optimum cross
subsidization to be part of the financing of the affordable housing commitments. For that
reason, he conditional supports the requested special use permit to allow the office use on
the upper floors of the northernmost tower. However, his preference is that the maximum
available bulk be utilized for the market-rate housing with development of the tower with
office in the upper floors being pursued only as a last resort, as part of a preferred strategy
to comply with the overall reduction of bulk. If this would happen, the extent of the
shadow on the park would be minimized.

Parking

CB1 recommends that parking be reduced to a level significantly less than the maximum
allowed under zoning. It recommended providing for car-sharing and waiting for the re-
consideration of the need for the north garage capacity to exceed the maximum zoning
allowed as-of-right, later in the development. The borough president understands that
having available parking might induce car ownership and therefore more automobile trips on
the local streets. However, not providing enough parking in new developments at
reasonable prices might lead to more competition for on-street parking spaces.

Without finding the appropriate balance between car ownership and accommodations for
parking, longtime area residents might experience increased difficulty in finding convenient
on-street parking as new development proceeds. Too often developments contain the
minimum onsite parking standards, despite what might be the reality of car ownership after
these new developments are occupied. Ultimately, long-time residents suffer as the
adequacy of available on-street parking dwindles, making it more difficult for them to
manage owning a car. While garages in new developments are primarily a resource for the
occupying residents, existing residents are not precluded from directly benefitting from this
off-street parking resource.

The question is how to find the appropriate balance. The developers of the New Domino
can learn much from the occupants of the nearby Edge and Northside Piers developments in
terms of car ownership rates. Much can also be learned from the evolving car usage culture
associated with car sharing services such as ZipCar. The Department of City Planning (DCP)
is working to introduce a city wide text change that would propose such car sharing
practices as part of accessory parking facilities. According to presentation documents, DCP
is reporting that approximately 40 households typically utilize each shared car, and on
average, 15 percent of such users relinquished auto ownership.
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Because the New Domino anticipates a multi-year build-out, the borough president believes
that the parking strategy should be revised based on incorporation of ZipCar or other car
sharing/renting operations incorporated into the four proposed garages. Having such
facilities on the site has been reported to reduce dependence of car ownership. In addition
to implementing shared automobile parking accommodations, the nearby waterfront
development should be observed for car ownership rates and impacts on on-street parking.
Finally, utilization of the parking for the project’s initial development should be taking into
consideration in determining how to best address parking capacity in the succeeding
phases.

The requested Special Permit to exceed maximum permitted parking spaces by 266 spaces
is intended for last two-phases (“north” garage: 782 spaces). As there is much that can be
learned before there is a need to proceed with that garage, the borough president believes
it is premature to consider this request at this time. The applicant should voluntarily
withdraw this request and only re-file at a subsequent year if it appears that such capacity
would be an appropriate strategy to mitigate potential quality-of-life concerns based on the
need to accommodate cars.

In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010, the applicant is committed to working
with the Department of City Planning on a plan to allocate parking spaces for shared
parking in the various accessory parking facilities to the maximum extent feasible.

Traffic

The traffic disclosure in the DEIS was based on Kent Avenue’s prior two-way operation.
The Final EIS (FEIS), which would be issued prior to the decision of the City Planning
Commission, provides a basis for future consideration. It will likely recommend mitigation
that is some combination of signal installation and other measures including: standard
traffic engineering measures (such as signal timing adjustments), lane re-striping and
parking prohibition (to create turning lanes at intersections). It is possible that the
community-at-large might not want certain of these measures despite it being in the
neighborhood’s best interest.

In order for the community to weigh in on these recommended mitigation measures, the
borough president believes that it is appropriate for Community Board One (CB1) to take
the lead in formulating a community position. After engaging in a proactive role to review
the non-signalized traffic mitigation measures disclosed in the FEIS, CB1 should then advise
the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the developer, in writing, which measures it
would like to be implemented where feasible in advance of specific phases of construction.

Based on the recommendations provided by CB1 and with prior consultation with DOT, the
developer should fund and analyze targeted traffic studies (including “signal warrant”
studies) prior to each phase of construction. These studies will highlight whether the need
for implementing other than signalized mitigation measures, and for signalized mitigation
measures as disclosed in the FEIS, as warranted.

Mass Transit

The DEIS discloses that the New Domino project would be among many collective
developments in the area that would result in overall population growth due primary to
recent rezonings. It is clear that operational logistics of public bus and train transit need to
be transformed to accommodate such residential growth. The DEIS disclosure has been
rendered obsolete as certain assumptions regarding subway usage will be revised in the
FEIS due to the announcement that the M-train route will be reconfigured as a modification
and replacement of the current V-line. The borough president also believes that
assumptions regarding the usage of bus service to get to the L-train are not realistic. He
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does not believe that passengers would rather transfer from the Q59 to the B62 to take the
L-train at the Bedford Avenue station when it seems much more efficient to stay on the Q59
to the Lorimer Street/Metropolitan Avenue station to head to Manhattan on the L-line and
elsewhere on the G-line. He believes that the FEIS should be modified to reflect this
assumption.

With significant adjustments, primarily by the MTA, the borough president believes it is
feasible to accommodate growth in the area. However, he believes there are actions that
could be taken by the developer.

Need for a Shuttle Bus

In terms of bus service, the borough president believes that the Q59 should be extended
from Williamsburg Plaza to the southwest corner of Marcy Avenue along Broadway. Such a
change would shift ridership to the east end of the station where there is more capacity to
move between the street and the train platform.

Rather than simply providing more buses for the entire Q59 route (need for 11 additional
buses per peak periods with three attributed to the New Domino development), with buses
significantly under capacity east of Lorimer Street, the borough president believes that Q59
service should also be available in the form of a shuttle. With a shorter route, each
additional bus added to the line could be utilized more efficiently and more cost effectively.
The shuttle route could have terminuses at Lorimer or Union streets (Metropolitan Avenue)
and at Marcy Avenue (Broadway). The route could even be extended south to Division
Avenue to be proximate to developments at the Kedem and Domsey sites; Schaefer Landing
and if Rose Plaza is approved for development.

The borough president believes that it may be necessary for the developer to provide initial
operating subsidies for a Q59 shuttle service (or its equivalent) as a means to demonstrate
to MTA the need for such service. In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010, the

applicant is committed to working with the MTA on a Q59 shuttle bus — or an equivalent
shuttle bus program — when demand is sufficient.

New Services

The Williamsburg community has not had express bus service nor a reliable ferry service.
Due to the developments promoted since the 2005 DCP rezoning and subsequent private
rezonings bringing much density along the East River a great distance from subway transit
stations, it is appropriate to seek non-traditional solutions to meet transit demands of this
community. The borough president supports the implementation of reliable ferry service
and introducing express operation along the waterfront. Unfortunately ferry service has not
been sustained though the borough president believes it should be revisited. Should ferry
service begin to demonstrate that it can remain in continuous operation, he believes that
the developers of the New Domino should apply for and install a ferry dock. Its
commitment should be offered at the start of each phase of development. When the
project receives its final Certificate of Occupancy, the commitment should remain with the
various associations (ie. tenant association, homeowner association) of condominiums and
rental housing on the site.

In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010, the applicant will explore the feasibility of
future water taxi service at the site subject to the Economic Development Corporation
including the Domino site within a water taxi route, sufficient demand for the service, and
sufficient subsidies.

The borough president believes that supplementing subway transit with express bus service
provides direct Manhattan access without requiring bus transfers to reach Marcy Avenue
and Lorimer Street stations for subway service. He believes that an express bus could be
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implemented by the MTA through extending the B39 route to Lower or Midtown Manhattan
from its Lower Eastside terminus and along the Brooklyn waterfront as an extension from its
Williamsburg Plaza terminus.

Other Bus Route Improvements

Through the introduction of the subway-linked Q59 shuttle service and a waterfront express
route, it is appropriate for the MTA to coordinate the installation of bus shelters on Kent
and Wythe avenues in proximity to the New Domino.

With all the recent and pending developments, it is reasonable to expect an increase in
ridership similar to what was disclosed in the DEIS. The MTA needs to closely monitor the
ongoing increases and follow through by continuously obtaining additional buses in order to
maintain adequate frequency and capacity. This would need to be done to implement the:
described shuttle for the Q59 route; B39 waterfront express bus route; and, B62 route to or
from Downtown Brooklyn and Long Island City.

Subway Operation

The borough president is not pleased that the MTA was not able to respond in a timely
manner to address the dynamic of the growth that depends on the L line for subway
service. Equipping the tracks with technology to run 33 trains per hour, in lieu of the
current number of 28, was an important step to ultimately have capacity meet demand for
service. Obtaining more trains towards meeting the designed capacity under the newest
technology is a critical next step. The MTA needs to procure enough train cars to run the L
line at the full community-based train control (CBTC) capacity of 33 trains per hour.
Although many of the new subway cars currently being procured by the MTA lack CBTC
technology, these new train cars are capable of being retrofitted with such technology to

run on the L line. It is imperative that the MTA direct its efforts to this end to raise
operational capacity.

With the recent announcement that M-line service through Williamsburg will take over
Manhattan V-line service, there may be operational benefits for the J/M/Z line from not
having so many riders transfer at Essex Street. However, it may be too soon to understand
how it may improve operation potential for these lines. Nevertheless, the MTA should
monitor the change to determine if additional modifications would enhance service.

With regard to all of the above items that are under the jurisdiction of the MTA, in a letter
dated April 2, 2010, the borough president wrote to MTA Chairman Jay Walder seeking
concurrence of the agency’s interest towards implementing such recommendations in a
timely manner.

Employment

The developer has publicly stated a commitment for a job training initiative and to make
efforts to identify local sources for labor and materials during construction. The borough
president believes that the framework for the commitment of skilled jobs for 500 persons
should be provided in writing prior to the City Council hearing. In addition, the developer
should write to locally-based organizations such as EVIDCO as a means to provide outreach
to area businesses to serve as material suppliers and subcontractors.

In a letter from the applicant dated April 8, 2010, the applicant is committed top cover a
substantial portion of the cost of a job training program and has a signed memo of
agreement in this regard with a New York City Council-recognized citywide job training
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organization to train 500 local residents and commits to seeking out local suppliers when
sourcing building materials for the construction of each of the proposed buildings.

Domino Sign

The future of the Domino sign has been set forth by the determination of LPC. It will be
incorporated at a prominent location as part of the Refinery Building. The borough
president believes that the sign’s future placement would be of great marketing benefit for
Tate & Lyle PLC, owner of Domino Sugar. He believes that the company should participate
in the financing and subsequent maintenance of the repositioned sign.

Recommendation

Be it resolved that the Brooklyn Borough President, pursuant to section 197-c of the New
York City Charter, recommends that the City Planning Commission and the City Council
approve of the Zoning Text Amendment, conditionally approve the Zoning Map
Amendment, and Special Bulk and Use Permit applications and disapprove the Special
Permit for Parking based on the following:

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
1. That the following conditions are codified regarding affordable housing:

a. A legal instrument bind development to the filing of an Inclusionary Housing
Plan (1HP), and provide the remaining percentage of floor area devoted to
achieving a development that consists of not less than 30 percent of the
units being permanently affordable.

b. Approximately 100 units of affordable housing for the elderly be guaranteed,
preferably as part of the initial phase of development.

c. Affordability tiers be expanded to include up to 40 percent and 50 percent
Area Median Income (AMI) in addition to the 30 percent and 60 percent.

d. The affordable homeownership units have the following tiers/bands of
household incomes: 100 — 110 percent AMI; 110 — 120 percent AMI; and 120
— 130 percent AMI.

e. Re-sale price restrictions of the homeownership units be indexed to
standards as defined by the City’s IHP or the Center for Housing Policy.

f. The community preference for at least 50 percent of the affordable housing
units includes those displaced from Community District One subsequent to
the adoption date of the 2005 Williamsburg Greenpoint rezoning.

SUPERMARKET
2. That a legal instrument binds the development or leasing of a supermarket on the
upland parcel to no less than 20,000 square feet (sf).

RETAIL

3. Size of an establishment be limited to 5,000 sf, except for waterfront-facing eating and
drinking establishments.

4. That the Restrictive Declaration is modified as follows:
a. Limit the floor area ratio (FAR) to 5.0 FAR on waterfront parcel (per R7-3
regulations), with the exception of: the community facility use within the
Refinery Building as long as it is not occupied by ambulatory diagnostic or
treatment healthcare facilities operated by private or for-profit facilities;
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and, Kent Avenue store front retail space being used for artisan production
and sales — such as jewelry and/art metal craft manufacturing; custom
clothing/accessories manufacturing; ceramic/glass products, art needlework,
hand weaving or tapestries, studios for art — including gallery/framing,
music, dancing or theatrical space; and,

b. Limit FAR to 3.6 on upland parcel (per R6A regulations), with the exception
that floor area be exempt from FAR limitation as follows: building occupied
exclusively by a nonprofit residence for the elderly (permit 3.9 FAR); and,
retail use limited to supermarkets consistent with the City’'s FRESH food
initiative up to 30,000 square feet.

5. That not less than 90,000 square feet of the community facility space proposed
within the Refinery Building be designated for use as a school and that no less than
20,000 square feet of the retail space be designated as a supermarket within the
development.

SPECIAL PERMIT BULK
6. That the General Large Scale Plan waivers pertaining to the upland parcel shall be
modified as follows:

a. Tower floor plate shall not be exempt from the zoning limit of 7,000 square
feet.

b. Base height and setback requirements shall be consistent with R7A zoning
requirements, provided a supermarket is provided or else consistent with
R6A standards.

c. Rear yard requirement shall continuously provide no less than 60 feet
between the residential occupied portions of building(s).

d. Redistributed floor area from waterfront parcel to upland parcel shall not
result in more than 3.6 FAR with the exception being as follows: if a
building is occupied exclusively by a non-profit residence for the elderly,
then permit 3.9 FAR for that structure; and, retail use limited to

e. supermarkets consistent with the City’'s FRESH food initiative shall be exempt
up to 30,000 square feet of floor area.

SPECIAL PERMIT USE
7. That the tower with office space on the upper floors be pursued only as a last
resort (in lieu of market-rate housing development elsewhere on the waterfront
parcel), thus providing an opportunity to limit height to 130 feet (would reduce
shadow in Grand Ferry Park in the Spring and Summer) or to 70 feet (substantially
reducing shadow) as part of a preferred strategy to comply with the overall
reduction of bulk.

8. That the Special Permit (for the last two-phases’ “north” garage: 782 spaces) to
exceed maximum permitted parking spaces by 266 spaces be voluntarily withdrawn
or else denied now.

Be it further resolved that:




Page 14
AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMMITMENT
1. The developer should apply annually for the borough president’s Brooklyn Housing
Development Fund.

2. The city council members from the 33" and 34" districts and the assembly
members and state senators and the city administration should encourage the
developer to call on them for funding allocations.

SCHoOLS
3. The Department of Education (DOE)/School Construction Authority initiate the lease
during 2010 for the 738-seat PS/IS as indicated as funded in DOE’s 2010-2014
Five-Year Capital Plan at a site in Community School District 14 as a leased facility
expected to be completed by 2013.

4. The Department of Education/School Construction Authority would commit to
acquisition of a sufficient area of designated community facility space within the
Refinery Building and proceed with design for a pre-K/elementary school not later
than one year prior to the estimated December 2013 Refinery Building construction
start date, with the understanding that the one-story, ground-level addition along
East River would serve as a roof-top, 27-foot wide terrace for school open space.

DAY CARE
5. That the developer coordinates in writing with the Agency for Children Services
before commencing each phase of development to solicit the agency’s interest in
securing space for publicly funded day care.

ARTISAN WORK/SALES
6. That the developer seeks to provide a percentage of Kent Avenue store fronts to be
used for artisan spaces for both sales and production of items on premises and/or
teaching/performing.

7. That should such space be provided, leases should be through a designated not-
for-profit or some equivalent entity, as a means to facilitate stabilized rents.

VEHICULAR TRAFFIC
8. That Community Board One (CB1) review the other than signalized traffic mitigation
measures (includes standard traffic engineering measures, such as signal timing
adjustments, lane re-striping and parking prohibition) disclosed in the Final EIS
(FEIS) and advise the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the developer in
writing which ones it would like to be implemented where feasible in advance of
construction.

9. That the developer fund and analyze (in accordance with prior consultation of DOT)
a targeted traffic study (including “signal warrant” studies) prior to each phase of
construction based on the recommendations provided by CB1 for implementing
mitigation measures as disclosed in the FEIS in ongoing consultation with CBL1.

MASS TRANSIT
10. That the developer should provide in writing a commitment to:

a. Provide operating initial subsidies for Q59 shuttle service (or its equivalent)
if necessary to demonstrate to MTA the need for such service.
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b. Apply for a ferry dock and install such dock in the event the ferry service is
in continuous operation, with such commitment being reviewed at the start
of each phase of development.

MTA
11. The MTA should:

a. Institute a frequent bus (shuttle) service segment of the Q59 to serve the
New Domino development (or extended further south to Division Avenue to
include Kedem, Schaefer Landing, Domsey and Rose Plaza) to both Marcy
Avenue (J/M/Z) and Lorimer Street/Metropolitan Avenue (L/G) stations.

b. Extend the last stop of Q59 (at Williamsburg Plaza) to southwest corner of
Broadway at Marcy Street.

c. Erect bus shelters on Kent and Wythe avenues in proximity to the New
Domino.

d. Introduce express bus (could be a waterfront extension of the B39 route)
and/or ferry service (with the developer providing a ferry dock).

e. Obtain additional buses for maintaining adequate frequency and capacity as
follows: to implement the described shuttle for the Q59 route; B39
waterfront express bus route; and, B62 to or from Downtown Brooklyn and
Long Island City.

f. Continue to obtain additional cars to increase the number of trains along the
L line from 28 to its designed operating capacity of 33 trains per peak hour
service.

g. Monitor service after implementing the rerouting of the Williamsburg M route
over the Manhattan V route to determine whether additional modifications
are warranted.

UNEMPLOYMENT
12.That the developer provide in writing to the City Council its funding commitment to
fully train for skilled jobs for 500 persons.

13.That the developer provides written contact with EVIDCO as a means to provide
outreach to area business which could serve as material suppliers and
subcontractors.

DOMINO SIGN
14.That Tate & Lyle PLC, owner of Domino Sugar, should participate in the financing
and subsequent maintenance of the repositioned sign.
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BY HAND

Honorable Marty Markowitz
President of the Borough of Brookiyn
Borough Hall

209 Joralemon Street

Brooklyn, NY 11210

Re: The New Domino
Uniform Land Use Review ("ULURP™) Nos. 100185 ZMK, 100186 ZRK, 100187
ZSK, 100188 ZSK., 100189 ZSK. 100190 ZAK, 100191 ZCK, 100192 ZCK

Dcar Borough President Markowitz:

We represent The Refinery LLC (“the Applicant”} regarding the referenced
ULURP Applications which concem a proposed Zoning Map Amendment, Zoning Text
Amendment, Special Pennits, Authorizations and Certifications to enable the development of an
approximately 2.8 million squarc foot mixcd-use project on the Williamsburg waterfront
between Grand and South 5th Streets (Block 2412, Lot 1) and on an upland parcel on the East
side of Kent Avenue between South 3rd and South 4th Streets (Block 2428, Lot 1} (“‘the
Project™). 1f approved as described in the ULURP Applications, the Projcct would contain a
mixture of residential, rctail/commercial and community facility uses and approximatcly 4 acres
of accessible public open space, with programmed public amenitics, playgrounds and a nearly
onc-acre great lawn. It would also include the adaptive re-use of the New York City
Landmarked Refinery complex (“the Refinery”). The Applicant hereby affirms again its
commitment to provide 660 units of affordable housing - 30% of the total - providing, once
again, that the Project is approved as shown in the ULURP Applications. It is important to note
that the density proposed in the ULURP Apphcations is required to provide the Applicant’s
commitied level of affordable housing - and to serve the income levels described - while at the
samc time including all of the amenities and the Refinery prescrvation program,

The Zoning Map Amendment would rezone the property from M3-1 to R8 with a
(C2-4 commercial overlay for a portion of the waterfront zoning lot; from M3-1 to C6-2 for the
Refinery and a postion of the waterfront zoning lot; and from M3-1 to R6 with a C2-4 overlay for
the upland parcel. The Special Permits would modify the requirements of ZR Section 62-341,
concerning height and setback; ZR Sections 23-852 and 23-863, concerming inner ¢ourts; ZR
Scctions 23-533 and 62-332, concemning rear yards; ZR Section 23-71], concerning distance
between buildings; ZR Section 32-42, concerning location of uses; and ZR Scction 36-12,
concerning maximum number of parking spaces. The authorizations would modify the
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requirements of ZR Sections 62-50 and 62-60, which concern requirements for the waterfront
public access areas.

The project will include the filing of a Restrictive Declaration, which will
mandate compliance with the approved plans and place additional design restrictions on the
Project.

On March 11, we attended your public hearing regarding the Project. We greatly
appreciate the opportunity to address several comments which were raiscd at the hearing. Below
please tind the Applicant’s responses to these comments:

Affordable Housing

Subject to the approval of the Project by the City Planning Commission and the City Council as
shown in the ULURP Applications, the Applicant will utilize the Inclusionary Housing bonus as
provided in the New York City Zoning Resolution (“ZR”), which mandates that 20% of the
development’s residential floor area be affordabie housing. The Applicant is committed to
following all of the requirements of the Inciusionary Housing bonus, including the requirement
that thc housing provided under the program be permanently affordable. The Applicant’s
commitment to the Inclusionary Housing bonus will be provided for in a legal instrument that the
Applicant determines is appropriate, prior to the final approval of the Project.

Assuming the Project is approved as proposed in the ULURP Applications, the Applicant is
further committed to maximizing the amount of affordable housing units by providing 30% of
the Project’s overall units as penmanently atfordable and will work with the City to memorialize
this commitment in a legal instrument.

The Applicant is further committed to provide a 50% local preference in the lottery program
pursuant to the Inclusionary Housing bonus and will inctude in the local preference families that
have been recently displaced from Community Board One, subject to review and approval by
HPD.

Senior Housing

The Applicant has previously committed to include senior housing units within the overall
Project, and will explore the feasibility of including senior housing units within the earliest
possihle phase of the Project.

Increase in Tiers of Affordable Housing

In addition to the affordable housing commitments discussed above, the Applicant will explore
the {easibility of increasing the number of tiers of affordability for the affordable housing units.
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Affordable Homeownership

The Apphcant will explore subsidy programs and examine the financial feasibility of making the
proposed affordable homeownership units permanently affordable and agrees to further
mvestigate mechanisms to facilitate this concept.

Supermarket

The Applicant is committed to seeking a supermarket for the entire retail space shown in the
ULURP Applications for the upland parcel.

Artisan Retail Users

The Applicant will explore the feasibility of including custom and crafts-related manufacturing
uses and art-related uses, such as jewelry-making, ceramics, galleries or dance studios, as
permitied by the Zoning Resolution, within some portion of the proposed retail space on the
waterfront parcel.

Parking

The Applicant is committed to working with DCP on a plan to allocatc parking spaces for shared
parking in the Project’s various accessory parking facilities to the maximum extent feasible.

Job Training

The Applicant is committed to cover a substantial portion of the cost of a job training program
and has a signed memo of agreement in this regard with a New York City Council-recognized
citywide job training organization to train 500 local residents.

I.ocal Construction Suppliers

The Applicant commits to seek out local suppliers when sourcing building materials for the
construction of each of the proposed buildings.

School Construction Authority

Asg discussed at the March 11 hearing, the School Construction Authority (“SCA”) docs not at
this time see a need for an additional school within the Project. However, the Applicant is
prepared to include a school within the Refinery should the SCA determine that the need exists.
In a letter provided to the SCA dated January 13, 2010, the Applicant expressed its commitment
to provide for a school within the Refinery, should the need arise, and to work with the SCA to
assess the need for a school as cach phase of Project {as shown in the phasing plan included in
the ULURP application} proceeds.
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Water Taxi

The Applicant will explore the feasibility of future water taxi service at the Site, subject to the
Economic Decvclopment Corporation including the Domino site within a water taxi route,
sufficient demand for the service, and sufficient subsidies.

Bus Relocation

With the MTA, the Applicant will explore the feasibility of relocating the termination point of
the Q59 bus to the Marcy Avenue subway station.

Future Shuitle Bus

The Applicant is committed to working with the MTA on a Q59 shuttle bus - or an equivalent
shuitle bus program - for the Project, when the demand is sufficient.

Day Care

The Applicant will work with the Department of Children’s Services to determine their interest
in space for a publicly funded day care center, If the interest exists, the Applicant will explore
the feasibility of providing such a center within the Project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submuitted,

Mitchell A. Korbey (/
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Testimony before the New York City Department of City Planning
The New Domino Development
April 28, 2010

Good afternoon / moming.

My name is Diana Reyna and I am the New York City Council Member representing the 34"
district of Williamsburg and Bushwick, Brooklyn and Ridgewood, Queens.

[ want to thank Chair Amanda Burden and the members of the City Planning Commission for
holding this important hearing regarding the Domino Sugar Development site.

[ wish to acknowledge that the Community Preservation Corporation (CPC) throughout the New
Domino project has maintained a transparent and inclusive process. From affordability to open
space and jobs, CPC has continued to fight to fairly reach all of the community demands.

Still, I want to recognize that the area wide redevelopment in Greenpoint and Williamsburg is
displacing sections of the lower-income communities in the Williamsburg portion of my district
— which is currently experiencing displacement at an all time high. In response to our efforts, the
Community Preservation Corporation has created safety nets that will offset this shift by offering
a 30% affordable rate of the new proposed units. This New Domino development has the
potential to make great strides in affordable housing for residents of Community Board 1.

The New Domino Development has a unique affordability model which is to be commended.
They have included senior housing, affordable rentals as well as home ownership with an
unprecedented number of apartments at 30%AMI. CPC has comnmitted to a level of affordability
that truly serves a community in dire need of actual affordability. Compared to other projects on
the waterfront that offer units to residents earning $37,000 per year, New Domino will offer 100
units to residents making roughly $23.000 a year. Aside from the home ownership portion all
affordable units will be offered below 80% AMI. As a result, our seniors, our children returning
from college and our new families will have an opportunity to continue to call Williamsburg
their home.



Additionally, one of the greatest missteps in New York City community planning is affecting the
well being, health and environment of our Williamsburg/Greenpoint community, which is the
overall lack of parks and playgrounds. It is no coincidence that our community ranks tops in
obesity and asthma rates, as a result of this oversight. The Community Preservation Corporation
has committed to 4 acres of waterfront public access open space. Their commitment to open
space 1s more than double required elsewhere.

In addition to their aforementioned commitments, the Community Preservation Corporation
recognizes that in these tough economic times it is essential to create sustainable jobs and careers
for our community. CPC has committed to create 1,000 permanent jobs as well as train 500
neighborhood residents to undertake these opportunities. Also, this project will occur throughout
many phases and years offering consistency during construction. For more permanent
occupations for neighborhood residents, [ do recommend that New York City recognizes the
need to place hotels in Community Board 1.

Currently, we are plagued by illegal conversions and hostels that are unsafe and potentiality
hazardous. There is a high demand for temporary living space and hotels in North Brooklyn. The
Williamsburg / Greenpoint rezoning, influx of residents and proximity has made North Brooklyn
a tourist friendly destination. Our soon to be completed public access to green space, our
landmarks such as the Domino Sugar Plant, the Southside and Greenpoint’s rich history and
culture are all attractions and potential revenue generators for the local business and the overall
community.

On a final note, visionary planning starts with a dialogue. As mentioned previously, the
Community Preservation Corporation throughout the Domino project has maintained a
transparent and inclusive process — the developers have been collaborating with community
leaders, and residents. As the Council Member for the 34" District, I believe that we have come
to an equitable compromise benefiting all parties involved and I strongly support the New
Domino Project. Thank you.

R#EH
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BREAKING! Hostel takeover in Williamsburg!
The city kicks out two allegedly illegal hotels inside a normal residential building.

By Aaron Short
Wednesday, March 31, 2010 9:10 PM EDT

Talk about a hostel living environment!

City officials raided and cleared a six-story Williamsburg building that contained two
allegedly illegal hostels and dozens of residential tenants last Friday afternoon after an
inspector found that the commercial building was not zoned for residential use.

Twenty hostel guests, mostly in their 20s and early 30s, and other residents were told to
gather their things and leave the building by this evening. The Red Cross arrived at the scene
shortly after 2 pm to provide emergency services including temporary housing for those with
nowhere else to go.

“We were told we had a few hours to get out,” said Adriana Lee, an employee at Loftstel,
one of the two hostels in the building. “Some people have been living here a couple of
years.”

Two hostels, Loftstel and Zip112 Hostel, separately managed 12 apartments total, which
could house up to 16 people each with a capacity of 192 people. Tenants, many of them
international students and interns at local hospitals and the United Nations, paid upwards of
$1,100 per month to live in the communal setting.
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According to city officials, in addition to not having the proper permits, the building did not
have a fire escape, sprinkler system or a secondary exit in case an emergency arises.

The owner of the building, Soonbin Kim, did not return calls for comment.

While the residents of Loftstel were evicted, guests at Zipl 12 were allowed to return to thetr
rooms.

According to Zipl12 President Young Yang, the city inspector was prepared to close the
business, but after checking out the unit and noticing the second exit, the inspector permitted
the company and its 10 tenants to stay.

Yang insisted that ZIP112 is a legally registered company and said that the building’s owner
has been working with the city to work out any problems or violations.

“I don’t know what is going to happen next week,” said Yang. “If they are closing the whole
building, eventually I may have to move out.”

Most of the building’s tenants were not guests at either hostel. City inspectors told residents
that it could take more than a year to resolve vacate orders and bring the building up to code.
For now, these tenants are couch-surfing until they can find another place to live.

“We are not Just backpackers who can go home,” said one tenant who refused to give her
name. “That was our home. We live there. Those were our apartments.”

The building is just one that contained what city officials estimate are dozens of hostels
operating out of illegally converted warehouses, commercial buildings, and residential lofts.
In some cases, the owner has launched the hostel, and in others, a tenant has sought to earn
extra cash by converting his apartment into a mini-dormitory.

The proliferation of hostels and illegal hotels has so concerned residents and community
leaders in Brooklyn that state legislators are proposing four bills that would make it illegal to
rent residential buildings on a nightly basis.

Community leaders, including Community Board 1 member Ward Dennis, said that the
vacate order was not surprising, given the proliferation of hostels and illegal building
conversions in the neighborhood. He expects even more evacuations in the near future.

*Apartments are not built to the same code as transient hotels,” said Dennis “Putting 192
transient residents into a non-fireproof building designed for 20 or 30 residents is a recipe for
disaster.”

Perhaps, but some locals were sympathetic to the evicted residents.
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“It’s horrible!™ said Ralph De La Rosa of Go Yoga, which occupies a first-floor business
space. “The city should be doing something else instead of vacating them in this way.”

Assemblyman Joe Lentol (D-Williamsburg) agreed and blamed the building’s owner for not
having the proper zoning and safety requirements for his business.

“This type of situation, where people are being kicked out on the street, should not be
allowed to occur in the first place,” said Lentol. “It’s simply unacceptable. [ never want to
see people on the street in my district.”

While some tenants will be relocated. an apoplectic Adriana Lee is moving back in with her
dad.

“I can’t really process this right now,” said Lee. “We’re shoving everything into our Honda
Accord.”

Friday’s eviction comes at a crucial moment in the underground hostel scene. Earlier in the
week, someone got wind of another clandestine hotel, this one in the old Glove Factory on
Graham Avenue in Williamsburg. A Craigslist posting seeking “housekeepers™ was quickly
removed from the online classified Web site, apparently after someone figured out that the
hostel might, in fact, be illegal.
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No more room at this inn now

By RICH CALDER

Last Updated: 6:09 AM, March 27, 2010
Posted: 1:43 AM, March 27, 2010

http://www.nypost.com/p/news/local/brooklvivne more rgom at this inn now SbOCPef()
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An overpopulated, illegal hostel in Williamsburg that served as a frat house for hipsters and
out-of-towners was shut down yesterday by city buildings inspectors, leaving dozens on the
street.

Owners of the Lofistel at 112 N. 6th St. have been squeezing as many as 16 people into each
of the building's 12 apartments, Assemblyman Joe Lentol said. The building is zoned for
commercial use and lacks fire escapes and sprinkler systems.

The hostel's owners, who were unavailable for comment, were charging $1,000 a month per

bed for students and $1,100 for nonstudents, according to the Loftstel Web site.

#H##
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TIAD VICE-LRARPERSK From: Ward Dennis, Land Use Committee

PN SECRETARY Date: 8March 2010

JERAEL ROIARID Re:  Domine rezoning: Applications # C 100185 ZMK, # C 100187 ZSK and # C 100188 Z5K

FREGOROI secreTARy A meeting of the Land Use Committee was tield on 23 February 2010,
PHILIP A. CAFGNEGRO . .
MEMER-AT.LARGE

Committee members present: Ward Dennis (Chair), Gina Barros, Sotornon Bondo,
Avrom Katz, Jose Leon, Heather Roslund, Del Teague, Yehuda Turner, Simon Weiser
Committee members absent: Sophie Chalirowski, Monsignor Calise, Michael
Chirichella, israel Framovitz, Jaye Fox, Rabbi David Niederman, David Weinstock
Board Members present: Chris Qlechowski (Chair).

Introduction

The proposed Demine rezoning will convert six biocks of manufacturing-2oned land in Southside
Williamsburg to a mixed-use residential, retail and-comrmunity facility use. The applicant for the
proposed rezoning is Refinery, LLC, a for-profit joint verrture betwesn Community Preservation
Corporation Resources (CPCR) and private partners. In addition to an application to rezone the six
blacks af the farmer Domino Sugar site, the applicant is propesing a number of special permits and
autharizations to'allow it modify the bulk regulations and parking regulations as they apply under the
waterfront zoning, and to transfer floor area within the project site,

As proposed by the applicai, the rezoning would altow for a total of 2.8 million square feet of mew
development. 2.4 million square feet would be for new residential development; the project also
includes 127,000 square feet of new retail space, 109,000 square feet of new commercial affice space
and 140,000 square feet of new community facility space. The residential portian of the project would
allow for as many as 2,400 new residential units, of which 660 would be for affgrdable housing.

Committee discussion

The Domino rezoning Includes many potential benefits for the community, notably a significant
affardable housing component, a true mixed-use development incorporating commercial office and
cammunity facility uses alongside retail and residential uses, 2 Rrst-class architectural designand a
first<class landscape design, and a significant commitment to job training for neighborhood residents.
The affordabie housing component of the project is particularly compelling, in that it promises 660
units of housing afordable at a wide range of income levels, The atiordable housing also includes a
middle-income home-ownership component and a senior-housing component.

_However, the Committee felt that these benefits are offset by a series of adverse fmpacts that
-undermine the applicant’s goals and uitimately render the project nat acceptabte in its current form.

Most of these issues can be traced back to the density proposed by the applicant. Although the
applicant is following the model of the 2005 Greenpoint/Willismsburg waterfront rezoning in some
areas, this is not the case for the density. The floor area {density) proposed under the Domino rezoning
would exceed the 2005 G/W zoning by 24%. The Committee felt very strongly that this increase in
density will have significant adverse impacts an the entire Willia msburg/Greenpoint community.
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The committees concerns can be summarized as follows:

Density and population:
. 2.8 million square feet of new development is 24% higher (roughly 500,000 gsf jarger) than
in comparable waterfront zoning actions in CB1
. Approximately 6,100 to 6,700 new residents in 2,200 to 2,400 units
. A 25%to 27% population increase for the area within half a mile of the project site
{Division Avenue to Narth 10th Street)

Transit and Pedestrian:
. Additional 2,500 riders per day on the L and J/M/Z lines during the morning and evening
rush hours
. A’significant adverse pedestrian impact” (overcrowding) at the Bedford and North 7th
Street intersection
.+ Mitigation includes closing one entrance at the Marcy Avenue JIM/Z station
. Adds as many as 36 new buses daily to the B62, B39 and Q59 bus routes

Traffic and Parking:
« Asmany 1,700 parking spaces
. Significant traffic impacts at as many 20 intersections between Division Avenue and North
10th Street

Open Space:
. Reduction in per capita open space by 6%
- Significant "adverse shadow impacts”on Grand Ferry Park, resulting in 4 to 6 hours of
additional shadows on the park year round

Shadows: _
. The 14 to 15 story tower on Site C would would cast shadows on neighboring row houses
- along Wythe Avenue and on new residential construction on South 3rd Street

In addition to these adverse impacts on the Williamsburg/Greenpoint community, the Land Use
Committee also had concerns about the level of information provided by the applicant. in order to
provide cross-subsidization of affordable units and make the project work financially, the applicant
claims that the large increase in density, and the adverse impacts that come with it, are necessary and
unavoidable. The Community Board has, on numerous occasions, asked the applicant for details on its
financing in order to understand how all these various pieces work together. The applicant has not
shared any of this information, stating that the current mix of 2.8 million square feet is the only way to
make the project work financially. (Other Community Boards require this information as a matter of
course for all zoning actions.} '

The applicant points to the significant costs associated with the project, inciuding affordable housing,
rebuilding of the wharf, preservation of the refinery and other factors. The applicant is in effect making
a hardship argument (although some of these are costs that are associated with every waterfront
project in Community Board #1). In the judgement of the Committee, the applicant has not
demonstrated a unigue hardship that would justify such a massive deviation from prior rezonings.

Recommendation
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Based on these concerns, the Land Use Committee voted 5-3 to disapprove with modifications.
Specifically, the Committee recommends that the Board ask the applicant to develop a lesser-build
project that adheres to the 2005 Greenpoint/Williamsburg waterfront rezoning and addresses the
affordable housing and open space needs of the community. The committee supports the pfoposgd

special permits, including the height and bulk modifications necessary to achieve the form of the wos

zoning. The Committee does not support the applicant’s proposed special permit to waive the
maximum number of parking spaces (with no prejudice against the applicant pursuing such a permit
at a later date, should it deem that necessary).

This recommendation represents a significant commitment on the part of CB1 to height and density,
in that it endorses building heights of up to 40 stories and over two mitlion square feet of total
development. Except in very specific locations, the Committee's recommendation endorses the height,
massing and design of the overall project.

These recommendations are consistent with past board actions on similar rezonings. These
recommendations are also consistent with past zonings enacted by the City, inciuding the 2005
Greenpoint/Wiliiamsburg Waterfront Rezoning, the rezoning of the Kedermn Winery, Schaefer’s Landing
and Rose Plaza site, and the recent Greenpoint/Williamsburg contextual rezonings, The Committee’s
resolution recognizes that significant concessions need to be made to achieve the benefits of project,
but finds that as a matter of fairness and equity, those concessions should not exceed the very
substantial density that was enacted in prior waterfront rezonings.

Modifications

The proposed modifications seek to retain the positive aspects of the project - substantial affordabte
housing, 4 acres of open space, mixed-use development and compelling architectural and landscape
design - while providing meaningful mitigation of the many adverse impacts imposed by the project.
it should be emphasized that the proposed maodifications will still result in a very large project with a
significant number of new residents and many still-unmitigated impacts. it was the sense of the
committee that these density levels were the maximum sustainable.

The proposed modifications are as follows:

1. Reduce the overall density of the project to be in line with the 2005 Greenpoint/Williamsburg
Waterfront Rezoning and %o be neutral {or closer to neutral) in terms of the overall impact on the
community open-space ratio. This translates to a 4.7 FAR on the waterfront parcels and a 3.6 FAR on
the upland site, with an across the board (residential, retail, commercial) reduction in density. The
affordable housing should be 33% of the residential floor area. With the exception of the parking
waiver, all of the special permits and waivers requested are acceptable.

2.The upland site should be limited to the height restrictions of an R6A envelope (six-story street wall,
one additional story set back}, with the exception of the “tower” element. However, the tower should
be at the Kent Avenue street wall and should not exceed the height of street wall across Kent Avenue
{generally 9 to 10 stories).

*3, The tower portion of the upland site should be located at the Kent Avenue street wall and should
not exceed the height of street wall across Kent Avenue (generally 9to 10 stories).
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4, The shadow impacts on Grand Ferry Park shoutd be mitigated by reducing the height of the towers
at the north end of the site and lowering the street-wall height on Grand Street to no more than six
stories. Commercial office space and community facility space could be reallocated to some ground-
fleor retail spaces on the upland connectors.

5. The applicant should commit to fund a transportation study covering the entire Community Board 1
area. Such a study would be conducted by a private transportation planning consultant in conjunction
with a dedicated community liaison/advisor, The consultant and the community liaison are to be
setected by the applicant, subject to the approval of CB1.

*6. Parking should be reduced to a level significantly less than the maximum allowed under zoning
(the applicant is free to apply for waivers later in the development process, if necessary). The parking
should include provisions for ride sharing and for alternative-energy vehicles. The project should
exceed the minimum zoning standards for tenant bike parking, in particular for the retail and
commercial components.

*7. With the exception of the supermarket on the upland site, the retail portion should be fimited to a
“neighborhood scale”, generally 3,000 to 5,000 square feet.

8. It is imperative that there be solid guarantees for all components of the final project {either in
zoning/special permit language or in deed restrictions). These guarantees shoutd cover the following:

* Percentage of residential square footage as affordable (*)

+ Permanent affordability {*)

* Unit distribution (within broad ranges)

« A cap on the total number of residential units allowed

+ Total square footage of open space ()

* Additional upland connector (%)

« Consuitation with CB1 on any design madifications (*}

+ Consultation with CB1 on ongoing transportation analysis {for FEIS)

« District-wide transportation study

= Developer contribution to the Greenpoint/Williamsburg tenant anti-harassment
fund (*

+ Job training initiative (*}

* Local sourcing for materials, labor ()

» LEED certification (*)

+ Lirnit on size of retail units (*)

[NOTE: ltems marked (*} have been agreed to in full or part by the
applicant.]

tn addition to these modifications and commitments on the pairt of the applicant, the Cormmittee
believes that no rezoning on this site can be viable without a meaningful commitment of resources on
the part of the City and the MTA. The City/MTA commitments should include: .«

1. Meaningful participation in a privately-funded transportation study, with a commitment to act on
the study’s recommendations within an agreed-upon time frame.

2. The expansion of the tenant anti-harassment zone to cover the entire Southside north of Broadway
and east to the BQE.




Land Usq Committee

Pagas of 5
Monday, March 8, 200

Applicant’s Proposed Modifications

in response to the Committee’s requested modifications, the applicant has agreed in principle to make
the following changes to the project (updated to reflect ongoing discussions and clarifications}:

1

o

10.

11.

12

13

i4.

Upland Site, We would be willing to shift the taller segments from the eastern portion of the site
to the Kent Avenue street wall subject to approval by the Department of City Planning.

Parking. We would be amenable to dropping the Special Permit parking waiver request for
additional spaces beyond that permitted under zoning. We would monitor the demand for
parking as the development moves forward. Shoutd the demand for parking in the future
necessitate the provision of additional parking requiring discretionary approvat, we would return
to the Community Board.

Car Sharing. We are amenable to allocating spaces for car-sharing options,

Retail. With the exception of the retail on the upland site {Site E}, we are amenable to fimiting

' retail on the site to neighborhood retail,

Affordability. We will provide that the affordable units be permanently affordable, consistent with
the Inclusionary Housing requirements in the Zoning Resolution.

Unit Distribution. {We can provide] a range for unit distributions so that there remains flexibility to
respond to the market while providing the community with reassurance regarding unit sizes.
Open Space. In our Restrictive Declaration we are required to provide the square footage as
outlined in the ULURP Application and Waterfront Open Space Drawings; we will maintain this
commitment, assuming our applications are approved as submitted.

Upland Connector: We commit to the upland connectors as delineated on the ULURP Application
and Drawings, including the additional connector at 5. 3rd Street; this will be reflected in the
Restrictive Declaration. _

Design Modifications. We will agree to meet with and consult with the Community Board's ULURP
Committee on any modifications that the City Planning Commission Chair determines 1o be
significant {major} changes to our design and site plan.

Transportation Issues. We are evaluating the effects of our project's demand on the transportation
network as part of the CEQR impact analysis. As part of the environmental review, we are
embarking on comprehensive data collection and analysis for a very large study area
{encompassing 55 traffic intersections; as well as evaluations of the nearest bus routes and transit
stations serving the site. These are not insubstantial undertakings. There also wilt be identification
of measures that would mitigate and/or offset impacts caused by the Domino project. All this data
would provide a wealth of information that would serve as a great foundation in a community
study. As members of CB1 have acknowledged, the community's transportation issues are larger
than those resulting from the Domino Project, and while we would gladly play a role in the
community’s transportation study and help tobby for neighborhood transportation
improvements, we cannot commit to shoulder the full burden of an as-yet undefined study. We
welcome a continuing dialogue on how we can participate as the community’s goals and scope
are for this study become more defined.

Tenant Anti-Harassment Fund, Working with the community, we agree to discuss the expansion of
the Fund with the City.

Job Training. We commit to the job training initiative previously outlined at the Community Board
public hearing.

Local Sourcing. We will do our best to identify local sources for materials and labor during
construction. '

LEED. We commit to seek LEED Certification or equivalent.
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ALA New York Chapter

Tre Founchng Chapter of The Ameniaut Institste of Architaoty

28 April 2010

Amanda Burden

Chair

City Planning Commission
27 Reade Streel

New York, New York 10007

Dear Chair Burden:

On behalf of the AIA New York Chapter and its nearly 5,000 architect and affiliate
members based in Manhattan, it is my pleasure to testify in support of the current
applications. We urge the City Planning Commission to allow the redevelopment of the
former Domino Sugar site along the Williamsburg waterfront and the reuse of the
landmarked Refinery Complex. We have discussed this matter with our colleagues at
AlA Brooklyn, and visited the site with them recently.

There are four compelling reasons to suppert Rafael Vifoly Architects and the project
team in their efforts to reclaim this vacant waterfront site that has been closed to the
community for more than 100 years.

* The Domino Refinery is an icon of the Brooklyn waterfront, and the proposal
respects the scale and industrial strength of the existing refinery building.

+  For the first time in 100 years the street grid and sightlines to the waterfront will be
restored and access to the waterfront will be open to the public,

* The addition of over four acres of new public. landscaped parks and an esplanade
stretching five blocks on the waterfront.

» Affordable housing is urgently needed, and this project will provide 660 affordable
apartments with a large number of them targeted to familics of four making less than
323,040 a year.

The AIA New York Chapter agrees with the proponents of the project that the
development will allow for a significant amount of affordable housing, with the
percentage of such inclusionary dwelling units set at 30%.

We note that the new buildings are designed to allow the massing to match the scale of
the relatively low-rise existing neighborhood along Kent Avenue while stepping up to
slender towers on the waterfront.  The use of glass at the upper levels of the owers
enables them 10 blend into the streetscape. Varying the facades and heights of the
buildings breaks up the bulk of each block and reflects the neighborhood character. We
echo the concems previously expressed by others that public transit merits more

concerted attention.

In conclusion however. we strongly urge the City Planning Commission to approve
these applications for this important and necessary project.

Sincerely,

iy / Hliug-

Anthony Schirripa, FALA
2010 Chapter President

sedric Bell, FAT
Executive Director



b
“"BROOKLYN GREENWAY INITIATIVE

April 26, 2010
Comments Regarding the New Domino

Brooklyn Greenway Initiative has been the prime mover behind the creation of a 14-mile
waterfront greenway from Newtown Creck in Greenpoint to the Shore Parkway Greenway
in Bay Ridge, which will connect with existing greenways to create a 30-mile route around
the entire Brooklyn waterfront.

Brooklyn Greenway Initiative has over the years adhered to a policy of not taking
positions on land use issues unless they specifically affect the grecnway. This has been
important to maintaining confidence among the public and our partners that our singular
priority is the best possible plan, design and implementation of the Brooklyn Waterfront
Greenway.

We do acknowledge CPC Resources for embracing the location of the greenway bikeway
on Kent Avenue. The location of the bikeway adjacent to the curb in front of The New
Domino means that loading and unloading for retail businesses along the project’s Kent
Avenue frontage will be required to take place off of Kent Avenue. CPC Resources has
responding by configuring its design to accommodate this requirement. In addition it has
included the greenway in its updated renderings of the Kent Avenue frontage as shown on
the following page.

Yoyry truly,

Purycar
Director of Project Development

145 Cotuwbra Street Brooklyn, New York 11231 tel (71H)522 0193 Tax (7183522 0193

ararsns Loronsh bgr g tearay o



VICAR FOR HUMAN SERVICES
DIOCESE OF BROOKLYN

CATHOLIC CHARITIES
191 Joralemon Street, Brooklyn, New York 11201
Tel: 718-722-6080 » Fax: 718-722-6096
Cell: 917-385-1241 » E-Mail: alopinto@aol.com

April 21, 2010

Ms. Amanda Burden

Chair

New York City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York, NY 10007-1216

Dear Ms. Burden;

On behalf of Catholic Charities of Brooklyn and Queens, [ am writing to seek your support
of the plan proposed by CPC Resources for the reuse of the Domino site. We believe that
this plan offers the best for the community in terms of affordability, preservation and open
space. We also know from first-hand experience that CPC Resources is deeply committed
to responsible community development and to creating high quality affordable housing.

As a social service provider, Catholic Charities has been a part of the Williamsburg
community for over 100 years. Our community-based services include Head Start, Child
Care, Residential Services for the Developmentally Disabled, Senior Luncheon Programs,
Family Housing, Supportive Housing for the formerly Homeless and for Persons with
HIV/AIDS, Case Management and Counseling for Families. Through these programs, and
in working together with the local Catholic Parishes, we see families, seniors and
individuals who struggle everyday to make ends meet. Those struggles have been
dramatically amplified by the pressure placed on these families by landlords looking to
raise rents.

The plan for affordable housing presented by CPC Resources for Domino demonstrates a
true sensitivity and responsiveness to the needs of the low and middle income residents of
Williamsburg. It is also a unique opportunity to help address the affordable housing crisis.
Your support is essential to the realization of this plan.

Sincerely, :
thy Jilped) 4o
Rev. Msgr. Alfred LoPinto

Vicar for Human Services



Clemente Plaza Tenant’s Association
Clo Moses Teichnian
64-70 Division Ave, 3-D
Brooklvn, NY 1121t

2134

04/27/2010

Honorable Amanda Burden
City Planning Commissioner
22 Reade Strect Room 2-E
New York, NY 10007

Re: Domino Sugar Waterfront Pian

Dear Commissioner Burden:

As President of the tenants association, representing 540 multi ethnic families for the last
30 years, located walking distance from the proposed Domino site, we are writing 1o ask
your assistance in approving Domino Plan on the River, a project that will represent an
important milestone in the creation of much needed affordable housing for the
Williamsburg community, and the City as a whole.

The Domine Plan on the River development will add 660 urgently needed affordable
units to Williamsburg’s housing stock. We understand that these affordable units will be
provided in the form of studio, one, two and three-bedroom apartments. As you may
know, there are not enough one- and two-bedroom apartments available in Williamsburg.
For example, at Kent Village Housing (Clement Plaza), there are over 800 cxternal
applicants on Lhe one-bedroom waiting list, as well as 200 additional applicants on the 2-
bedroom waiting list.

We cannot loose the affordabie housing opportunities being offered by Domino, nor the
publicly accessible waterfront park space. The City Councit already approved the mixed-
use redevelopment of the Schaefer Brewery and Kedem Winery and recently Rose plaza
properties that are located directly south. Your approval of Domino as is, will be an
important further step in the reclamation of the South Williamsburg waterfront for the
entire community, add affordable housing to the families in need that we have not seen
for the last 15 years.



At atime when there remains much anxiety about the state of our economy, and there
continues to be sertous concern over when we will turn the corner to restore the cconomic
health and vitality of New York, the approval of Domino represents an important
statement of confidence in the future of our City.

Domino will have a positive impact on the City, and for this reason we are in full support
of this project.

Sincerely,

Moses Teichaman
President
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April 28, 2010

To: CITY PLANNING COMMISSION Amanda Burden

Calendar Information Office — Room 2E 1 g %O
22 Reade Street )

New York, NY 10007

Rosa & Eugenio Maldonado
25 Boerum St, #35
Brooklyn, NY. 11206

El Puente De Williamsburg, Inc.
Eugenio Maldonado

Chief of Operations

289 Grand Street

Brookiyn, NY. 11211

Tel: 347-532-2809

Subject: CEQR No. 07DCP094K; WILLIAMSBURG, BRIVOKLYN

Williamsburg is on a tremendous need for affordable housin 3. We continuously
see the displacement of people, in our community of Williansburg, having no
where to go. We, the people in this community has been st-uggling for years to
uplift the fabric of our community with the intention and dexire to remain , but
due to economic factors and real estate speculations we cor front ourselves with
an unreasonable housing displacement. .

New Domino offers the rare opportunity to create 660 afforc able units in one
development with affordability that will reach households at lower income levels
than required elsewhere, 30% of affordable units throughoi it the development
with open access to the water front to the entire cormmunity. New Domino is the
kind of development we need. The city council member against this development
do not represent the community of Williamsburg, he just reg resent the empty
site where the buildings are located.

CPC has been open to work with organizations, individuals a 1d politicians to
reach a level of understanding and provide to this community of Williamsburg
with a housing project development that benefit the majority of our people.

We welcome PCP, and WE SAY DOMI YES, NEW DOMINO NOW for the people of
W'SBURG.
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Testimony of Victoria Shire
Deputy Director, Enterprise New York
Enterprise Community Partners, Inc.

For the New York City Planning Commission Public Hearings
At Specter Hall, 22 Reade St, New York, NY
On April 28, 2010

Chair Burden and members of the New York City Planning Commission:

I am Victoria Shire, Deputy Director of Enterprise Community Partners’ New York Office.
Enterprise is a national innovator in creating affordable homes and revitalizing communities. I
appreciate the opportunity to share with you our support for the New Domino development
project.

For 25 years, Enterprise has pioneered neighborhood solutions through public-private
partnerships with financial institutions, governments, community organizations, for-profit
neighborhood developers and others that share our vision. We have worked closely many times
with CPC, including the $39 million renovation of Riverdale Osborne Towers in Brownsville
that rehabilitated 523 affordable units for low-income families. Based on this and other
experience, we know first hand that CPC has the depth and experience to successfully
complete the New Domino development.

Enterprise commends CPC’s commitment to transform the former Domino manufacturing site
into a mixed-use development with 660 units of affordable housing. Rarely is there an
opportunity to develop this quantity of affordable housing units in one development on prime
waterfront real estate in New York City. Moreover, at a time when New York families are
increasingly cutting their budgets back, the need and demand for decent and affordable housing
are at their greatest. The proposed Domino site development addresses these community needs
directly with its commitment to affordable housing.

A stable, affordable home creates the opportunity for a family to transition to financial security
and to redirect scarce resources to education, health care, and other necessities. In
neighborhoods that experience rapid market transformation, the ability to maintain significant
affordable housing for low-income residents is usually very difficult. Fortunately, the New
Domino development directly addresses the needs of local residents by setting aside half of all
affordable units exclusively for low-income residents in Community Board 1 of Brooklyn.
With a total of 660 affordable units, the Domino site development is a remarkable opportunity
to make a positive impact in a neighborhood that has had a significant lack of affordable
housing options in recent years.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
1 Whitehall Street, 11™ Floor # New York, NY 10004 ® 212.262.9575 ® www .enterprisecommunity.org
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Furthermore, the New Domino development project goes above and beyond current affordable
housing requirements. Fully 30% of units will be set aside for low-income households, which
is already 50% more than required. CPC’s development plans go even further by targeting
very-low income households and seniors: 100 rental units will be kept affordable for families
making up to 30% of the area median income (AMI), or under $23,040 for a family of four;
and another 100 rental units will be kept affordable for seniors making up to 50% AMI, or
$26,880 for an individual. As an advocate of affordable housing, Enterprise is fully supportive
of this development project because it will produce a significant quantity of quality affordable
housing within a mixed income community.

Having a place to live is the crucial first step out of poverty; yet for many low-income people
in New York City, finding an affordable place to live is often impossible. Enterprise knows
how important and complex developing affordable housing in New York City can be, and we
know that CPC will do this the right way. Thank you for your time.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
1 Whitehall Street, 11™ Floor ®New York, NY 10004 »212.262.9575 ®www enterprisecommunity.org



Good morning, | am Sheila Latimer, Director of Affordable Housing Programs at the Housing
Partnership Development Corporation. The Housing Partnership is a 27 year old not for profit
organization that works with the City of NY through its Department of Housing Preservation and
Development, private and not for profit developers, lenders and community based
organizations to create affordable housing throughout the 5 boroughs. We are currently
working with CPC Resources to create an affordable co-operative in Brooklyn. | am here to
support the approval of the Domino proposal. The Domino project is a rare opportunity to
create 660 affordable units both rental and homeownership in one development. The level of
affordability will reach households with incomes as low as 30% AMI, much lower than required
elsewhere. In addition, the affordable units, which account for 30% of the total units, will be
dispersed throughout the project site. In addition to the affordable housing component, the
project’s open space and site design will give the surrounding neighborhood access to the
waterfront for the first time in over a century. Finally, score of jobs will be created. Again, the
Housing Partnership supports the approval of the Domino project. Thank you



Good morning, my name is Ramon Peguero, the Executive Director of
Southside United HDFC(Los Sures), and I am here in support of the Domino
Development. For the past thirty eight years, Los Sures has been at the
forefront in the fight to ensure that those less fortunate and with less access
have a voice.

We have been developing in Williamsburg long before Williamsburg
became the sought after community that it has become. We see private
owners erecting developments as quickly as possible to try to get as much
rental money out of them that they can.

It is refreshing to find a developer that is willing to partner with our
community, listen to our concerns and our needs, and then follow through
with their promises.

The Domino Development Plan offers more than 4 acres of park and open
space. In a community like ours with a high asthma rate, that is welcomed
news. Over 1,000 on site jobs will be created, and 660 affordable units will
be created, with a 50% preference for community board | residents.

Seniors and the working poor are the most vulnerable to displacement by the
gentrifying forces that we are experiencing in our community. The Domino
Plan gives them hope and an opportunity to stay in their community.

While some will argue that there needs to be more affordable housing in this
plan; to be honest, if it was up to me every development in Williamsburg
would be 100% affordable, but that is not reality. The 30% of affordable
units that is offered by the Domino Plan, is similar to that of Schaeffer
landing and other developments that this Commission has approved in the
past.

We are not “Johnny comes lately”, we have almost four decades of

experience in advocating for our community, and calling a spade a spade.
This plan has been open, transparent, inclusive and more importantly, it is
good for our community. I urge this commission to vote yes. Thank you.



Metropolitan aterfmm Alliance

Testimony of Roland Lewis, President and CEO
On Redevelopment of the Brooklyn Domino Sugar Site

Before the City Planning Commission
April 28, 2010
Good afternoon and thank you for the opportunity to submit this written testimony. I am
Roland Lewis, president of the Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance. The Metropolitan
Waterfront Alliance is a coalition of over 400 organizations working together to
transform the New York Harbor and its waterways into a world-class resource for work,

play, transit and education.

The Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance wants to commend the Community Preservation
Corporation for its plan for the rehabilitation of the Domino Sugar Factory in
Williamsburg Brooklyn and especially for the open space to be created in the new four
acres of public open space at the water’s edge. Combined with the four new street ends
opening to the water this amounts a major new addition to waterfront acres in the
Williamsburg neighborhood. The design and features of this space follow the guidelines
set forth in the new Text Amendment for Waterfront Zoning recently adopted by the
New York City Planning Commission. The 1,300 foot new esplanade and park also
provides a vital link to the existing Grand Ferry Park, a small gem of a park where new

Yorkers can actually touch the water.



MWA believes this redevelopment could be improved by also including infrastructure
for a ferry stop as well as the infrastructure for boats, including bollards, cleats and gates
along the esplanade for possible future maritime use. Addition of this water transit
infrastructure to the Williamsburg waterfront would improve the transportation service to
a historically underserved neighborhood. The simple maritime infrastructure along the
esplanade could provide mooring to historic boats and pleasure boats, increasing the
appeal of the park as a destination. Also in times of emergency it will allow for egress

and movement of goods and people if necessary.

Though industrial use in New York and in much of the waterfront in Brooklyn is still
viable, the appropriate rezoning of this neighborhood where manufacturing can not be
sustained is appropriate. The New Domino complex will also embrace its history and
has concrete plans to keep and utilize the original 40 foot Domino Sugar sign, by placing
it in a prominent location on the roof of the apartment complex as well as retrofit of a
large portion of the original building.

We also recognize the waterfront commercial space to be created under the plan. The
2,200 unit New Domino complex will include 660 units of affordable housing. The new
zoning will include almost 274,000 sq ft of new retail and community cultural facility
spaces as well as approximately 99,000 sq ft of commercial office space that will help
bring a vital combination of housing business, recreation, and commerce into the
neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify and I’d be happy to answer any questions you

might have.
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New York City Planning Commission ggCE OF THE HHT
Attention: Chair Amanda Burden IRPERSCN
22 Reade Street MAY 1 2 201

New York, New York 10007

2 36

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing to you in support of the Community Preservation Corporation’s plan for the Domino Sugar
Factory. Mike Lappin at the CPC knows that a community is more than the sum of its housing. Building a
real community includes spaces for a variety of people of different racial and economic backgrounds. Also
crucial to creating true communities is the availability of a variety of important spaces for people including
areas for recreation, housing, and commerce. That is why the CPC’s Domino Sugar Factory project is so
brilliant; it includes all of these elements in an effort to create a truly sustainable, flourishing community.

Having sat on the board of the National Recreation Foundation for over a decade, | can attest to the fact
that open, green spaces for recreation are so vitally important for people. Especially for children, who
need places in their lives for outdoor play; this positive recreation leads to healthier and more balanced
adults.

The need for housing speaks for itself. New York City is in danger of losing its vitality if all who cannot
afford extravagant rents are forced out of the city. The Domino Sugar Factory will provide affordable
housing for fragile communities that that may not have as much economic stability as others—Ilike artists,
who are vital to a thriving city but are too often pushed out as a result of being priced out. Affordable
housing also leads to more diverse neighborhoods, rather than segmenting this city so that people of
different backgrounds and experiences come into contact less and less because of their economic
circumstances. The combination of market-rate and affordable housing allows people to live and share a
variety of spaces, leading to greater understanding.

Commercial spaces also play a role in creating healthy living environments. In addition to the employment
opportunities that the Domino Sugar Factory will create for those in- and outside the area, the ability to
shop for food and necessities in close proximity to one’s home is a certain improvement in quality of life
for the many New Yorkers who are so stretched for time and resources as they tirelessly work and raise
families. The community areas that the CPC’s proposal includes also allows for busy families to find time
for recreation and build healthier families—both mentally and physically.

| can attest first-hand to the amazing work that the Community Preservation Corporation can do, and has
done to transform communities. The CPC helped the Museum for African Art, where | am President, to
get loans because they understood how the Museum could transform its East Harlem community—an
area they have invested a lot of resources in with housing. Affordable housing is an obvious and
necessary component of a healthy neighborhood, but it is not enough; the Museum provides a space for
learning and recreation. There are many components necessary for positive community building, and the
CPC’s proposal for the Domino Sugar Factory is unique in recognition of this, and the realization of this
project will prove to be a model for many new spaces to come.

Regard

S ///
=

-

Elsie McCabe Thompson, President
36-01 43rd Avenue, Long Island City, New York 1mo1 Phone 718-784-7700 Fax 718-784-7718  www .africanart.org
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To: CITY PLANNING COMMISSION From: Katherine Denny

Fax 212-726-3219 Pages: 2 {including cover)

Phone:  646-342-8225 Date: 4/28/2010
CEQR Application #:

Re: CEQR No. 07DCPO94K cC Council Member Stephen Levin
Brooklyn.

O Urgent O For Review L1 Please Comment O Pleass Reply O Please Recycle
® Comments:

Please find attached a letter regarding plans for the Domino Sugar Factory.

CEQR Application #:
CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Brooklyn.
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April 28, 2010

New York City Planning Commission
Calendar Information Office - Room aE
22 Reade Street, New York, N.Y, 10007

To Whom It May Concern:

As the Executive Director of the North Brooklyn Art Coalition, I'm writing on behalf of the ever
expanding network of artists, creative individuals, and arts organizations living and working
throughout North Brooklyn.

The North Brocklyn Public Art Coslition (nbART) is an arts organization dedicated to
collaborating with artists and community stakeholders in Williamsburg, Greenpoint and
Bushwick to produce, present and support public art. Formed in 2009 by a group of artists, arts
administrators and community members to address the development of North Brooklyn, nbART
believes that public art plays a vital role in activating space and engaging our neighborhoods.
nbART aims to promote dialogue concerning urban spaces; support artists through local
commissions and the provision of resources; and use our voice to advocate on behalf of the North
Brooklyn arts community.

To that end, I argue that the current proposal for the 11.2-acre site of the former Domino Sugar
site ignores the artistic community that surrounds the site by lacking an arts component to the
plan. On March 9, 2010 I testified before Brooklyn’s Community Board 1 and today maintain the
need to include the following components I proposed that evening:

- Include a mandate for public art throughout the four acres of open space.
Moreover, selection of the artworks should be an open, competitive process with 2 mandate to
choose artists living and working in North Brooklyn. At least a portion of the artworks should
include artifacts from the Domino Sugar Factory in an effort to memorialize the former industrial
site through art.

- Include a comumitment cultural center in the proposed community facility space.
The inclusion of cultural space will allow the site to maintain a vibrant profile and truly reflect its
surrounding creative community. In addition, a robust cultural presence at the site will attract
residents, businesses and visitors alike.

I urge you to consider these ideas as plans for the site near passage. I am available should you
have any questions or wish to see a mors detailed proposal, and can be reached at 646-342-8225,

Executive Director, nbART



From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/28/2010 08:53:34

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: pdepaolo@nyc.rr.com (Philip DePaolo)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Philip DePaolo
(pdepaolo@nyc.rr.com) on Wednesday, April 28, 2010 at ©8:53:34

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments

Topic: Other

Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: Philip

Last Name: DePaolo

Company: The New York Community Council

Street Address: 217 N 7th st

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 347-200-2353

Email Address: pdepaolo@nyc.rr.com

Message: Testimony of Community Council President Philip DePaolo
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The New Domino Sugar proposal includes 660 units of claimed affordable housing reserved for
families with incomes of 23,040 dollars up to 99,840 dollars.

The current AMI for Brooklyn CB1 is 35,300 dollars.
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We found that only 100 units are affordable to a majority of residents living in Brooklyn
CB1. Even the 310 units of housing at 46,080 dollars are out of reach to over 60% of
residents in Brooklyn CB1.

The 150 for sale housing units for families earning 99,840 dollars would be offered at 130%
of ami. CPCR/KATAN want precious taxpayer dollars to pay for the units but they do not want
to offer the units at the levels under IZ that begin at 80% of AMI and cap at 125%.

The 100 units reserved for seniors making up to 50 percent of the area median income is out
of reach to most low income seniors facing displacement.

The DEIS also states that 181 units of housing would be lost displacing 570 residents due to
indirect displacement. All the units the DEIS claims will be lost are all in one census
tract.

The DEIS states that all alternative plans would substantially fail to meet the project s
principal goal of providing a substantial amount of affordable housing, but how do we know
this. CPCR/KATAN have never shown how much things costs, what subsidies they want to receive
and what kind of for profit return they expect.

The 2005 rezoning anticipated 5,544 new residential units on the Williamsburg and Greenpoint
waterfront. The Domino rezoning would increase the potential number of waterfront housing
units by 43%.

The proposed development would result in just under 4 acres of publicly-accessible open
space.

But even with all this new open space, when all the new residents are accounted for, the
community winds up with less open space per resident that we have now. About 6% less within
the half-mile study area according to the EIS.

The New Domino would be a significant development with a major impact on schools, police,
fire and transportation. Mitigation for these issues was not properly addressed in the DEIS.

Domino is proposing a out of scale building with an R7 or R8 density on S3rd and Wythe.

When a developer sought a variance in 2005 to develop the site across the street from Domino,
they asked for 19 stories. The community said no, and ultimately BSA approved 5 stories.

Until concerns regarding density, zoning, public safety and neighborhood identity are
addressed alongside affordability, The New York Community Council cannot support this
application and we request that you follow the request of our local community board and the
Boro Presidents recommendations regarding the reduction of density on the waterfront and
inland, the increase of affordable housing that is within the communitys ami and proper
mitigation to the issues raised by the DEIS.

Philip DePaolo

President

NY Community Council

REMOTE_HOST: 74.66.27.33
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Partnership for New York City

TESTIMONY SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING,
ON BEHALF OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE NEW DOMINO
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 28, 2010
KATHRYN WYLDE

PRESIDENT & CEO
PARTNERSHIP FOR NEW YORK CITY

The Partnership for New York City represents leadership of international and
regional businesses that are headquartered in New York. Partnership members
employ 775,000 people in New York City and contribute over $140 billion to the
annual Gross City Product. ‘

As a long time supporter of both affordable housing and industrial retention, the
Partnership supports the plan for the reuse of the Domino Sugar Refinery site.
The Partnership has a history with the neighborhood of Williamsburg, where,
through our New York City Housing Partnership subsidiary, we joined with
community organizations to sponsor private development of 750 affordable
homes and apartments in Williamsburg and Greenpoint. Through our New York
City Investment Fund, we also helped finance the nearby Greenpoint
Manufacturing and Design Center’s program to preserve viable industrial uses in
the community.

The plan put forth by CPC Resources, a subsidiary of the Community
Preservation Corporation (CPC), adheres to the goals laid out in the rezoning
approved for Greenpoint-Williamsburg in 2005. In addition the plan promises
additional commitments in the areas of affordable housing, community facilities,
open space and waterfront access. As envisioned, the New Domino will provide
660 housing units affordable to a wide range of the community, as well as 1, 000



new permanent jobs. The Community Preservation Corporation has a 30- year
history financing affordable housing in Brooklyn and throughout the city. Just in
Williamsburg alone, CPC has been involved in the construction of over 1,600
low-, moderate- and middle-income apartments, reflecting a total investment of
over $200 million. Their commitment and track record will help ensure a
successful project.

For years, neighborhoods had to stand by while the only sites available for
residential development were effectively land-banked for industrial waterfront
uses that never materialized. Meanwhile, the most noxious uses - transfer
stations, construction equipment storage and sanitation facilities - took over
many of our most promising development sites and neighborhoods. In response,
the City Administration has made it a priority to reclaim our waterfronts and
bring them into the 21st century. Vision 2020: New York City Comprehensive
Waterfront Plan will set forth long-range goals for a 21st century waterfront. It
will serve as a guide for future land-use decisions along the City’s shoreline,
recognizing the diversity of the waterfront and balancing the needs of
environmentally sensitive natural areas, public access, housing and commercial
activity. The rezoning of the Brooklyn waterfront and projects like the New
Domino are critical first steps in creating a new balance in our waterfront
neighborhoods in line with the Vision 2020.

Our city’s vitality and growth depend on the creative reuse of land and buildings
that are forever being adapted to changing economic conditions. Through this
proposal, the Domino Refinery will have a new life. A different life, to be sure,
but one that promises good things for local residents.



Testimony of
Ronald Shiffman, FAICP, Hon. AlA
Urban Planning Professor,
Graduate Center for Planning and the Environment
Pratt Institute
Technical Advisor to the Broadway Triangle Community Coalition
and
El Puente
In Support of the
New Domino Housing Development
Before the New York City Planning Commission
28 April 2010

Madame Chair and Members of the City Planning Commission,
Good Morning,

My name is Ronald Shiffman. | have worked in and with community-based organizations in the
Greenpoint and Williamsburg communities since 1970 and in the late 1990’s assisted
Community Board One in the preparation of both the Williamsburg and Greenpoint 197a Plans.

I come before you to voice my enthusiastic support for the proposed mixed-use development of
the former Domino Sugar site. | do so because the proposal is based on a creative and carefully
thought through plan for the reuse of the site formerly occupied by Domino Sugar. The plan was
developed after extensive discussions with many in the communities that adjoin the site.
Specifically,

* The proposed rezoning action, will spur the development of a large portion of
the Southside’s former industrial waterfront. It will enable the community to
gain access to the water’s edge for the first time in over a century. The proposal
will extend five city streets to the water’s edge, ending in a 4-acre waterfront
park and a quarter mile esplanade, which will allow many in the Southside to
discover the river for the first time.

* Most importantly the development will provide for 660 units of permanently
affordable housing, 30 percent of the total units to be developed. The units will
be offered and targeted to families whose income will be as low as 30% of the
Area Median Income. The bulk of the affordable apartments, 410, will target
families of four, earning between $23,040 and $46,080 dollars a year. The rest
of the affordable apartments will be set aside for senior rentals {100] and as
ownership units [150] targeted to families making less than $100,000 per year
or 130% of the AMI.

* The plan creatively and at significant cost preserves the set of buildings that
comprise the Refinery. The iconic Domino signage will stand atop the restored
building. This building itself will contain three stories [100,000 square feet] set
aside for community use —space that can easily be used to house a school if the

! The Broadway Triangle Community Coalition, [BTCC] is comprised of over 40 community-based
organizations representative of the diverse religious, racial and ethnic communities that comprise
Bedford-Stuyvesant, Bushwick and Williamsburg.



city so chooses. Retail will be located on the ground floor of the Refinery and all
along Kent Avenue. These are the critical elements that help housing
developments evolve into strong communities.

The plan has other attributes that argue for its adoption — [98,000 sq.ft] commercial space at the
south end of the site, an architectural grace rarely seen in developments of this scale and a mix
of uses that reflect both the area’s needs and the components needed to create viable and
sustainable communities. The New Domino will help meet the needs of the people of the
Southside; it will enable families to remain in the community and it will provide space to
generate new enterprises and create new jobs--both permanent, high road jobs as well as jobs
during construction. Opponents are correct in citing the need for better transit, and | agree, but
this is a need whether or not this development is built. If anything, the development will itself
generate the demand for the city to finally respond by replacing the B61 with a high headway,
barrier-free bus rapid transit system as was proposed in Community Board One’s Williamsburg
and Greenpoint 197a Plans before any of the City’s rezoning actions were adopted. That transit
system is long overdue and should not be the burden of any one developer. it is a city
responsibility that should be met.

This project, from a social, economic and aesthetic perspective, is the best | have seen in years.
It combines historic preservation, great architecture and thoughtful planning in the best
tradition of community building. | urge the commission to approve this project without any
reservations.

Thank You.
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PRESIDENT
RE: CEQR No. 07DCP094K, ULURP Nos. C 100185 ZMK, N 100186 ZRK, C 100187 ZSK, C 100188 ZSK,
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APRIL 28, 2010

The Society for Industnal Archeology is a national organization dedicated to the study and preservation of our
industrial heritage. Our largest chapter is the Roebling Chapter, representing greater metropolitan New York.

Our opposition to the proposed project focuses on the need to respect the incredible industrial henitage
represented by the Domino plamt. Three of the buildings have been landmarked, for which we are grateful, but
there are over 20 other structures on the site that as a group have been determined to be of such historic
significance that the entire site is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

Domino Sugar’s factory has long been of interest to us. For our national conference in 2002 in Brooklyn, a tour
of Domino was a centerpiece of the event. We found the world’s largest sugar refinery (o be a living record of
an indunstry that was once vital to New York City. This complex tells the story not only of Havemeyers & Elder,
the companry that built the plant and developed the Domino brand, but of the monopolistic Sugar Trust and a
once mighty economic engine. In the 18705, there were eight sugar refineries within a mile and a half on the
Williamsburg, waterfront. By the 1880s, the Brooklyn Eagle called Williamsburg the greatest sugar refining
center in the world. Once H.O Havemeyer formed the Sugar Refineries Company in 1887, it soon controlled 98
percent of the sugar consumed in this country. Since the demolition of Red Hook's Revere refinery, the Domino
refinery is the last of its kind in the city.

We ask you to look very critically at whether more creativity might be applied to preserve more of the complex.
Only months ago, the former Bell Labs in Manhattan, now known as Westbeth, was added to the National
Register of Historic Places as a pioneering examnple of successful re-use of industrial buildings for affordable
housing and work spaces for artists. Domimo could follow its lead.

We feel the mitigation plan proposed in the DEIS is vague and inadequate. This nationally historic site deserves
betier. We ask that, at minimum, the complex be documented according to the standards of the National Park
Service’s Historic American Engineering Record so that there is an archival record of all that is destroyed. We
ask that the plant be adequately smubdsuﬂmilhcsh'ucnﬂcsandeqmpmentmbcphotogmphcdanddle
process of sugar making accurately described.

The proposal to install equipment as sculpture on the esplanade may be artful, but it exposes historic arti facts to
the weather. Once out of context, they will need interpretation to explam their use. 'We ask for a museum-
quality exhibat that protects artifacts carefully chosen to (el] the history of Williamsburg's contributions to the
sugar industry. It should make use of oral histories collected from the many former workers who still live in the
neighborhood.

We would like the design to better reflect the site’s industrial character and the scale of the landmarked refinery
buildings. When the central refinery is surrounded by 40-story towers it will be greatly diminished The “jewel
in the crown of the Sugar Trust™ should have a more appropriate setting,
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May 10, 2010

Amanda Burden, Chair

New York City Manning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York City, New York 10007

RE: CEQR Ne, 07DCPOSK ;ULURP Mos. C 100185 ZMK, N 100186 ZRK, C 100187 28K, C 00188 ZSK, C
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Dear Chair Burden:

I am sending some additional comments to supplement those I made in persen on behalf of the Society
for Industrial Archeology at the April 28 hearing on the proposed re-zoning of the former Domina
Sugar refinery in Brooklyn.

I would first like to emphasize again that we seek more creativity in adapting the existing buildings and
that alternatives to the proposed massive demolition be examined. We also support the concerns of the
State Historic Preservation Office regarding the glass addition to the 1884 “Refinery” already landmarked
by the City,

At the recent hearing, Commissioner Phillips asked me about our recommendation for placement of the
artifacts and other exhibit materials on the history of Williamburg's sugar industry. With some
additional thought, it seems that if there is a community facility on the site this would be the perfect place
for such an exhibit, This would allow not only for protection of artifacts and interpretive panels from the
weather but would allow the use of many media to bring the story to life. For instance, videotaped oral
histories of former workers could be available for playback in kiosks, If the exhibit were part of the
community room or an entry area, it would emphasize the intimate connection of this industry ko the
peopie of the neighborhood.

In eddition, we feel that the landscaping planned for the public esplanade should better reflect the
industrial past of the site. Low-growing and scrubby plants would be mare appropriate to the setting
than large, stately trees. Shade is certainly desirable, but might be achieved in some other way more in
keeping with the industrial nature of the site.

Because we are most concerned about the factory complex itself and mitigation for the multiple adverse
impacts on these historic structures, my testimony did not reflect other concerns about the development
or comment on details of the DEIS,

We are concerned about the visual impact of the proposed project on the National Register-eligible
Williamsburg Bridge. Although the DEIS states reassuringly that the new views frem
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the esplanade will mitigate those lost inland, new views arc nol: being created. They are only being made
more accessible. The first major bridge to use steel rather than masonry for its towexrs should not have be
crowded in a way that diminishes its own impact.

I must argue the point made on page 8-3 of the DEIS which says that there is no visual relationship
between the fwe former American Sugar Refining buildings at 269-285 and 287-289 Kent Avenue and the
factory because iminediately across the street there is a partially vacant area backed by 1960s-era
buildings. Dirst, the buildings on the east side of Kent are cater corner from the New York City
Landmark “Refinery” buildings. Secondly, the determination of eligibility for the Natienal Register of
Historic Places specifically cites the complex’s different phases of industrial design: “The periad of
significance for the complex spans from 1883, the date of the earliest surviving buildings on the site, up to
industry’s final expansion and new building campaign which ended in 1962,” as referenced in the DEIS
itself on page 8-8. The fact that early 20th-century buildings face 1960s-era buildings on the other side of
the street and that they were all used during the factory’s active life, is part of the site’s significance,
showing how it was adapted over ime for efficiency and to accommodate changes in lechnology.

There are some corrections to be made in the DEIS regarding the history of the company that built the
world’s largest sugar refinery. When Fredrick C. Havemeyer Jr. re-entered the sugar business in 1856 in
Williamsburg, his company was Havemneyer and Bertrand. While the company was anchored by
members of the Havemeyer family for generations, their partners changed many times and these changes
were often reflected in the firm’s name in the comnpany’s early yenrs. It was not until 1863 that the
company became liavemeyers and Elder {note the plural; it is not Havemeyer and Elder). This is the
name immortalized in the brick of the marvelous oval stack because it was the company’s name at the
time when the factory was re-built after the massive fire of 1882,

On page 8-21, it is stated that Cass Gilbert's Austin, Nichols & Co. Warehouse {commissioned by the
IHavemeyers) at 184 Kent Avenue is currently being converted into a residential building. This is not
correct. Before the 2005 Greenpoint-Williamsburg Waterfront Rezoning, this huilding had obtained a
variance and was already a residential building with commercial space on the first floor. The residents,
many of them artisls, were evicted and the building emptied in 2005 and 2006 so that the property could
be converted to more luxurious residential units. It should be noted that this building is eligible to be 2
NYCL since it was so designaled by the Landmarks Commission in Septernber 2005 although the
designation was later overturned by the City Council.

[ trust I have made it clear that Sociely for Industrial Archeclogy considers the Dlomino Sugar site to be
very important. Our Board of Directors passed a resolution supporting its preservation in 2006 to reflect
this. Exacily seven years ago yesterday, the Roebling Chapter toured the plant. We wish to continue to
participate in mitigation plans and hope to see it respectfully re-used and re-designed in keeping with its
industrial character,

Sincerely,

Mary Habstritt, President

cC: Rick CGreenweood, Chair, Historic Preservation Advocacy Cimte, SIA
Heth Cumming, NY State Historic Preservation Office
Sophie Ettinger, US Army Corps of Engineers
Christopher Marston, HAER Architect, National Park Service



Testimony of Alison Cordero

Deputy Director for Community Preservation

On Behalf of

St. Nicks Alliance 11 Catherine St. Brooklyn NY 11211
(718)388 5454

In Support of the “New Domino” Project and associated rezoning and permit
requests

Before the City Planning Commission
Good morning, Madame Chair and members of the Commission:

I'am here today to testify in support of the “New Domino” Project and associated rezoning and
permit requests on behalf of St. Nicks Alliance.

St. Nicks Alliance (formerly St. Nicholas Neighborhood Preservation Corporation) is a
community development corporation with a 35 year history of working to revitalize and sustain
the Williamsburg/Greenpoint community with and for its low and moderate income residents.
Each year we provide services to over 9000 people focused in the areas of affordable housing,
economic and workforce development, healthcare, and youth and education.

pmmobﬁc"'”W
For us, the mgost compelling element of the proposed development is the commitment to build
660 units o;igffordable housing, which is affordable at a wide range of income levels, going as
low as 30% of AMI, and including a home-ownership component and senior housing
component. Over the last decade our community has faced an unprecedented rise in rents and
housing prices, as Williamsburg and Greenpoint have become one of the "hottest" real estate
markets in the country. It has rendered housing unaffordable to low and moderate income
residents and accelerated the displacement of the poor, working class and middle income
residents of our community and the disruption of the community fabric and institutions and has
had a disproportionate impact on the Latino community.

This trend was clearly evident in the period from 1990 to 2000, when Williamsburg/ Greenpoint
was one of the areas which experienced the sharpest rise in median monthly rent, jumping by
66.7% from $375 to $625, as documented by NYU’s Furman Center. (This compares to a rate of
increase of 9.8% in Brooklyn, 20.8% in Manhattan and 10.7% in the City as a whole.) From
2000 to 2008 the median monthly in rent, according to the Furman Center, increased a further
41%, from $625 to $882. Homeownership in the community became an impossible dream for
even middle income families, as the index of housing price appreciation for 2-4 family homes
was the highest in the city according to the Furman Center report, with a median price per unit of
$291,667.

The 2005 rezoning of the Williamsburg Waterfront only exacerbated this trend. Median rents
rose 16% in one year from 2006 to 2007. Despite special provisions to ensure affordable
housing in the rezoning language, of the 5477 units authorized by new residential building
permits in 2005 to 2007, only 464 were affordable rentals; the remainder were mostly
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condominium units with prices beginning at $350,000 for studios and rising to over $2,000,000
dollars.

The chronic and increasing shortage of housing and an increasing risk of displacement are also
evident in our local experience. The number of applicants for new Williamsburg Greenpoint
affordable housing developments outnumbers the number of units available by ratio of at least 10
to 1. A recent opportunity to apply for Section 8 vouchers qualified 142 applicants in just six
weeks. Our housing counselors regularly receive more than a dozen calls from families or
individuals each week who are facing eviction because they cannot afford a dramatic rent
increase or who are being pressured to move by owners looking for higher rents. One of the most
common complaints heard by our housing counselors and local church pastors, even from
subsidized tenants and local homeowners, is "there's no place my kids can afford in the
neighborhood!"

This trend has not been alleviated by the current economic crisis. In fact, owners who bought
overleveraged properties at the height of the market continue to exert pressure to displace long
time low and moderate income tenants in favor of those who can pay higher rents. For this
reason, we join the Community Board in asking for an expansion of the Anti-harassment
Zoning and funding for anti-displacement services in conjunction with this zoning
application.

Our support for the New Domino proposal is also bolstered by the fact that CPCR has
maintained an open and respectful dialog with the Williamsburg community over several years,
during the planning of the new Domino project. This has resulted in a project which has many
potential benefits for the community. In addition to the significant affordable housing
component, it includes, as even the Community Board has acknowledged, a true mixed-use
development incorporating commercial office and community facility uses alongside retail and
residential uses, a first-class architectural design and a first-class landscape design, and a
significant commitment to job training for neighborhood residents.

Moreover, CPCR has continued this dialog and maintained its commitment to build affordable
housing, in a market which has changed significantly since it purchased the property, becoming
both more challenging for the development of market rate housing and more unpredictable. Most
recently, in response to discussions with the Community Board’s ULURP committee, CPCR has
committed to significant modifications and clarifications, as outlined in CPCR’s testimony, and
has committed to codifying all environmental, site-plan related and land-use concerns in a
restrictive declaration. Because of this experience with CPCR and because of their mission-
driven commitment to affordable housing and community development, we are confident that
they will maintain an open dialogue with the community, which will enable us to address other
concerns created by the density of the development, such as transportation and parking, ensure
the fulfillment of the commitments they have already made to affordable housing, and address
any other concerns which may arise.

We recognize that this will also require a significant commitment on the part of the City and

MTA to work, with the developer and the community, to address issues created by the density of
the development, particularly in the areas of transportation, open space and mitigating residential
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displacement. We urge the Commission to support such a commitment in their
recommendations. Thank you.
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Good Morning Commissioner and members
of the Commission

As a resident and close neighbor to Domino
site for 58 years, representing over 5,000
families as a tenants representative.

Just last month | stood infront of this board
asking that you support and vote in favor of
Rose Plaza on the River, 20% of the units a
total of 160 were allocated for affordable
housing as required, you voted in favor, and
for that | want to take this opportunity to
thank you all.

It is with great pleasure to inform you that at
the City Council hearing on Rose Plaza, the
developer raised the affordable to 30% and
was passed 47-1.

Here we are today about Domino Sugar Plan
where the developer is already committed
to allocating 30% of all units for affordable
660 in total, asking you to support and vote
in favor, and still there is opposition to this
plan, Rose was too little, Domino is too big,
you have to be a king Solomon to figure it



out. Affordable Housing and Jobs are what
we need.

(Report)

We all know that if Noah was asked to build
the ark today, there would be great
opposition from just about every group as
well as every City, State and Federal
agency.

660 affordable units on one site, is more
then the two projects that have been
approved by this commission, Broadway
Triangle and Rose Plaza combined.

| urge all members to vote in favor, Domino
Sugar Plan is not just a Sugar Cube, itis a
sweet, sweet deal for the entire City and the
community as well.

Thank You

Isaac Abraham
917-407-6491



Francis Ball
330 Wythe Ave & /¢
Brookiyn, NY 11211

City Planning Commission
Calendar Information Office
ZZ Reade Street, Room 2E
New York, N.Y. 10007

Subject: CEQR Appiication #CEQR No, 07DCP094 K

City Planning Commission,

i oppose the new plan for Dominos being presented to the City Planning Commission by
the CPC,

! am a Latino who has lived in this neighborhood fot years. | have seen the impact of
these new skyscrapers, and it’s not been a positive thing.

] urge the City Planning Commission to reject this plan, and look for alternatives that
actually benefit the community and developer, not just the developer. Is that too much to
ask?

‘J-’"’M:? ‘
/m{

Francis Ball
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FAX TO: AMANDA BURDEN
City Planning Commission
DEPARTMENT OF C1TY PLANNING
- 23 Reade Strast, New York, N.Y, 10007
FAX 4: (212) 7203219
DATE: 4128/ 2010

Testimony for Clty Planning Public Hearing on CPCR New Domino Praposal
CEQR Application #; 07DCPO94K
Borough of Brooklyn

§ own tour bulldings on Grand st near Kent Ave.

City Planning must not approve the praposed development on fhe former
Domino Suger site. The size and scale of the development would impose an
enarmous burgen not only on existing residents but on the proposed residents
as well,

Infrastructure in the neighborhood is totally nadequate to handie this quantity of
new regidents. The single , one way lane of Kent Ave. is entirely inadequete.
Southbound Wythe ave. is already at the pursting point. The subways are
inadequata. Tha open space is inadequite. There ate no plans to address any
of these problems. Any solutions to them would take many years to address. in
addition, the pian falls to take into the account the nature of the surrounding
area creating a population density of dagp inner oity in what is a low riee
community. For the housing surraunding the development, significant shadows'
would be cast, wind tunnels created, and traffic jssues would make live
unbearabls. The loss of character (the neighborhoods main assot} would be
devastating to those who live and work there.

The deveiopment i simply Incompatible and } urge the Commigsion ta reject
the project and work to find & uge that truly serves the community. It is your duty.

Sincerely
Cregory Barsamian ~—
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From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/29/2010 11:31:37

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: ()
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
() on Thursday, April 29, 2010 at 11:31:37

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Compliment

Topic: Other

Contact Info: No

State: NY

Country: United States

Message: Your name - Justin Braun

Address - 54 North 11th Street

Your position on the project - I support saving the Domino Factory
Your Borough - Brooklyn

Subject: CEQR No. ©7DCP@94K

REMOTE_HOST: 161.185.158.23

HTTP_ADDR: 161.185.158.23

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET
CLR 2.0.50727; MS-RTC LM 8)
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From: ajbretnall@acl.cam
To: bobrodriguezé@mindspring.com
Subject: Date: May 8, 2010 11:14 AM

To whom it may concem:

As a property -and business .owner-in Williamsburg, 1 would be remiss by not voicing my opinion reganding the
apparent lack of foresight regarding the Domino Sugar project. Judging from the poor planning of Kent Avenue (who
the hell thought of that?! — not just not smart, painfully dumb), combined witl: the less than impressive sales of the
Citigroup walerfrunt high rises, I am not very confident that anything is really heing thought through,

My prediction is the aggressive development proposed at the Domino Sugar sile precludes the necessary
contingency of adaptive reuse. You see, part of “planning” inhercently has to include the possibility of failure. What do
you de when you fail? You either continue to re-experience your failure, or you figure something else out. (sic)

In conclusion, please think this through, consider your contingencies wisely, especially that nuts and bolts
infrastructure stoff; and make your decisions for everyone in New York City, not just the few who have the potential to
really screw things up.

Sincerely,

Jody Bretnall



To: City Planning Commission, Calendar Information Office -
Room 2E, 22 Reade Street, New York, N.Y. 10007

From: David Brody
330 Wythe ave. #4A
Brookiyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Borough: Brookiyn

The proposed plan for the Domino sugar site would be a
disaster for Williamsburg, for Brooklyn, and for New York. It
would destroy the neighborhood by overwhelming it with
density and height. The needed infrastructure for
transportation, parking, schools and other necessities simply
has not been taken into account. The promise of so-called
"affordable” housing as an excuse for greedy overdevelopment
does not fool anyone who actually lives in this neighborhood.
Approving such a vastly out of scale project over and above
generous zoning limits only recently put in place would set the
worst precedent imaginable-- effectively canceling the meaning
of zoning rules. [ urge the CPC to follow the common sense
recommendation of Community Board one to REJECT THIS
PROPOSAL and to help the community work for a sensible
development of this extraordinary site.

David Brody



Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: CPC Public Meeting Information/Calendar Office
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: David

Middle Name: Brody

Last Name: Brody

Street Address: 330 Wythe Ave 4A
Address Number: 330 Wythe

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718 3843483

Email Address: brodyhed@bway.net

Message:

The proposed plan for the Domino sugar site would be a disaster for Williamsburg,
for Brooklyn, and for New York. It would destroy the neighborhood by
overwhelming it with density and height. The needed infrastructure for
transportation, parking, schools and other necessities simply has not been taken
into account. The promise of so-called affordable housing as an excuse for
greedy overdevelopment does not fool anyone who actually lives in this
neighborhood. Approving such a vastly out of scale project over and above
generous zoning limits only recently put in place would set the worst precedent
imaginable-- effectively canceling the meaning of zoning rules. I urge the CPC
to follow the common sense recommendation of Community Board One to REJECT THIS
PROPOSAL and to help the community work for a sensible development of this
extraordinary site.

David Brody



330 Wythe Ave 5F
Brooklyn NY 11211

Concerning: CEQR No. 07DCP094K

City Planning Commission

City of New York

Amanda M. Burden, FAICP, Chair

Dear Commissioner Burden,

In 2003 you addressed the communities of Greenpoint and Williamsburg saying that you had
walked our neighborhoods “block by block”. You said we were special and then showed us

slides including Battery Park City.

Our waterfront was rezoned and the uplands were to remain contextual and the Domino site was
excluded from the rezoning,

Seven years later:
-0One of our local fire houses is closed.
- Public transportation is unbearably crowded.

- The historical 2 way Kent Avenue has been changed to one way north and trucks endlessly
speed south through residential blocks on Wythe Avenue.

- Manufacturing is dismantled.

- Families who have lived here for ages have left for a profit or beeu forced out by landlords
seeking profit.

- Artists who came here in the 80°s are moving on and out in search of affordable space.

- Mega chain drugstores are soon to be battling each other and family run pharmacies are in
jeopardy. '

- The vista and light that blessed our neighborhood is dissolving into a view for a few and a wall
for the many. Twilight in this neighborhood was spectacular.

I've lived in Williamsburg since 1983. 1 was not born here, it was my choice to live here. I’ve
worked at Battery Park City since 1992. I’m writing to you now to voice my opposition to
CPCR’s “New Domino™. You were at the helm of Battery Park City in it’s carly days and you
formed something remarkable and special. (I’ve tended the garden named in your honor on the
Esplanade).



The Domino Site is another opportunity. It could be so much more for all New Yorkers, the
Country and the World. 1 oppose the density and bulk of the “New Domino”. Even with their
proposed open space, the increase of population lessens the open space for Brooklynites. Flanked
by towers, will the public feel invited? The towers will shadow the neighborhood. The City has
not addressed issues of transportation. There is not enough affordable housing offered for the
price this neiphborhood will pay for the “New Domino™.

I am shocked by the lack of creativity in the CPCR’s altemative plan presented in the EIS. 1 am
not shocked that T prefer their alternative plan of keeping the refinery because they have to and
creating low rise warehousing. (May I also add that the developer has shown a lack of respect
and lack of security for the site. Windows of all kinds have been left open to the elements for
years and the buildings have been heavily tagged by graffiti on the north walls).

We have 11 acres of New York history here. Buildings that built lives and dreams. The Domino
Site deserves to continue that legacy. It deserves creative reuse. A reused Domino could create
jobs and spaces for people to grow. It could become a Tate Modern or MassMOCA, but the site
offers so much more. Parts of the site could become: affordable housing, a boutique hotel,
incubation space for the arts and sciences, a marina, a smattering of luxury living, a farm, a
museum, galleries, a slow food mecca.

Ms. Burden, you have dreamed and you have created. Please take your abilities to new heights

and step up to this challenge. The Old Domino built this neighborhood, don’t let the “New
Domino” destroy it.

Thank you.

Torece, /71.(3civie

Nancy M. Buw
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City Planning Commission
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Amanda M. Burden, FAICP, Chair

Dear Commissiocner Burden,

In 2003 you addressed the communities of Greenpoint and Williamsburg
saying that you had walked our neighborhcods “block by block”. You
said we were special and then showed us slides including Battery Park
City.

Our waterfront was rezoned and the uplands were to remain contextual
and the Domino site was excluded from the rezoning.

Seven years later:

One of our.local fire houses is closed.

Public transportation is unbearably crowded.

The historical 2 way Kent Avenue has been changed to one way north and
trucks endlessly speed south through residential blocks on Wythe
Avenue.

Manufacturing is dismantled.

FPamilies who have lived here for ages have left for a profit or been
forced cut by landlords seeking profit.

Artists who came here in the 80‘s are moving on and out in search of

-

330 Wythe

Brooklyn NY

5/10/10 12:38 PM



of 3

affordable space.

Mega chain drugstores are scon to be battling each other and family
run pharmacies are in jeopardy.

The vista and light that blessed our neighborhood is dissolving into a
view for a few and a wall for the many. Twilight in this neighborhood
was spectacular.

I've lived in wWilliamsburg since 1983,
I was not born here, it was my choice to live hera.

I've worked at Battery Park City since 1992,

I'm writing to you now to voice my opposition to CPCR’S “New Domino”.

You were at the helm of Battery Park City in it’s early days and vou _.

formed something remarkable and special, (I've tended the garden
named in your honor on the Esplanade}.

The Domino Site is anothex opportunity.
It could be so much more for all New Yorkers, the Country and the World.

I oppose the density and bulk of the “New Domino®. Even with their
proposed open space, the increase of population lessens the open

space for Brooklynites. Flanked by towers, will the public feel invited?
The towers will shadow the neighborhood. The City has not addressed
issues of transportation. There is not enough affordable housing
offered for the price this neighborhcod will pay for the “New Domino”,

I am shocked by the lack of creativity in the CPCR’s alternative plan
presented in the EIS. I am not shocked that I prefar their alternative
plan of keeping the refinery because they have to and creating low

rise warehousing. - |
{May I also add that the developer has shown a lack of respect and
lack of security for the site. Windows of all kinds have been left
open to the elements for years and the buildings have been heavily

tagged by graffiti on the north walls).

We have 11 acres of New York history here., Buildings that built
lives and dreams. '

The Domino Site deserves to continue that legacy. It desgerves
creative re-use,

A re-use Domino could create jobs and spaces for people to grow.

It could become a Tate Modern or MassMOCA, but the site offers so much
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more.

Parts of the site could become:

affordable housing, a boutique hotel, incubation space for the arts
and sciences, a marina, a smattering of luxury living, a farm, a

mugeum, galleries, a slow food mecca.

Mg, Burden, you have dreamed and you have created., Please take your
abilities to new heights and step up to this challenge.

The 0ld Domino built this neighborhood, don’t let the “New Domino”
destroy it.

Thank vyou.
incexely,
]

Naricy M. Buivid

510/10 12:38 PM



To: City Planning Commission, Calendar Information Office - Room 2E, 22 Reade
Streef, New York, N.Y. 10007

From: Charlotte Canale, 60 Broadway, Apt. 3N Brookiyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Borough: Brooklyn

May 9, 2010

Hello,

I have lived in this area for the past 6 years and | am writing to express my concern over
the proposed Domino Sugar site. The proposal on the table about Domino is
outrageous. | agree with 33rd District Councilman Stephen Levin's testimony before
Borough President Markowilz where he expressed his full support for Community Board
One's recent recommendation of Disapprovai with Modifications for this project. The
ovarwhelming height and density and inadequate transit options for the area are my
reasons.

The proposed project is simpiy too big. CPC's plan would infroduce over 6,000 new
residents to the neighborhood - a nearly 25% population increase for the % mile area
surrounding the site. Unless the issues of height and density, transportation, and open
space, among others, are addressed, | cannot support the plan for the Domino Sugar
site as currently proposed. '

Thank you,

Chalitle, Camale

Charlotte Canale



From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/27/2010 23:37:25

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: annefay@gmail.com (Ann Carroll)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Ann Carroll
(annefay@gmail.com) on Tuesday, April 27, 2010 at 23:37:25

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: ULURP Project Status Questions
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Ms

First Name: Ann

Middle Name: E

Last Name: Carroll

Street Address: 125 Green st
Address Number: 4F

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11222

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 347-678-5429

Email Address: annefay@gmail.com

Message: I am writing to voice my concern about the scale of the development project being
considered for the Domino Sugar factory site. IT IS TOO BIG and will not uphold/respect the
community plan issued in the Williamsburg 197-a. It is much too dense and will burden the
quality of life in the neighborhood. Please consider the existing community when reviewing
the proposal.



To The Department of the City Planning Commissianer

] am wariting in protest to the possible destruction of the Domino Sugar Factory and its rebirth as a
behemoth in the Williamsburg neighborhood. While | appreciate the affordable housing units that
would accompany the project, their positive impact does not offset the negative impact of this
inappropnately gigantic proposed project.

l invite you and the involved principles to join me any morning between 8 am and 10:30 am for a
ride on the L train into Manhattan. The train is already over-full, and waiting for the next over-full
train is a common experience in the morning crush to get to work. I'm sure you are aware, the
manner in which the L fine was constructed does not allow for additional trains to be added along
the line,

The increase in population for the immediate neighborhood would be extraordinary—a 25%
increase without consideration for additional cars and traffic, the availability of open space and safe
play space for children, and the insensitivity to the population impact on the neighborhood 1s
urtenable.

This project, if it comes to fruition, would throw a literal palt on the neighborhoad, and essentially
change the character of the area with astonishing insensitivity to the residents.

Very truly yours, )
Shan Cavin

330 Wythe Avenue, #80
Brooklyn, NY 11211



Big Big Produce Inc

34 South First Street, Brooklyn, NY 11211
Phone (718) 782-6788Fax (718) 782-1008

May 10, 2010

Hon. Amanda M. Burden, FAICP, Chair
New York City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007-1216

Dear Ms Burden,

I understand there is a proposed rezoning of the Domino Sugar factory which will adversely
affect our business. We are a small food manufacturing company located in Williamsburg
Brooklyn, S 1% Street, hetween Kent Ave and Wythe Ave. We have been in operation for the
last 30 years, onc of the first ones to buy into the arca.

We employ about 15 people, warehouse workers, production sta{f and office personnel. Our
daily product arrives by tractor trailer every morning, about 1-2 arrive each day, and we are open
6 days a week. This means approximately 52 tractor trailers per month will not be able to deliver
our product into the facility and that is a loss in tax dollars for the community. The addition of
8,000 people and 1,000°s of extra cars and buses means we will be forced to close.

As 11 is now, since Kent Ave, has been reconfigured to one way with parking, we have enormous
difficulty receiving tractor trailer shipments. With the DOT’s knowledge the only way for our
trailers to leave the block is to block Kent Ave, and back into Kent Ave. Any additional traffic
on Kent Ave. makes it impossible for our business to function.

Our business is one of the few left in the United States which utilizes all products as “made in
the United States.” We purchase our produce from Farmers located in Upstate New York, we
hired locally, and sell o the domestic market. Please do not lose sight of the significance of such
small businesses still in existence.

To summarize, the rezoning will cause loss of tax dollars, higher unemployment, local roads to
be backed up, and another “American” company to be closed. All of this for more condos that a
neighberhood does not need and from what we have read, would cause more affordable
apartments to be lost than replaced.

Kind regards,

Y

Melissa Chan,
President and concerned business owner
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BAN-N-SON'S PRODUCE INC.

34 South First Street, Brooklyn, NY 11211  TEL: (718) 782-6788  FAX: (718) 782-1008

May 10, 2010

Hon. Amanda M. Burden, FAICP, Chair
New York City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007-1216

Dear Ms Burden,

[ understand there is a proposed rezoning of the Domino Sugar factory which will
adverscly affect our business. This is déja vu for us given what has happened in
Chinatown. We want our voice to be heard this tiine. We demand that the City
recognize the small businesses that bring in tax dollars.

We are a small wholesale produce distributor located in Williamsburg Brooklyn,
S 1% Street, between Kent Ave and Wythe Ave. We have been in operation for
the last 30 years, onc of the first ones to buy into the area. We had another
location on Broome Street in’ Chmatown and were foreed out due to revitalization
of the community.

We employ about 15 peaple, warchouse workers, delivery men, production staff
and office personnel. Our daily product arrives by tractor trailer every morning,
about 4-5 arrive each day, and we are open 6 days a week. This means
approximately 130 tractor tralers per month will not be able to deliver our
product into the facility and that is a'loss in tax: dollarq for the community. The
addition of 8,000 people and 1 000’:; of extra cars and buses mecans we will be
forced to closc. We service many customers in Manhattan and run several small
delivery trucks to our customers :,evel al txmeb aday.

As it is now, since Ke_nt -Ave, has__ b_e_'c'r_l ';.ec_or'ii'lg'ured 10 one -way with parking, we
have enormous difficulty recciving tractor trailer Shipments. With the DOT’s
knowledge the only way for our trailers to leave the block is to block Kent Ave,
and back into Kent Ave. Any additional traffic on Kent Ave. makes it impossible
for our business to function.

As per the 2004 rezoning of Greenpoint/Williamsburg the EIS stated that the food
production industry in Greenpoint/Williamsburg is stable and growing. The Draft
Environmental Impact Statemnent for this rezoning has not considered the
economic impact if the food industry and other industries were forced to relocate
further away from their customer basc. To make our deliveries inte Manhattan in
a timely manner, should there be an increase in population, we would need to



invest in more trucks, hirc more drivers, pay more for insurance, and cause more
poilution,

To summarize, the rezoning will cause loss of tax dollars, higher unemployment,
local roads to be backed up, and another “Amcrican” company to be closed. All
of this for more condos that a neighborhood does not need and from what we have
read, would cause more affordabic apartmenis to be lost than replaced.

a5
/’

//' o
Paul Chan,
President and concerned business owner

Kind




Brooklyn, NY
Re: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

May 4, 2010
To the City Planning Commission,

In 2000 the census for the area between Williamsburg bridge, Havemeyer, N14th to the
water counted about 12,000 people. Since then there were over 100 new building projects
and more are approved. The Domino development is an ADDITIONAL site that could
bring another 5- 10,000 residents to the neighborhood. With the existing zoning changes,
this neighborhood is going to be pushed 1o the edge of severe quality of life reduction.
Already, trains are overcrowded. Often there are one or two trains that pass the Bedford
stop before a train will stop at a platforin 3 people deep. I have seen families get
separated when bringing kids to school and the doors close while either kid or parent is
still squeezed in the train and the doors close. The city PLANNING office should put a
stop at the expansion at the Domino site. Plan for a livable neighborhood.

-

330 Wythe Avenue, Apt 4
Brooklyn, NY 11211




From: Portal Admin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 05/04/2010 21:15:32

To: shladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: ancohrssen@pol.net (Andreas Cohrssen)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Andreas Cohrssen (ancohrssen@pol.net) on Tuesday, May 4, 2010 at 21:15:32

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

First Name: Andreas

Last Name: Cohrssen

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue
Address Number: 4G

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Email Address: ancohrssen@pol.net

Message: In 2000 the census for the area between Williamsburg bridge, Havemeyer, N14th to the water counted about 12,000 people.
Since then there were over 100 new building projects and more are approved. The Domino development is an ADDITIONAL site that
could bring another 5- 10,000 residents to the neighborhood. With the existing zoning changes, this neighborhood is going to be
pushed to the edge of severe quality of life reduction. Already, trains are overcrowded. Often there are one or two trains that pass the
Bedford stop before a train will stop at a platform 3 people deep. | have seen families get separated when bringing kids to school and
the doors close while either Kid or parent is still squeezed in the train and the doors close. The city PLANNING office should put a
stop at the expansion at the Domino site. Plan for a livable neighborhood.
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Brandon Cole
Lifetime Member Writers Guild of America East
376 Wythe Avenue
Brooklyn, New York 11211
brandon376@msn.com

www brandonwriter.com
718.387.1036

o1

Tuesday, April 27, 2010

FAX COVER SHEET
PAGE 1 OF 2
FAX TO: THE OFFICE OF CITY PLANNING
FAX NUMBER: 212 720 3488
To the attention of Commissioner Karen A.
Phillips:

Please find following a letter to the City Planning Commission regarding the
proposed development of the Domino Site in Williamsburg, Brooklyn's South Side.
| hope your office will support the community’s efforts to prevent this misconceived
development from going forward.

The Domino Site will be heard tomorrow, Wednesday, April 28 at 22 Reade Street.
Thanks for your kind attention.

Sincerely r%\ﬂ(@_,% C/\



=48

Brandon Cole
Lifetime Member Writers Guild of America East
| 376 Wythe Avenue
Brookiyn, New York 11211

brandon376@msn.com

www.brandonwriter.com
718.387.1036

Wednesday, April 21, 2010

City Planning Commission ‘
Calendar Information Office — Room 2E
22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007

Subject: CEQR Application #: CEQR No. O7DCP084K

To the Attention of Commissioner Burden and Staff:
| wish to voice my objection to this application for zoning change and special
permits by the developer, CPCR, for the following reasons:

The proposed upland structures are enormously out of context with
surrounding upland blocks.

The proposed waterfront towers would decrease per capita open-space
daspite the proposed waterfront park.

The increase in residents would severely sirain an already over-
burdened infrastructure, espedcially the “L” train.

The proposed waterfront towers are residential with no mixed-use that
could create a reverse commute.

The proposed residential towers wili contribute mightily to displacement
and destroy the character of Williamsburg's South Side.

I urge the Commission to reject this application for 2oning change and special
permits until the developer, CPCR, addresses these and other serious land-use
issues raised by Community Board 1 and its ULURP sub-committee.

Thanks for your Kind aftention.

Sincerely,

ZBOLILBESRLL 7 opueag®|od v§2:60 OL-sz-ady
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BandmS lorYy
Wednesday, April 28, 2010
My name is Brandon Cole. I've lived in Williamsburg, Brooklyn’s
South Side since 1984. I'm a lifetime member of The Writers Guild of
America, which is the trade union for writers. I'm pro labor. Pro the trades
union movement. I'm a progressive democrat who supports affordable
housing, but truly affordable housing which is not more than 25% of a
family’s income and which, in projects like The New Domino, is not 20%,
or 30% but 50%. If this position strikes some as unrealistic today, | ask
them to consider that it may not seem so unrealistic tomorrow.

| have made statements numerous times at Community Board 1

heasings against CPCR’s request for zoning changes and special permits
on the Domino Site. Most recently, | made such a statement before the
Brooklyn Borough President. And | am here today to make such a
‘ Badhdaie Saghiy
statement again.|Simply put: CPCR’s development is misconceived,
poorly worked out, and makes ill-use of a historically important tract of
land that is the Brooklyr\1 aterfrg/r‘\t | urge this commission to deny
- CPCR’s application. naustrt

As part of my statement, | wish to call the commission’s attention to
a book written 130 years ago by the American political economist, Henry
George. This book is titled “Progress and Poverty.”

I’'m sure some members are already familiar with this book but |
wish to recall it here to remind all of us that Henry George asked the
simple question: “How, in late 19™ century America, in the midst of so
much rising prosperity could such desperate poverty exist alongside
such enormous wealth? How,” George asked, “could it be that such
inequality of income exists?”

| mention this problem of income inequality because the

commission T\Wr jtatements from CPCR and its supporters that its
A v



Domino plan will help ameliorate our neighborhoods’ serious housing
needs particularly for low and moderate income families. CPCR and its
supporters ¥ make this claim though they know, or should know, this
+his-development will make life harder for the great majority of low and
moderate income residents on the South Side of Williamsburg.

Well how? As Henry George teaches, with such a development e
Ahis-prepesed, rents in the surrounding area will increase, the rents of
shopkeepers will increase and with the rising of rents, prices will increase
while wages for those most seriously affected remain the same.

In closing, | wish to use some stronger words to express my
disapproval of this proposed development and | use these words
carefully as | must because a decision is now upon us whether to
proceed with this development or not.

This development is mediocre, it is mediocre on the developer’s
side and it is mediocre on the architect’s side. | very much hope the
commission in rejecting this development will show that the city planning
commission recognizes improper land-use when it is presented {e-it.

The developer’s mediocrity shows itself in two ways: first, as
mentioned above it claims to be doing something it's not which is to help
those in need of housing. Misrepresentation of purpose is one sure sign
of mediocrity for as we know it is always best to be truthful and

-po¥ible Suwie
transparentAA secondwéxample of CPCR’s mediocrity comes with
CPCR’s insistence that it is doing this development for the common
good. That claim in itself is not mediocre, but when pressed to show how
the common good is helped by overcrowding the subway, reducing light,
reducing open space, CPCR’s response is to insist: we're doing it for the

common good. To repeat the same argument in the face of reasoned



objection, is to betray one’s mediocrity.

| am told the architect, Rafael Vinoly, is considered impartant by
some people in certain circles. Maybe so, | don’t know the man or his
work, just the work he’s presented here. And when | look at this proposed
development | ask myself two basic architectural questions: does it fit on
the land and does it connect to its surroundings. My answer to both these
questions is no, it doesn’t do either one.

But failing in these areas does not make this architecture mediocre.
What makes this architecture mediocre is its complete indifference to the
existing buildings and their rich history and its lack of originality. When |
look at an immensely successful work like Batteryﬁ?& that rightly claims
the title of a superior achievement, | see in Domino a mediocre echo.
And when | see the drawings of the heralded shops that will line Kent
Avenue and lead to the river, | am reminded of the entrance to the
Rockefeller Center skating rink. Where is the architect's awareness that
Williamsburg, Brooklyn is a richly diverse neighborhood, internationally
known and visited because of its artistic renaissance?

One last sign of architectural mediocrity is what | call the Frank
Lloyd Wright approach to objection. Many have heard the story of the
Wright client who complained his roof was leaking on his head at dinner
and asked Wright what he should do. Wright’s response: “Move your
chair.”

Here in Mr. Vinoly’s work we have a‘\si/mifar arrogance: If you don't
like my stunning buildings, you can move; if you don't like the crowded
subway, the loss of open space and sunlight you can move: if you don’t
like my indifference to the mixed population of working people, artisans,
and artists, and the huge wall of anonymous glass and brick that will

block access to the river, you can move.



But no, Mr. Vinoly, there is an alternative that | urge again this
commission to take: it is to reject your design and CPCR’s request for
zoning changes and special permits and send you both back to the
community board.

Thanks for your attention.

In George’s words in the dedication to his book, he writes “To those
who seeing the vice and misery that spring from the unequal distribution
of wealth and privilege, feel the possibility of a higher social state and
would strive for its attainment.”

And later, “What has destroyed every previous civilization has been
the tendency to the unequal distribution of wealth and power. This same
tendency... is observable in every progressive community. Wages tend
to fall, rent to rise, the rich to become very much richer, the poor to
become more helpless and hopeless, and the middle class to be swept

away.”
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Brandon Cole 33 57

Lifetime Member Writers Guild of America East

376 Wythe Avenue
Brooklyn, New York 11211
brandon3/6@msn.com
www.brandonwriter.com
718.387.1036

Friday, May 07, 2010

City Pianning Commission
Calendar Information Office - Room 2E
22 Reade Street, New York, N.Y. 10007

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Borough: Brooklyn

To the Aftention of the City Planning Commission:
I wish to voice my strong opposition to the request for zoning
variances and special permits on this application for the following reasons:

The proposed buildings, especially on the upland block,
are enormously out-of-context with the neighborhood.
The proposed river-side park is too small and will reduce
per-capita open space for residents.

The developer never seriously explored alternative plans
such as adaptive-reuse which have worked well in the
Brooklyn neighborhoods of Red Hook and DUMBO.
Despite the affordable housing component, this
development will contribute to displacement of low and
moderate income families.

Despite Williamsburg's international reputation as a
thriving culturat center, this development lacks a
significant commitrment to industry and the arts.

Thanks for your kind attention. * E -~ ( ,Y\ C/)L

Sincerely,

.0k



330 Wythe Avenue #4C
Brooklyn, NY 11211

May 8, 2010

Dear Commissioner Burden,

T am writing to urge you to support Community Board One's recent
recotmendation of Disapproval with Modifications for the CPC proposal for
the Domino Sugar site in Brooklyn.

I have lived in the neighborhood for almost 20 years and have witnessed an
enormous increase recently in population—leading to overcrowded subways,
crowded streets, and traffic jams.

We simply don't have room for 6,000 more people to be squashed into dense
high rises, increasing the population in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
site (and where T live) by 25%. How will they travel? Where will they park?
Which schools will they be able to attend?

If you were to take a walk around our neighborhood, you would see how glass
towers similar to those being proposed at the Domino Sugar Factory site are
changing the face and character of our neighborhood—while at the same time,
they are far from being fully occupied.

Do we risk seeing practically empty glass monsters dwarfing our belaved
Domino Factory and overshadowing the recently updated Grand Ferry Park—as
a testament to developer greed over community need?

The Domino Sugar factory is a beloved historical reminder of this
neighborhood’s recent and not so recent past—to surround it with towers is a
shocking idea, and one that I believe generations to come will look back on
with disbelief.

Sincerely, ‘
U

Stephanie Davies



Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: CPC Public Meeting Information/Calendar Office
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Ms

First Name: Stephanie

Last Name: Davies

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue
Address Number: 4c

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718-387-0882

Email Address: stephaniedavies@me.com

Message: Dear Commissioner Burden,

I am writing to urge your support for Community Board Ones recent recommendation
of Disapproval with Modifications for the CPC proposal for the Domino Sugar site
in Brooklyn. I have lived in the neighborhood for almost 20 years and have
witnessed an enormous increase recently in population--leading to overcrowded
subways, crowded streets, traffic jams. We simply dont have room for 6,000 more
people to be squashed into dense high rises. How will they travel? Where will
they park? Which schools will they be able to attend? Or will we end up with
practically empty glass monsters dwarfing our beloved Domino Factory like those
that already scattered in the neighborhood, testament to developer greed over
community need? Furthermore, the Domino Sugar factory is a beloved historical
reminder of this neighborhoods recent and not so recent past-to dwarf it with
towers is a shocking idea, one that I believe generations to come will look back
on with disbelief.



APK—23—-2010 04132 P F.al

Bomu [bizf:gm

ZONING CONSULTANT
. TELEPHONE
107 WAVERLY PLACE _ (212) 477-6279
NEW YORK, NY 10011
| apr. 28, 2010

Cchair Amandaz Burden & Membera
of the City Planning Commiesion

Re: DPomino Sugan Applications

I wap askad by people from the affected area to look at the
. proposale by the Domino Sugar developers, and comment op them.

' king that all

Tt peems that the developers are egsentially as
of the Zoning requirements for the area be eliminated, so that the{
have a zone~free canvaa to work with, The numbar of changes, perméta,
authorizations, and epcaptiona to the zoning are almoat unbelievabéd.

» T went through the listings, and found the following:
3 map changen i ' :
Change in regulations for General Large Scale Dev?lopments.
Text changes far 3 sectians & appendix for Inclusionary Housing.
6 Speclal Permits'
An additional Special Permit for uses on the same floor.
Exceeding parking regulations
Authorizations. for Visual copridor regulations &
permitted obatructions in visual corridors
Phased waterfront development
Certification re compliance with public access & visual corridor regs.
Certification ro subdivision of waterfront parcel.

ITn addition it appears they will also be redquesting:
Coastal Zone congistancy determination ,
Approvals far upgrades & repalrs to waterfront platform & bulkhead -

from both the U.S. Corps of Englneers & NYS Dept. of Enviqonmental
Congervation : . .

NYS Pollution Discharge Elimination Syatems Permit.
This is a formidable 1ligt of applications. But what do they mean.

The Authorization ferAisual corridors & waterfront public access deals
with the fact that tha proposged public walkway., regqh¥red th be 40° wide
shrinks to 11'2" at Grand Street. ' '
The authorization on Permitted obstructions in visnal corridore &
deaign requirements for Waterfront Agcess related to the fact that two
of the visual corridors are obastructaed by pprking garages, and that the
geating & planting does not comply with the requilraments as to number
of planting areas and seating, and that they do not comply with the
required screening bhuffer and trees. ' '
The Initial Setback Distance from street & shore walkways does
not comply with tha zoning - The base helght 15 in excess, from 8'
to 279'. Maximmm helght is an increarge from 9' to 200'. The proposal-

for towers is In excess of 1?,400 to 37,400 Bsq. ft.
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The addition to the orlginal landmarked Domino 3ugar building would
ba 9,870 sy. ft. over wnat is permitted.

Along the shoreline, buildings would exceed the current zoning
regulations by from B80' to 140' in helght. '

The minimum 60' requipdd space betwen windows in an inner court
would be reduced by 3'6" to 10'. :

The rgquired size of pear yards would vary and nok completely
conform to regquirements. The digtance between two buildings on tha
same lot will mot comply. - o

The proposal excesds the permitted parking per the regulations.

Tn addition to the vardous changes above, the proposal alsc is
planning to transfer development rights from one parcel to another.
AS you are awvare, transfers of this type way iwnrease the slze of
developmenta by ahifting bukk from one slte to anothex inappropriately.

In the appeals by the developer, he states that thia building ls
not out of character with the adjoining areas. However, even he says
that most of the surrounding area consists of 2 to 6 mtoriesa puildings,
although he does cite one 150' tall structure. However, his lowest
puildings range from &0’ to 150 ' with the waterfront parcels ranging
from 300 to 400' tall. Vievs to the water and waterfront are confined
to view corridors -between the high rise buildings.

It i8 not clear from the proposal whether the "open space" would
be available to the general public or only to residents of the buildings
on the site. They mention that there are not the required number of
benchaes For seating, hut state that people can .always sit on the gradgs.

The applicant alsoc doem not secm to feel that the project would
create any probhems for the area. I am not a traffic expert so I will
leave comments about the large pumber of new cars that will be using
the pprking garages and what:®ffect this will have on the traffic here.

Hiowever, 1 am a member of the Soclal Services Committee on CB#2
Manbhattan, and T am aware of the lack of enough school spaces that we
have. With the large numbsr of unite that will be coming here, I don't
sea any plan for accomodating the families and children that will he
moving into the area. In addition, health facllites are also hecomling
a problem, with hoppitals closing or cutting back,

T have heard various complaints mwse already about the crowded
subways in this area, and with the further cutbacks in serveie, thie
has not been-adeguately addressed. :

Except for the applicant's agcertion that the project ig great,
he gives no good reagon why you should be appoving all these zoning
changes and Special Permitsa and Certifications. The project is much
to large and out of character for thae area. -

If this project came to me vhen I was head of the Xoning Committee,
I would have laughed at the applicant and turned it down immedlately.

Lhorlse Disther,
Zoning cnpﬂul;ant
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Doty Diether

ZONING GONSULTANT

107 WAVERLY PLACE , . TELEPHONE
: . _ © (R1R) 477-8279

NEW YORK, NY 10041 .
Rmt Dominb-sugar applicationl,

1 underetand there are many pecple hers today who suppert thia
project bacause it promisess vmoderate price nousing.” I pulled gome
ads for "moderate price housing" end it largely depands an what area
ig chosen as the area on which the price ia taken.” gample rents &
ipcome levels are shown below. Co . ' .

¢linton 2008 , | |
50% of meddsf 1neome - $502 for atudio
" L ' $53% for 1 bedroom
- $650 for 2 hadroom
40% of median incomé - $384 studio
: ' 408 for 1 bedroonh
4968 for -2 hedroom

Wwall .§t, area 2008 $671 dor studio
$678 for 1 bedroom

The Bronx 1/17/10 ‘ $783 for 1 bsdroom
$944 for 2 bedroom
$1,091 for 3 bedroom

Miﬁtown 2008 . $856 atudio
: " $916 for 1 bedroom
$1,103 for 2 bedrsom

Lower Manhattan 2007 ' $1,993 for 1 bedroom
. . $2,392 for 2 bedroom

If your_incpma is highar than Incoma Range mhown,; you don't gualify ‘

If your income is lower than Encome Range shown. yoy alao don't qualrify



Comments: Domino Sugar Rezoning Draft Environmental Impact Statement
CEQR No.: 07DCP084K
Gregory Dietrich, 5/7/10

These comments are intended to evaluate and respond to the analysis of potential
effects on historic architectural resources incurred by the proposed redevelopment of
the former Domino Sugar site, as detailed in the Domino Sugar Rezoning Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (2009}, prepared by planning consuitant AKRF with a
Notice of Completion by the New York City Department of City Planning {(NYC-CPC).

DOMINO SUGAR FACTORY SIGNIFICANCE

As noted in the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation's
{NYS-OPHRP) evaluation of National Register eligibility dated Qctober 27, 2006, the
Domino Sugar Factory (historically known as the American Sugar Refining Company,
among a host of other names) is nationally significant under National Register Criterion
A in the area of industry for its associations with “one of the nation’s most important
sugar refineries,” and in the area of pianning and development for its association with
the development of north Brooklyn through the mass employment of immigrants who
exerted a sizable influence on the growth of housing and commerce in the community. it
is also significant under Criterion C for embodying three different periods of industrial
design that includes 1883-1884, the mid 1920s, and the late 1950s-early 1960s,
resulting in a period of significance that spans 1883 to 1962. Finally, the Domino Sugar
Factory is significant under Criterion B for its associations with Henry Q. Havemeyer,
whose identity with the company and its sugar trust was synonymous with the monopoly
of sugar, just as John D. Rockefeiler's name was indelibly linked to the oil monopoly. In
addition, the Havemeyers & Elder Filter, Pan & Finishing House {aka Refinery) was
designated a New York City landmark on September 25, 2007. In its designation report,
the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (NYC-LPC) noted that the
subject building *was an important reminder of the era when sugar production was
Brooklyn’s most important industry,” among other attributes of significance,

Beyond the multi-tayered significance articulated by the NYS-QPRHP and NYC-LPC,
the Waterfront Preservation Alliance of Greenpoint and Williamsburg noted that the
subject property was the “longest industnal user in Brooklyn, having operated
continuously on the East River waterfront for 148 years” up until its closure in 2004

DOMINO SUGAR REZONING DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ANALYSIS

The DEIS is fraught with a host of contradictions with respect to its analysis of potential
effects on historic architectural resources as anticipated by the replacement of its
Nationai Register-eligible complex with the proposed high-density, mixed-use residential
development. Since this study purports to have been completed in accordance with
Section 106 of the National Register Historic Preservation Act, as amended, it is
incumbent that the study considers all of the effects of the proposed development on
historic resources, both within the subject property and beyond it within its viewshed.

Contextual Impacts/Urban Design/Visual Resources/Neighborhood Character
Analysis



While the DEIS acknowledges that the demolition of the majority of National Register-
eligible historic architectural resources on the subject property will exert a significant
adverse effect on historic resources, it fails to fully consider the development’s effects
on previously identified historic architectural resources within the subject property's
viewshed. These include:

Contextual Impacts

Williamsburg Bridge

The pervasive replacement of an historic industrial complex with a high-density, mixed-
use residential development will irrevocably compromise the views of the National
Register-eligible Williamsburg Bridge, thereby exerting a significant adverse effect on
the latter historic resource. By largely eliminating a character-defining property (80% of
the historic building stock within the former Domino Sugar Factory) within the
neighborhood and replacing it with a development that is punctuated by a series of high-
rise developments ranging in height from 148’ to 399’, coniextual views to the bridge will
not only be compromised by the loss of the historic property, but also permanently
obscured by inappropriately scaled new construction.

Former American Sugar Refinery Buildings East of Kent Avenue

The pervasive replacement of an historic industrial complex with a high-density, mixed-
use residential development will irrevocably compromise the context of the National
Register-eligible American Sugar Refinery Buildings east of Kent Avenue. This is
substantiated by the DEIS itself which states, “Since the project site buildings which are
historically related to the former American Sugar Refinery buildings will be removed, the
demolition of the project site buildings will alter the context of the former American
Sugar Refinery buildings located on the east side of Kent Avenue” {(8-21). Further, the
introduction of inappropriately scaled, mixed-use, high-density residential construction
will exert a significant adverse impact on the former refinery buildings through their
inappropriate scale.

Former Matchett Candy Factory

The pervasive replacement of an historic industrial compiex with a high-density, mixed-
use residential development will irrevocably compromise the context of the National
Register-eligible former Matchett Candy factory. As described in the inventory of historic
resources, the former factory from 1908 is designed in the Romanesgue Revival style
and characterized by dark red brick cladding, large arched openings, brick corbelling,
and projecting piers, among other features (8-15). All of these elements are stylistically
compatible with the Refinery {proposed for re-use) and to a large extent, the Adant
House (proposed for demolition). In addition, the former Matchett Candy factory fits
perfectly within the context of the neighborhood’s early-20"-century industrial history
and may in fact have had a direct relationship with the former sugar factory through its
candy producing operations. It also bears noting that while the existing vacant parcel
does not inform neighborhood context, the introduction of a 148'-high, mixed-use
residential building will exert a significant adverse impact on this building through its
inappropriate scale.



Dunham and Broadway Historic Districts

The pervasive replacement of an historic industrial complex with a high-density, mixed-
use residential development will irrevocably compromise the context of the National
Register-eligibie Dunham and Broadway historic districts. The existing industrial context
created by the composition of the subject property and the Williamsburg Bridge will be
significantly aitered pending the overwhelming loss and inappropriately-scaled
replacement of the former and the contextual intrusion on the latter. This is
substantiated by Figure 9-39 which illustrates the significant adverse effects of the
proposed new development on the area directly adjacent to the Broadway Historic
District.

Grand Street Historic District

The pervasive replacement of an historic industrial complex with a high-density, mixed-
use residential development will irrevocably compromise the context of the National
Register-eligible Grand Street Historic District. The district’s close proximity to the
subject property makes it especially vulnerable to any inappropriately scaled intrusions
as evinced by the visual analysis in Figure 9-40. Further, Grand Sireet bears a direct
historical relationship to the former Domino Sugar Factory, whose mass employment of
immigrants clearly influenced the former's development as a flourishing commercial
corridor during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Accordingly, the overwhelming
demolition of the subject property buiidings, augmented by the introduction of
inappropriately scaled new construction, will exert a significant adverse effect on the
historic district.

Urban Design

The pervasive demolition of an historic industrial complex, compounded by the
encroachment of a high-density, mixed-use residential development on a historic
building, does not constitute a unified design. As noted, the subject property is
comprised of purpose-buiit factory buildings dating to three distinct building campaigns,
offering a cohesive urban design consisting of a series of buildings expressive of their
historic functions. The overwhelming replacement of these buildings with a high-density,
mixed-use residential development that bears no relationship to the subject property or
to the area’s industrial character will exert a significant adverse impact on urban design.

Visual Resources

In ail of the visual resources discussed (Bin Building, “Domino Sugar” Sign,
Williamsburg Bridge, Manhattan skyline), the proposed project wiill exert a significant
adverse impact in replacing an historic industrial complex with a high-density, mixed-
use residential development.

Bin Buiiding

The DEIS assumes that a No Action would automatically result in the demolition of the
iconic Bin Building, thus posing the same threat to this historic resource as the
proposed project and negating any potentially adverse effect on the visual resource.



However, this No Action scenario does not consider an alternate plan in which the
owner would sell the subject property to a more preservation-minded developer. Given
the fact that the owner is in the business of developing affordable housing, coupled with
the fact that an inability to secure permit approvals for the subject property’s
redevelopment would prevent it from carrying out its affordable housing objectives, this
alternate plan is certainly not beyond the realm of possibility. In addition, the Bin
Building is inarguably a key-contributing resource within the complex since it not only
embodies the third building campaign of the complex, but also is a physical
manifestation of the bridging of the factory’s past with the future through its connecting
conveyor tubes to the Refinery on its 5" and 6" floors.

“Domino Sugar" Sign

While the reiocation of the “Domino Sugar” sign is preferable to its permanent removal
from the site from an Historic Preservation perspective, this does not compensate for
the demolition of the key-contributing Bin Building on which it was historically mounted.
Moreover, the sign’s relocation has the capacity to offer a false sense of history
regarding its original setting. While the relocation of the “Domino Sugar’ sign does
constitute a significant adverse effect on this resource, it does nevertheless constifute
an adverse effect.

Williamsburg Bridge

As previously noted in the Context section and corroborated by the visual analysis
contained in Figures 9-32 and 9-39, the National Register-eligible Williamsburg Bridge
is anticipated to be substantially compromised by the pervasive demolition of the
subject property and the introduction of an inappropriately scaled, high-density, mixed-
use residential development in its place. As noted, views of the bridge will not only be
irrevocably compromised by the loss of the historic resource, but also permanently
obscured by inappropnately scaled new construction, thereby resulting in a significant
adverse effect on the visual resource,

Manhattan Skyline/Former Domino Sugar Factory

Both views to and from the Manhattan skyline wiil be substantially compromised by the
proposed project. The majority of existing views of the Manhattan skyline from the
infand area will be permanently obscured by the new inappropriately scaled, high-
density, mixed-use residential development. In addition, the views of the subject
property from the Manhattan skyline will be irrevocably compromised by the loss of the
waterfront's historic industrial character, evinced by such iconic complexes as the
former Domino Sugar Factory and the former Austin, Nichols & Company Warehouse,
as well as the various wharf and dock remnants evoking the riverfront’s past,

It bears noting that in its discussion of the muitiple benefits accrued by the open space
along the subject property’s waterfront in opening up views to and from the Manhattan
skyline, the DEIS offers no alternate means in which this open space could be effected.
Yet, there are significant examples in the city (Hudson River Park, Brooklyn Bridge
Park, High Line, etc.) that are the product of public-private partnerships, thereby belying



this report’'s omission.

Neighborhood Character

The area’s neighborhood character is anticipated to be substantially undermined by the
proposed project which seeks to demolish the majority of National Register-eligible
buildings on the subject property and replacing them with a non-contextual, high-
density, mixed-use residential development. Since the former Domino Sugar Factory
plays a leading role in contributing to the historic industrial character of the
neighborhood, its loss and inappropriate replacement will ultimately compromise the
area’s character. Moreover, the DEIS contends that the proposed project will transform
the neighborhood into a vibrant community. However, the current glut of largely vacant
high-density residential developments in Williamsburg and Greenpoint, resuiting in a
wasteland of anomalous high-rises dotting its historic industrial landscape, repeatedly
belie this assertion. Thus, the proposed project wili exert a significant adverse impact on
neighborhood character by demolishing large swaths of its historic industrial building
stock and repiacing them with a development that has already been invalidated by its
high-density counterparts to the north.

Construction Impacts Analysis

Beyond the series of omissions found in the DEIS related to previously identified historic
architectural resources within the viewshed of the subject property, the Construction
Impacts analysis fails to consider the most substantial impact of all: the demolition of
80% of the National Register-eligible historic resources on the subject property. As
noted with respect to the Bin Building, the DEIS assumes that a No Action would
automnatically result in the demolition of the majority of buildings on the subject property,
thus posing the same threat to them as the proposed project and negating any
potentially adverse effects. However, this No Action scenario does not consider an
alternate plan in which the owner would sell the subject property to a more preservation-
minded developer. Given the fact that the owner is in the business of developing
affordable housing, coupled with the fact that an inability to secure permit approvals for
the subject property’s redevelopment would prevent it from carrying out its affordable
housing objectives, this alternate plan is certainly not beyond the realm of possibility.
Thus, this aspect of the analysis fails to identify the most significant adverse effect
posed by new construction.

Alternatives Analysis

in absence of a professional architectural and engineering study that considers the re-
use of all buildings on the subject property slated for demolition and their comparable
costs with respect to rehabilitation and the new development, it is futile to accept the
conclusions drawn from the Hisforic Alternafives Analysis for Domino Sugar Site,
Brooklyn, NY dated October 7, 2008 {DEIS Appendix A.1). If Refinery LLC has
commissioned such professional studies beyond that of Robert A. Sillman’s 6/30/08
engineering report on the Adant House, it should be appended to the DEIS to
substantiate the findings of this alternatives analysis.



Otherwise, it bears noting that in adapting the Refinery for residential housing, the
owner has already committed to rehabititating perhaps one of the most challenging
buildings within the complex, signifying the viability of rehabilitating a highly compiex
purpose-built factory building (in this case, a single building comprised of three
buildings!). Given the repeated assertions in the study about the lack of and/or
compromised material and design integrity of the remaining buildings, this should be
viewed as an opportunity to apply even more creative and fiexible design solutions than
those planned for the Refinery.

Public Policy

While the creation of affordable housing at levels far below Area Median income (AMI)
is consistent with public policy, the introduction of this housing at the subordination of
other public interest objectives such as Historic Preservation and Sustainability is not,
especially when considering a nationally significant historic resource like the former
Domino Sugar Factory. As noted, the current No Action scenario in the DEIS does not
consider an alternate plan in which the owner would sefl the subject property to a more
preservation-minded developer. Given the fact that the owner is in the business of
developing affordable housing, coupled with the fact that an inability to secure permit
approvals for the subject property’s redevelopment would prevent it from carrying out its
affordable housing objectives, this alternate pian is certainly not beyond the realm of
possibility.

Historic Preservation -

The indisputable national significance of the former Domino Sugar Factory, coupled with
the NYS-OPRHP's declaration {and planning consultant's concurrence) that its
pervasive demoiition will exert a significant adverse effect on the resource, suggest that
the city should do everything in its power to retain it as a matter of sensible public
policy. A locally driven Historic Preservation objective is especially relevant to New York
City, which, as a Certified Local Government under National Park Service jurisdiction,
has agreed to abide by federal standards in its designation and protection of historic
resources.

Sustainability

Beyond the public policy objectives of preserving a nationally significant component of
the city’s industrial heritage, there is also the city’s stated objectives of sustainability
contained in its PlanNYC 2030. Currently, LEED certification is evolving with respect to
the re-use of historic buildings so that factors regarding: energy expended to facilitate
demolition debris, greenhouse emissions caused by demolition debris, embodied
energy in existing buildings, energy expended on new construction, and inherent energy
efficiencies of historic buildings are all factored into a project’'s sustainability anaiysis.
Although PlanNYC 2030 currently does not consider these factors, they have already
been vatidated by the LEED certification program as legitimate considerations for
meeting public policy objectives of sustainability. Accordingly, the city should be
requiring a comprehensive sustainability analysis that considers the re-use of all historic
buildings on the subject property as part of the proposed project's CEQR application.
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former DOB commissioners, in support of this observation;
and

WHEREAS, moreover, given the other Z.R. provisions
that allow for rear yard cxemptions for lots in relation to
corners or along avennes shorter than 230 ft. in length, DOB's
interpretation of 33-30Q1, made in light of said provisions,
makes rmore sense than appeliant's, which reiies not on

* comparable provisions but on wholly unréiated provisions;

and

WHEREAS, in som, the Board finds that DOB's
interpretation is reasonable; therefore, the exemption of the
school’s  development proposal
requirement, as refiected in the DOB-approved plans, was
correct, and the approval and permit were appropriately
issued; and

WHEREAS, appellant made other supplemental
arguments in support of this appeal, all of which the Board
finds unpersuasiyiéin light ofthe counter-arpuments proffered
by DOB and the; t:cimol as reflected in the record,

Thereforel u.wlvcd that the final detertnination of the
New York CityBlgpartinent of Buildings, dated Angust 3,
2004, is upheld aad;this appeat is denied.

Adopred by&{,}u}Board df Standards and Appeals, March
8,2005. Py .

271-04-A

APPLICANT « Pier 63 Maritime, Inc. , by Michele A. Luzio,
SUBJECT - Application August 3, 2004 - Ao appeal
challenging the Departinent of Bu:ldmgs Jurisdiction to issue
swrmnons to subject praperty, on the grounds that the NYC
Department of Business Services has exclusive jurisdicti'on
over The “Barge”,

PREMISES AFFECTED - One: Pier 63, at 23™ Street und The
Hudson River, (The Barge), Block 662, Lot 2, Borough of
Marnhattan.

APPEARANCES -

For Applicant: Michele Luzip.

THE VOTE TO CLOSE HEARING -

Affirmative: Chair Sr; inivasan,, Commissioner Miele and
Commissionsr Chin... - .3
Recused: Vice-Chair Babbar OO w1

Negativer.._......... .-G

A("I‘ION OF THE BOARD Lald over to March 8,
2005, at 10 A.M., for continned hearing.

Pasquale Pacifico, Executive Director.

Adjourned;: 10:25 A.M.
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TUESDAY AFTERNOON, FEBRUARY 15, 2005
2:00 P.M.
Present:  Chair  Srinivasan, Vice-Chair  Habbar,
Comumissioner Micle and Commissioner Chin.

ZONING CALENDAR

102-03-BZ

APPLICANT - Sheidon Lobel, P. C for Southside Realty
Holdings, LLC, owner.

SUBJECT - Application April 3, 2003 - under Z.R. §72-21
to permit the proposed- development of two residential

. buildings with underground accessory pariang and on open

recreation space betweennthe two buildings, Use Group 2,
located in an M3~1 zonin; d:stnct wh}ch iy contrary to Z.R.
§412-00. s,
PREMISES A[*’FI:,[_TI}D ;291 Kﬂm A{VCHUE‘ 35/37 South
Second Street and 29/33%Sotuth Third Street, east side of Koot
Avenue, between South. Sccond and’ ‘hird Streets, Block
2415, Lots 10, 14, 1‘? +41-43, 114 and 116, Horough of
Brooklyn.

COMMUNITY BOARD #1BK

APPEARANCES -

For Applicant: Jordan Most.

ACTION OF THE BOARD -Application pranted on
condition. _ '
THE VQTE TO GRANT -

Affirmative: - Chair Srinivasan, Vicé-Chair Babbar,
Commissjoner Miele and Commissioner Chin... Y-
Negative:........... ,0
T’I—IERESOLU'IION—

WHEREAS, the decision of the Borough Commissigner,
dated March 24, 2003, acting on Department of Buiidings
Application Ne. 301429069, reads, in pertinent part: °

"Proposed development of a residential building is not

permitted within an M3-1 Zoning Disfrict az prex Section

42-00 of the Zoning Hesolntion"; and

- WHEREAS, 2 second decision of the Borough
Commissioncr, dated Janwaty 10, 2005, acting on Department
of Buildings Application No. 301429069, reads, in pertinent
part; '

"Proposed building docs not provide rear yard as

required by ZR 43-26 and ZR 43-28"; and

WHEREAS, -2 public heariug was held on this
application. on February 24, 2004 afier due notice by
publication in the City Rccm-d with continued hearings on
April 12, May 11, June 22, Augnst 10, October 5, and
December 7, 2004, and Jajmary 25, 2005, and then to
decision on March 8, 2005; aud

WHEREAS, the premises and surrounding arca had a
site and nc:ghbﬂrhood examination by a committee of the
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Board, consisting of Chair Srinivasan, Vice-Chair Babbar,
and Commissioners Miele and Chin; and

WITHREAS, Community Roard 1,
rccommends disapproval of this application; and

WHEREAS, the Cily Planning Commissien ("CPC")
opposed the application at the initial hearing dne to concerns
related to the proximity of the site to the Domino Sugar Plant
and the mamtenancs cfthe dlsm.-:t as a viable mdnufar..tunng
district; and

WEHEREAS, it was announced in Avpust of 2003 that the
Domino Sugar Plant would be shutting down its refinery atthe
siie; and .

WIHEREAS, this is an application under Z.E_ § 72-21, to
permit, within an M3-1 zoning diswrict, the proposed
deveiopment of cight contiguous and vacant lols witls two
residential bnildings and one commercial building, with 29
parking spuces accommodsted in the rear yard between the

- two residential buildings, cmxira.ry to Z.R. §§ 42-00, 43-26
and 43-28; and

W’HER_EAS the pr{.m!se.s 1s located on portion of Block

I 2 ¥ bet‘wem South Second Street and South Third Street,
- and Kt.,n,t Avenue and Wythnhvenue and

WHEREAS, the lot is kvt In-shaped lot, part of which isa
through lot and parl of which is a carner lot, with a frontage
of approximately 197 ft. on South Second Sireet and 38 . on
Sowuth Third Sireat; and

WHEREAS, the current version of this application
proposes the construetion of twe 45 fi. (total height exciuding
metchanicals), four-story residential buildings with a total floor
area of 49,152 s.f. and an F.A L. of 2.0, one commercial
building with a flpor area of 3,212 5.1, and an F.AR. of 0.13,
and 29 parkmg ‘spaces for the residential ienants
accommodated in the rear yard between the two residential
buildings; and-

WHEREAS, the original version of this application
propused fwo 125 ft. (total height exeluding mechanicals),
eleven-story residential boildings with a total floor area of
122,905 sf and a floor area ratic ("F.A.R.") of 5.0, an
underground aecessory parking area and ao open recreation
space between the two buildings; nnd

WHEREAS, upon the requost of the' Board, the applicant
submitted a revised application on Devember 4, 2003 that

Brooklyn,

proposed two 103 ft,. nine-story residential buildings with a .

total floor area of 99,045 sf and an F.AR. of 4.03, an
underground accessory parking ares and an open recreation
space between the two buildings; snd

WHEREAS, the applicant submitted a further revised
application on June 8, 2004 that proposed two 55 1,
five-story residential buildinps and one 70 f., six-story
building, with a total floor area of 72,807 5.f. and an F.A R of
2.96, an underground accessory parking area and open
recreation space on top of onc of the buildings; and

WHEREAS, the. applicant subscquently submitted a
revised application on July 27, 2004 that contemplated two
55 ft. five-story residential buildings (total height excluding
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mechanicals) with v tolal floer area of 54,078 s.f. and an
F.AR. 0f 2.2 and 30 parking spaces accommodared in the
rear yard between the two residential buildings; and

WHEREAS, after fuuther review and comment by the
Board, the apphcatlon was modlﬁed to the current version:
and

WHEREAS, the appllcant states that the following are
unique physical conditions, which create practical difficulties
and unnecessary hardship in developing the subject lot in
conformance with underlying district regulations: (i) the site

© is undeveloped; (if) the site is sloped; (iif) the site is

uTegularly shaped; (iv) the site i3 functienally narrow; (v) the
site has fronrage on namow streets and therefore is not
suitable for truck access; and (vi) the site has certain
subsurface conditions that will necesshate considerable site
preparation; and

WHEREAS, the applicant slutes (hat the site slapes
npward from Kent Avende heading east on South 2nd Street
and-it:slopes upward from South J¥d \Rireet ncross to Scuth
2nd Street; and ot

JWIEREAS, the applicant repridsénts that because of the
lrregular shape of the site, the usablewidth of the parcel is
andy. 53 fi. ,and ""t"ﬂ"

WI-IBREAS the applicant represents that there is nnly
loading frontage on narrow strects, and that such stieets
wonld provide poor access for large tucks and make
commercial use of the site difficult; and

WHEREAS, the Roard finds that liese site conditions

‘affeet the viability of confomying one-story manv facturing or

office development; and )

WHEREAS, the applicant states that a pround
penetrating radar probe was conducted on the site, and
although: the tests did not reveal Lhe: presence of steel or

reinforced concrete foundations, further site work shonld be

cagied out as the probe is suggestive of an abandoned
underground storage tank; and -

WHEREAS, the Board niotes that any cost associated
with the sub-surface conditions is speculative at this point
and does not form the basjs of hardship; and-

WHEREAS, nccordingly, the Board finds that certain of
the npique conditions mentioned abave, namely, the slope of
the site, the irregular shape of the lat, the functional
rarrowness of the lot and the fronlage of the cite on narrow.
streets, when considerad in thé aggregate, create practical
difficudties end unnecessary hardship in developing the site
in strict conformity with applicable zoning regulations; and

WHERFEAS, the applicant submitted an initial feasibility
study that analyzed three alternative uscs of the property,
including a conforming manufacturing use, 2 conforming
office use and the proposed recidential use; and

WHEREAS, the applicant concluded that a conforming
manufacturing or office development would not realize a
reasonable return duc to the site's contraints, but that the
originally proposed residential building would; and -
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WHEREAS, the applicant prepared a revised feasibility
stucly at the Board's request, reflecting a reduction in the
proposed project’s F.AR., height and density; and

" WHEREAS, the applicant submitted another revised
feasibility study at the Board's request. reflecting: a fiutlier

downward adjustment in I, A.R. and including an adjusmment

in projected condominium salcs income to reflect recent
market trends; and

WHEREAS, however, the Board was still not convinced
that & praposal with a lower F.A. R was infeasibic; and

WHEREAS, the Board then asked the applicant to
consider the feesibility of a rental development instead of a
condominium; and .

WIHEREAS, the applicant conchuded that afthough a
rental development would have somewhat reduced hard and
soft costs, it was anlikely that it would be ccunomtca]ly
feasible; and

WHEREAS, the Board then askéd. the applicant to ?wf{;

caonsider an altemative development that would: (1) provide
for a commercial component; and (2) reduces totai rps:dentia
floor area; and i

_:p

WHEREAS, the Boand notes that the survey reflects that
the aren sunvundiog the site has less high-intensily
manufacturing and is characterized more by vacant lots and
other low-intensity uses, such as warchouses; specifically, the
subject block has approximately 36,081 s.£. of vacant lotarea
vut of a total of 105,000 s.f., and the block directiy across
South 2nd Sueet from the subject block has approximately
53,239 5.f of vacaut fot arca out of a total of 106,000 s.f;
and

WEHEREAS, the Board observes that becausc there is
very little high-intensity mannfacturing in the surrounding
area, but meny vacant parcels, the introduction of a
residential building would not affect the character of the
neighborhood; and

WHEREAS, the Bon.rd asked the applicant to consider
concerns from compranity irembers, who stated that there is
a need for active conforming uses in the neighborhood and
that the height of the proposed building was not m lme w:th
other buildings in the neighbarhood; and

WHEREAS, in response, the applicant mod:f ed its
proposal to: (1) anlucle a connnercial building with frontage
on Kent Avenue, which reinforces the commercial and

#0886 P.003/004

o
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WHEREAS, the applicant subse qucntly mod:ﬁed the s
application to the current proposal; and - e
WHEREAS, the Board also notes that the applicant made

manufacturing nature of Kent Avenue; and (2) fawther redoce
the building height from five stories to four storjes: and

legitimate, but unsuccesefl, marketing attempts to rent the
site to as-of-right users, including advertising the site in a
newspaper and listing the site with a broker; and

WHEREAS, the Board also asked the applicant to
consider whether a parking lot would be a viable and
- conforming altemative use of the property and referred to a
proposalconternplating the same prepared by a rmember of the
comununity; and

WHEREAS, the applicant studied the issue and
concluded that such nse of the property would net represent
a feasible real estate investment as claimed in the study,
because the study was based upon umrealistic occupancy
assumpfions and inaccurate real estate fax essumptions; and

WHEREAS, based upon the above, the Board has
determined that beeause of the subject Jot's unigque physical
conditions, thereis no reasonable possibility that development
in strict conformance with the use provisions applicable in the

* subject zoniug district will provide 2 reasonable return; and -

WHEREAS, the Board initially shated CPC's eoncerns
about the impact of a new residential building in the area in

light ofl its proximity to the Domino Supar Plant but

acknowledges that these concemns dre no longer pressing
given the closure of e plant; and

WHERIAS, the spplicant states that the block on which
the site is located and the blocks immediately to the south and
north of the site have significant amounts of undeveloped land
and vacant buildings; and

WHEREAS, the applicant condocted a detailed land use
. survey of the area, facusing on the blocks from Grand Strect
to South Fifth Street, between Kent and Wythe Avenues, and
submxtted such survey to the Boand; and
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WHERLEAS, the Board notés that the currently proposed
buxldmg is more compatible with previously proposed
versions because the height and F.AR. of the residential
buildings has been significantly reduced, aed becausc a
commercial building is now proposed for the site; and

WHEREAS, based upon the above, the Board finds that
this action will not alter the essential character of the
surrounding neighborhood nor impair the use or development
of adjacent properties, nor willit be d&lm'nental to thy pubhc
welfare; and

WIIEREAS, the Board fmds that the hardship herein
was not created by the owner or a predecessor in title: and

- WHEREAS, after taking direction from the Board as o
the proper amount of relief given the amount of actual
hardship on the site, the appticant modified the development
proposal to the current version; and

WHEREAS, accordingly, the Board finds that this
proposal is the minimnm necessary to afford the owner rel;ef
and

WHEREAS, the Board has detcrmmad {hat the evidence
in the record supports the find ings mqum,(] to be made under
Z.R §72-21; and - .

WHEREAS, the project is classified as an Unlisted
action parsuant to 6 NYCRR, Part 617; and

WHIEREAS, the Board has conducted an environmental
review of the propased action: and hes documented relevant
information about the profect in the Final Environmental
Assessment Statement (EASY CEQR. No. 03-BSA-1 60&
dated August 21, 2003; and

WHEREAS, the EAS documents that the project as
proposed would nothave significantadverse impacts on Land

¢

L.
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Use, Zoniog, and Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions;
Community Facilities and Services; Open Space; Shadows;
Historic Resources; Urban Design and Visual Resources;
Neighborhood Character; Natural Resources; Waterfront
Kevilalization Program; Infrastnucture; Hazardous Materials;
Sclid Waste and Sanitation Services, Energy; Traffic and
Parking; Tronsit and Pcdesrrians; Adr Quality; Noize; and
Public Health; and

WHEREAS, the Office of Envirommental Plannlng and.

Asscssment of the New York City Department of
Envisommnenial Prutsction (IXEP) has reviewed the foliowing,
submissions fromn the applicant: {1) an Environmenlal
Assessment Statement Fonn, dated August 21, 2003; (2)
CEQR submission regarding a fifty-year site history of the
subject site and the adjucent lots and other items from the
applicant's consultant, dated Jaouary 30, 2003, (3) an updated
project degeription, dated November 18, 2004; (4) a Jaguary
#2002 Phase. I Environmental Site Assessmoent Report; and (5)
an air quality response preparcd by the consultanl, daled
ebruary, 15, 20035; and
WHERE AS, these submissions specifically examined the
=i rpropased action for potential hazardous materials, air quality
rand noise pppacts; and
WHIREAS, a Restrictive Declaration was exccuted and
recorded for the subject property to address harzardous
materials concerns; and
WHEREAS, DEP has detenmiied that there wonld notbe
any impacts from the subject proposal, based on the
applicant’s responses and the impleentation of the measures

cited in the Resirictive Declaration, as well as the applicant's

agreement to the condition noted below; and

WHIREAS, no other significant effects upon the
environment that would require an Environmental 1mpact
Statcment are foreseealle; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that tha proposed
action will not have a significamt adverse impact on the
environment.

Therefore it is Resolved that the Board of Standards and
Appeals issues a MNegative Declaration, with conditions as
stipulzted below, prepared in accordance with Articie § of the
New York State Environmental Conservation Law and 6

NYCRR Pat 617, the Rules of Procedure for City.

Envirommental Quality Review and Executive Ornder No. 91
of 1977, as amended, and makes the required findings under
Z.R. § 72-21, to permit, within an M3-1 Zoning District, the
proposed developnient of eight configuous and vacant {ots as
two residential buildings and ong comnerciat building with 29
. parking spaces accommodated in the rear yard between the
two residential buildings, conirary to Z.R. §§ 42-00, 413-26
and 43-28; on condition that all work -shall substantially
conform to drawings as they apply to the objections above
noted, filed with this application marked "Received January
31, 2005" - (13) sheets; and on further condition:
THAT a minimum of 35 dB{A) window/wall noisc
attenuation for ali facades shall be provided for the two
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proposed rcs1dentlaj buildings;

THAT the bulk parameters of the proposed bmldmgs
shall be as follows: a total F.AR. of 2:13 (with 2.0 for the
residential buildings 2nd 0.13 for the commercial building);
and. a total height for cach of the residential buildings of 45
it. (excluding mechanicals);

THAT a total of 2% packing spaces shall be provided in
the acoessory parking lot;

THAT the cellar rooms in the residential buildings, as
illustrated on the BSA-approved plans-shall be accessory to
the residential use, but shall not be habitable rocms;

THAT this approval is limited to thc relief granted by
die Board in response to specifically cited and fited
DOB/other jurisdiction objection(s) only;

THAT the approved pluns shalt be considered approved
onjy for the portions related to the specific relief pranted; and

THAT the Department of Buildings must ensare
compliance with allotier applicable provisions ofthe Zoning
Resciation, the Administrative Code and any other relevant
lawsrupder its jurisdicton irrespective of plan{sy and/or
configiuration(s) nékrelnled o the relief pranted.

- Adopted hytha CBoard of Standards and Appeals, March
8, 2005 e .

348-03-BZ

APPLICANT - The Agusta Group, for Sebastiano
Mancimmneli, owner. .

SURJECT - Application November 14, 2003 - under ZR,
§72-21 to permit the proposed censtruction of a three story,
one family seini-detached dwelling, whicl does not comply
with the minimum eight foot side yard, is contrary to ZR.
§23-461(x).

~ PREMISES AFFECTED - 66-18 74* Street, west side, 169

south af Juniper Valley Road, Block 3058, Lot 35, Borough
of Queens.

COMMUNITY BOARD #5Q

APPEARANCES - None;

ACTION OF THE BOARD - App!tcauon withdiawn.
THE VOTE TO WITHDRAW -

Affinpative: Chair  Srinivass an, Vice-Chair Babbar,
Commissioner Micle and Commissioner Chin ST
Negative:............, .

Adnpted by lhc Boa.rd Df Stﬂndardq and Appeal'; March
8, 2005.

293-04-BZ

APPLICANT - Eric Palatnik, P.C., for Toral Academy For
Girls, owner.
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throughout as 1o size, design, and program. 7 W C} K
in an inerview, Holly Leicht, HPD's depuly commissioner of Develapment, said the esfimates the @ 5 a B O

city made were “based on assumptlons that would have been aggressive even at the height of
the real esfale market and are & complete fiction today.” 3 d 7

She addad that the analysls “was not a reflection of their propoeal then, much less today.”

Howewver, given the report's title names the developer's parent company and specifies it is an
analysis of the company's Domino praposal, if's falr to assume the report had CPCR's project In
mingd.

And its precise design numbers appaar to contradict Pollock's assertlon that the current project |s
50 different from the one envisioned in Lhe ahatysis made four years ago.

In fact, New Doming's scope has changed vary little over fime, {f at all, since Michael Lappin,
CPCR's president, formally announced it in July of 2007, three years afler the site was acquired
for redevelopment.

Then, as now, the plans have calted for at least 2,200 units, of which approximately 680 would
ba set aside as aflordabla at balow-market rates. Tha current propogad Flaor Araa Ratio {FAR),
winch delermines density levels, is 5.7 for most of the site,

The Four scengarios in (he analysis - labaled in alphabedical order starting with A, and dasigned 1o
suggest differart preservation oplions for the refinery, as well as sizes for the surrounding
bulldings - fall exiremely close to those figures, though none match them exactly.

For example, the total number of units In each scenano is 2,081, 2,382, 2,096 and 2,134 the
nurnper of affordable apartments {s 714, 700, 630 and 630 {(aqualing affordability componente of
20 ta 34 percent); and the FAR ranges from §.25 to 8.0.

Given the city's evenlual decision to langmark the refinery, and the developer’s subsequent
praservation design for that buitding, tha current proposal’s physicat dimensions can best be
compaied fo a hybrid of all four scanarios, taking alemsnts of one, such as Scenario B's 29
percent affordability leve!, and combining # with others, like Scenario D's muiti-level build out on
the preserved refinery's rooftop.

Averaged out, a composits of all four igures yields one that is nearly identical to the curment
proposal: 2,175 units, including 868 affordable ones, with an FAR cf 5.8,

If, as tha city argued, the anelysis was made to determine the impact and costs of a potential
radevalopment of the sugar pleat site, and was not done vsing CPCR's specific proposal in
mind, it was certairly made using a mock dawvelopment model that had recembled thé meal thing.

Then thera s tha quastian of money.

Clearly the real eslate market has changed dramatically for the worse since the cost estimates
associated with New Domino ware made in 2006. Those were based on the sale of markel-rate
units priced at $900 per square foot, a general valualion of North Brookiyn waterfront proparty
that HPD characterized as “apgressive® even then.

That figure has since ¢ropped to somewhers between $650 and $700 per square foot.

in multipla conversations over a two<day perlod last week, afiar tha daveloper was shawn the
city's analysis (it is imporlant to note that not even CPCR had seen the in-house report until
then), Paliock and Lioyd Kaplan, the pracaervation corporation’s spokesperson, argued that
present market conditions render 2006 revenue estimatas entirely out of reach. And in private,
city officials agree no developer right now could hope for a profit margin exceeding 40 percent.

This is true, but it ignores a grealer point; the residential real estate market is not stagnant, itis
recavening, and will improve - if not next year then at some point in the future.

“Sales are picking up slightly,” said Lucien Savant of tha National Asseciation of Realtors, “which
is having an effect on housing inventory, which Is slarling to stabilize housing prices.”
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GPGR could not fetch prices of $900 or even $800 per squane foot today, but the devaloper is
not building any units today. If the project is approved by the Clty Council, construction would not
begin for al leas! tiree years, and would take len ko 12 years 1o finish, aceording 1o tha testimony
of Michack Lappin, CPCR’s president, at the Cily Planning Commission’s April 28{h hearing on
the project.

Savant predicled nationwide real estate prices will likely rebound fo pre-2008 'evels well befora
that. And several Naw Yark City real astate experis who ware interdewed for this article said the
market in Srookiyn has already starled to improve,

The boreugh's average property valize in dallars per equare foot has increased over the past
year by Lhree fo four percenl, according to Jack Nyman, director of CUNY's Steven L. Mewman
Real Estate Institule a1 Baruch College. “That's a good sign that things are coming back,” he
sald. “Witl Domino do weli over the next ten fo twelve years? [ think it will.”

“At some polnt the market will be there,” said Ward Dennis, chair of Community Board Ona's

t and Use Committee. The committee, and later the fuil hoard, rejected the developer's plan ta
rezone lhe site for redevelopment. He added, “{ assume that if someone comes Lo us to rezone &
praperty here will evenlually be a mavket for that preject.”

And as Assemblyman Joseph Lentol < who has led an unsuccessful community effor! to oiain
financial informaltion on the project from CPCR - pointed out, the possibility exists that one
decade afier the recassian has fizzied, Nerth Brooklyn waterfront real estate could became the
hot commoity developers hoped it would be all along.

“By Lhe time this project is finishad, tha real estate market coutd be highar than It was in 2006,
Lentol satd in an interview. The developer “might make even more money,”

Impariantly, the city's eslimata of 2 profit of severa! hundred miltion dollars for CPCR must be
adjustad because it failed to include soveral routine axpenses incurred in any development

project.

Thaee include pre-develocpment, environmaental remedlation, and camying costs, among olhers,
acxording lo Pollock, who also noted Ihat the analysis excludes quashtions of taxes, and misses
1he mark an the steep price of presorvation. Also, development cosls are conlinyally rising,

Tha estimated profit margin has “absolulety no resembiance o lhe numbers we're working with
today,” Pollock said in a brief interview shortly after reading the cily’s analysis. In tho statement
she issued he next day she went further, 2aying, “It is not even considered by the city as
relevant to tha current plan before them:.*

Bul whan askad if comparing the physical scope of the 2008-ara project in the analysis with the
current proposai was an unfalr axerclsa, clly officlals speaking on background said it was not.

When asked to provide more accurato data to prove that the cily's estimate was wrong, Pollack
refused to do so,

The analysis may represent tha clty's rough, snapshat guees of lha scale of profit a developer
cauld make on the sile, were they (o build a project like New Doming. And unless the devaloper
releases mora financiai information, it will remain the only estimate of any kind on record,

And It sheds new light on a cenlral argument CPCR has used to juslity the praject’s size: that lhe
number of market-rate units and densily levels - which far exceed the zoning requirements put in
place in 2005 - are necessary it order to cover Lhe cost of, or cross-subsidize, the 30 parcent
affordabls hausing component.

That argument has been rejecled by elected officials and community groups who say the project
could be smallar, whila tifl providing the same if not higher levels of affordable housing, So far,
both the community board and lhe borough president have recommended that New Domino be
scalad dawn.

Councilman Steve Levin, whose district includes lhe slte, has testified in favar of *real and
significant changes” to tho proposal, induding a reducfion e {,500-apartments, an amount that
wouid drive the 660 affordable units to the 40 percent threshold, His vote could prove crucial
when {he project goes before the Cily Council.

Earlier fhis year, Levin nagotiated an agreement with the devetoper of Rose Plaza, a smaller
waterfront project near New Domino, ihal reduced its overall size while stightly increasing the
amount of affardahle housing.
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The deal enst the developer, isaac Rosenbery, untold millions in profit, but was hailed as a
victory by neighbarhood and housing activists. [t showed that large-scale developments on the
Williamsburg waterfront remain profitable and worihwhile even if developers are pushed lo
accept smaller profits than originally anticipated.

Indeed, one major Brooklyn developer, who spake on the condition of anonymity, said that in
good times develppers hope to make back 20 percent on big projects. *But in the fast number of
years nobody’s making 20 percent,” he said.

“lLet them make & profit,” Lentof said of CPCR. “That's what you have (o do in business.” Bul the
commurnity would benefit from a smaller project, he said, one that still allows for a *reasonabie”
profit for the developer.

In any case, a greater level of transparency on the part of the devetoper from the stant would
hava helped, he sald. "They could hava given themsgelvas some credibility if they showed us thetr
figures out they didn't doil,” Lentol said. “Now we know why.”
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Domino SiteUrban Design
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Key Areas of Concern

Based on key principles established in the Greenpoint-Williamsburg Rezoning's urban design:

- buildings (towers) above 85‘are linited in flooplate size and dimensions
- buildings are limited to 65’ maximum height within 100’ of Kent Avenue
- towers are limited to 300"and 400’ maximum heights

- towers cannot be located within 70’ of the shoreline

Tower size (above 85) and height within 100’ of Kent Avenue/upland neighborhood context

Street wall/building height along Kent Avenue above 65°

| Tower Height above 300"& 400’ limits

- Location within 70" of Shoreline (relaxed to 65)

Configuration different from original 5 FAR scheme shown to DCP

5 FAR Scheme
( - ':-Iaw 'lw
N -

Approx. 44,000 sf located in main tower portions
Approx. 34,000 sf located in tower portions abave 85’ within 100’ of Kent Avenue.

6 FAR Scheme B
""'|4eo' ) 390"
- |m i 440° L 340° |
150" 160° { .
150 130 | A7E T
140° |‘ I e
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J |
[

Approx 234,500 stlocated Inn matn towses pPorions

Approx. 98,000 sf located in tower portions above 85° within 100’ of Kent Avenue.

tith rower located within footpri
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Domlno An Alternate Plan

AN ECONOMIC ENGINE FOR NEW YORK
AND A PROUD LEGACY FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS

CASE STUDY: THE TATE MODERN. REGENERATION OF AN INDUSTRIAL SITE
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Domino: An Alternate Plan

PRESERVE THE PAST, CREATE A FUTURE... |
JOBS, TOURISM, AFFORDABLE HOUSING




Domino: An Alternate Plan

Overview

« Transforming obsolete industrial-age sites into major “cultural
hubs” has significant local, regional, and national positive
effects. All domestic and international case studies have
resulted as "win-win” economic engines.

The economic benefits have staggering
positive results.

« The Domino site is one of the United States’ last standing
and intact icons of America’s Industrial Revolution.

The following case study focuses on the Tate Modern
because it is directly relevant and well-documented.
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Case study: The Tate Modern
Just an Old Power Station in the U.K.?
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Just an Old Power Station = =l
in the U.K.?

The Tate Modern Case Study

Regeneration Impact:

 Estimated to generate revenue
of $205.5 million” per annum

to London overall

(1) Pound Sterling to USS, July 22, 2007.
Source: Government of Birmingham, Gardiner & Theobald LLP, Jura Consultants, Gleets (20 January 2005).
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Just an Old Power Station
in the U.K.?

The Tate Modern Case Study

Regeneration Impact:

* It is estimated that Tate Modern is
worth between $102.7 —143.8
million” in revenue to the borough
of Southwark alone.

(1) Pound Sterling to USS, July 22, 2007.
~ Source: Government of Birmingham, Gardiner & Theobald LLP, Jura Consultants, Gleets (20 January 2005).
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Just an Old Power Station
in the U.K.? !

The Tate Modern Case Study

Regeneration Impact:

» The Tate Modern has attracted new
Investment and led to an estimated
1,800 hotel and catering jobs. This has
contributed to the estimated 3,000 new
jobs which have been directly or indirectly
linked to the creation of the Tate Modern.

Source: Government of Birmingham, Gardiner & Theobald LLP, Jura Consultants, Gleets (20 January 2005).
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Just an Old Power Station
in the U.K.?

Regeneration Impact:

 During its first year in operation, the
Tate Modern attracted 5.25 million visitors
— well above original estimates — and had
become the third most visited tourist
attraction in all of England.

. Source: Government of Birmingham, Gardiner & Theobald LLP, Jura Consultants, Gleets (20 January 2005).
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Just an Old Power Station
in the U.K.?

* As with other major new visitor attractions, visitor
numbers have now stabilized. Around 3.5 million
visitors are attracted to the Tate Modern annually.

This figure exceeds the initial predictions.
In addition to the millions of annual visitors,

the project has also brought new jobs and
investment to the area.

Source: Government of Birmingham, Gardiner & Theobald LLP, Jura Consultants, Gleets (20 January 2005).




Just an Old Power
Station in the U.K.?

The

Regeneration Impact:

« Commercial development in Southwark has
also outpaced the London average, as has the
increase in the number of new businesses.

In addition, the Tate Modern is credited with
helping change the attitude, image and
aspirations of the area.

Source: Government of Birmingham, Gardiner & Theobald LLP, Jura Consultants, Gleets (20 January 2005).




Domino: An Alternate Plan
Summary

Benefits
Major Points:

* Using conservative figures based on the
Tate Modern Case Study, with a modest admission
price, the Domino site would bring in between
$80-$100 million in revenue per annum."
These figures do not include revenue generated
through businesses outside the Domino site.

(1) Average number of visitors multiplied by average price of museum admissions.




Domino: An Alternate Plan
Summary

Benefits
Major Points:

+ Site is large enough to maintain the historical nature of the
original structures and develop other commercial aspects
to support the arts center, including affordable housing.

* A “Green Technology Center” will be included to
develop, showcase, and power the entire site through
sustainable alternate energy — Wind, Wave, Solar, and
Geothermal. The visibility of this site will help spearhead
New York State as a global center of green technology.




Domino: An Alternate Plan
Summary

Benefits
Major Points:

» Strong positive ripple effect
throughout the economy

Unique waterfront location,
with promenade for park,
restaurants,

and landing sites for water
taxis, private boats

Theaters for the performing
arts, music, and film

Magnet school for the arts

Develop space for the local
community to function as a
creative incubator

International traveling
exhibitions

Showcase for art fairs

Rotating exhibitions of private
collections




Domino: An Alternate Plan
Summary

A Selection of Other Regenerated Sites:

« Agricultural & Industrial Museum of » The Lowry Center
York County Mass Moca
Andy Warhol Museum Musee d'Orsay

Art Genter College Design Museum of Estonian Architecture

BALTIC Noguchi Museum

Centrale Montemartini of Rome Old Ford Motor Factory

Custard Factory Radialsystem V New Space for the Arts

Dia: Beacon in Berlin

Geffen Contemporary @ MOCA P.S.1

Harborough Museum Queen Victoria Museum

King Plow Art CenterKiinstlerhaus « Solvent Space

Bethanien Berlin = The Power Plant Contemporary Art Gallery
» Letterman Digital Arts - Torpedo Art Center

Tl o




Domino: An Alternate Plan
Conclusion

When is the right time for this project?

NOW!
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Uit Denris Richard Farr, Puerto Rican and Biclong Wikhamshure,
Brookbm restdent, My yoother, Roth Martines, was coaployed at Donino Suga in
the tg7os, mud my farmily has resided in Witlianshurey stvice the tosos. Uhave
resided 1 the Southside, the Northside, and the so-cailed Third Ward of
Sillamshurg, Brooklyn. No measure of Williamsburs has cscaped me nolice and
devotion, and Fleve imvestipated and reported onits conteification. at grea!
persanal cost, for the past twerdy vears, Ay people, the Puerto Ricans, hive been
conneeted fo Dominag Sugar sinee s incention in 1900, and hetove, in s
"previous inearnation” as the Havemever, Townsend & Co. Relinery in 1830,
Truly, no aroup is deeper comeeted, since Domine Sugar transacted o
Caribbean sugar at o lmne when slavery shackled Puerto Bicans to stgar cone
phntations. Whereas mueh is made coneerning Dontineg Sugar's vich history and
how it Goures ko s foture development, discussion shout Puerte Rieo’s, and
Williarnsbura's Puorte Ricans”, contvibution to Dondno Sugar and American
manuiacturing remains i desiderata, i paralle] (o the neplect of Puerto Ricans
{n) \'\I'ill]ii.l]‘[!.‘-;bll'l"&-},'.'i aentriication: mesk siemificantlv in the vice w Lear up and
Jivide Willinmishurg amongst rapacions developers. My wish s to contribole 1o g
vemnedy by urging rejechion of Community Proscrvadion Corporation’s proposyl
for tuxuey condomimiums i favor af o Universiiv of Urhan Desten st the Doming
Stgar Site.

Paot's preface this bold tdea by summarizing the reasons for reeetion of
P peeposal. There's no doubU that Wililamsshurg s veal esiate developmont is
comirectoil bo the neighborbood’s chunging cultura! trends: Williaoashurg's

zendrificalion bogen in the carly ig8as, gined malastros attention by e
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109G 08 and steamrolled througl the end of one millenninm into Lhe besinning of
another, Without this sentrification, the signiltcant waterfeont and triand
dovelopment hoirg expertenced vight now could vt be conceived. And vet, it
tnkes naaenius fosee tad navhe ondy Goldmar-Sechs s profiting from the
development bypertrophy., if they also sharted sgainst tie neighborbiood e way

they have against the nation. The real estate market in Williamshurs s
supersatinudod. Waterfrond prorects like the Fdae and Northside Plervs are
pertorintig terribiv, Occupaney rades are o the hasement, Down the siveet Do
tiwrn more heusing developments rise, adding to the glut, Recently, Wew York
Muagazine reported that there are more “vacant”™ (reads foreelosed and
ahandened Fhuilditgs in Wilhamshurg than there are o the entirets of the South

Fpug

Broax. The cannibalization of the indscape has contributed signthcant poltution
constant construochion neise, re-routing ol traffic, overerowdmg, indrastre lum
and munmeipal seivice stresses—all but elimineting the neiebborhood's pains i
so-cidled Tguadity ol ” while the Mavorowho compaigned in mimicre of Mavor
fonudiant belore hing, derides cesidents who point out the hvpoerisy of a paditielan
who alars with bogevinan stories abowt second-Tand smoke in bars while
norng the envienummenial perils now confronting Withamshure, Like the regi
enlate deveiopers b ehampicns, this nivopte Muvor Bloombers fails te see
rrony individing, constining and dostroving the andscape that made
Wilkamshburg sa appealing in the first place. And to folst ol tpon nonsense, he
urees thal the so-called powers that be support and fast track CPC's develngimeni

proeet, ane that proposes toadd, onoan unprecedentod seale, to the

sipersaliavled real estate muarket in Williamsbuors, and odd en o sreater sealo o
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its envitonmental woes, os well as the ineressed displacement of its Toeal
poputation.

Mark thoese words but do not eall them prophecy beeamise revelation is
unnecessary when we ook upeon clear sizns: CPCs New Domine site will fail,
Why? Beanuse the gentrification that made such specutation possible can barely
sustain the strip of generie pan-Asian restaurants on Bedford Avenue and the fow
Lover-bil social chubs seattered across Williamshurg: sithoul Gsting and signilics
cultural nstitutons to indtiate and support the requisite popuiation wrowlh, the
genirilication of the netghborhood will Hkely not reach the growth seen in
Manhattan in the past century or so. There alveady exists a backlash againsi
Williamsbure: the agents/explorers/setllers that propelled Wiliiunsbure's
gentritiution have moved ono Bushhwick: that is, the seemingly trite “hipness”
that s the most powerful indicator of Willhunshurg's eentrification has vacsiod
the neighborhood, orbetser vel, in supreme irony, i Bas Been “displaced.” \s the
process realizes sell i Bushwick the woy i dud in Wilhiamsbuore, the
sverestimated dolfars flovwing into Northside, Soutbside Williamshure, ~Jdoliars™
that flow only heeatse of that scemingly trite "hipness,” will move along to
Bushrwick. And when that happens, the low oceupaney rates vor ore finding in (he
Fege, Northside Plorsoond simikue projeets, widl feeefall, Sevioushy, what will
mintivate buvers o spead Seondilion for a ctamped condominium in
Willamshurg? Wild Ginger? Lo Burrito? 1t is imperative that all the partios
insulved apen their oves: the Gidures we are row only beginning to see ineurrent
real estate development will reach their shocking culminalion ia the New Domino

sy condominium plan.
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CPCTs promises of jobs, offordable-wnit apportionment, wd conmuntis
space have alveady been debanked by neiphborhood setivists sueh as Phil
Dopoto, but even debunked, these promises prodicate on Now Domino being
v cecupted-- notton so absured hat 1 batites. No developmient site on the
scale of New Domino ever reaches il occupaney it took the World Trade
Center decades hefore the malority of Hs space was occupied, Homakes onoe
suspuet that O o fack, hapes Lo emudste Goldimsire-Sachs by beiting on (it
Dies CPC eomerd that! New Domino somehow has zrecter appeal iind
stgnificance than similar projects in Machatton? It siply casnot, because those
Manbattan benefits from signifeant and duraple cultural imstitutions such as
sibsaums, sehools, earre - durable eultieal institutdons Bt Williamsburs laeks.
FEowe then will UPC deliver on ds promises of jobs, aliordable-housing,
cormmunity spoce and waterfront access?

Let's seeun into o diseission of 2 signiheant andd dirable culiural
nstitution tor Williamshurg, and how all of CPCs promises, Influted cven, pale 1o
what Umiversive conootfor, We propose an autodidactic, suto-senerative
Lnaversity of Urban Degign, etiphasizing residential envolimend, bullding itsel!
rom within, filling 1ts protessionad capaeity through loeat metisans, its production
capaciy theougb local monutaciuring and its personnel through the loeal
populatiun. Unlike CPCs short-lerm avd volatile profit coads, it will sorve fonse
term edueslionat and employoent needs, T will alteact technology, enginecring
and arehitecture businesses, TOwill inerease patronage ot local catertes, and
coctpancy rates in sarrounding stouctutes, Sites Hhe the Pedge, Norvthside Plors,

soed alhers, slated to suffer from e competition offer by CPCY plan, will seo
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thelr necupancy rates inerease, not just by students, professors and school
administration, but by dint of ancactual, durable coltural institution rais:ng
pruperty values and income in the neighborhood, enhancing the quality of local
fives while preventing their displacement (unbike CPC)L

A Sehwool of Urban Design would be charged with confronting and
cvercoming Witliamshure's infrastrocture problems. It would task itsell with the
neighborhood's engineering: the maintenance of the Willimmsburg Bridge, the
building of streets and roads, the lavout of black pareels, and electrical, sewage
and water svstems treatment, It will build with the responsibility of Beauty and
the rigor of Justice. [Lwill envision a green vallev in Wiltllamshurg, planning and
buikding alternative fuel and traffic systems. Unlike CPC's hollow promises to
serve an elite and tiny portion of Williamsburg's population, it will be the jewel in
the crown--serving the public and private good, All that surrcund 16 will benoefit:
residents, properly cwners, small business owners, imanufacturing and artisan
trade, but it will aiso benefit the City, and American soctety, as it will set trends in
urban design that match and sustain the culture of Willlanishurg, [Uwill
rehabilitate the gentiification that has divided the local Latino poputation and the
incoming artisan and professional population, and no just and righteous person
can ever i from that

so much has been made ahout the promise of Willlamsburg in the past
twenty vears, and vet, that promise cannol he realized with CPCTs proposal tor Lhe
Deming Sugar site, Whatever is butlt theve will surely stand for decades, if not
centurics. How will we explain our aequicseence Lo history? How will we explain

ihis tailure to Brookhn's coming generations? Are we to cede our fegaey to

L] i rmrraes TR R i nalie o m e



rapacily, o greed, to stupidity, Lack of vision and desion? No! bsay we reject
nnpotence. and supporta different legacy: one whoere our children, and theivs,
and senerations thereadler, investigote, design and Libor owards o grenter

williamshuorg Lhrough Universite, Fistory demands i,

Sincoeraely,

A Willlmsburg restedent.
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May 7, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: Jacqueline Frankei
330 Wythe Avenue 2C
Brooklyn, New York 11211

Subject: CEQR No. 07DCPI94K

Re: Objection to Bulk, Density and Overdevelopment of the Domine Supar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

1 object fo the height and bulk of the New Domino plan.

My name is Jacqueline Frankel and ['m a resident of Williamsburg and have lived a block away from the
Domino site for the last 13 years. | support the idea of doing something with the site and opening up the
waterfront to the public. [ also supporl affordable hausing. I do wish there could be a more visionary and
powerlal way to iransform this historic and sigrificant piece of Williamsburg beyond building morc cordos. |
think there has been a real lost opportunity here.

However, my biggest issuc with the new Domino is the immense and ynprecedented height and density
which is being proposed. Just look at the model. The rezoning of Edge and Northside Piers with 30 siory
towers and FAR of 4.7 was a fot more than the community board originally wanted. Domino, with it’s 40-
story towers and FAR of 5.9 for the walerfront make these developments ook modest.

FAR and building heights may scem abstract but the results are not abstract and I"m not just talking

about the impact of 8,000 new residents on atready overburdened infrastructure. The upland site with its 14
story lower in a 6 story zone, and aimost triple the density allowed its neighbors sets a dangerons precedent for
future development in the neighborhood.

Kent Avenuc [rontage has been zoned for 6 story buildings for reasons of light and air and neighborhood
context— Domino proposes 10 story structures along these narrow sidewalks. The 30 story tower on the south
border of Grand Street Park will tower over and cast shadows on Grand Street Park for much of the day.
Although there are streets and real connections to the water in the Domino plan, the overall effect of

the huge dense building mass is like a wall between the water and the Community. [ urge the planning
Commission to hold the develapers to the same regulations regarding bulk and height as the other waterfront
developments. This project will set the benchmark for all future development and zoning,

Please don’t supersize Domino.

Thank you,

Jacquehine Frankel




May 7, 2010

To: Commnissioner Amanda Burden
Departiment of City Planning

From: Steven Frankel
330 Wythe Avenue 2C
Brooklyn, New York 11211

Subject; CEQR No. 07DCPEY4K
Re: Objection to Bulk, Density and Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

I object to the height and bulk of the New Domine plan, I testified at the recent Commission hearing and
would like to submit the testimony below for the record:

My name is Steven Frankel and I'm a resident of Williamsburg and have lived a block away from the Domino
site for the last 15 years. I support the idea of doing something with the site and opening up the waterfront

- to the public. I also support affordable housing. I do wish there could be a more vistonary and powerful way to
transform tlus historic and sipnificant picce of Williamsburg beyond building more condos. I think there has
been a real lost opportunity here,

However, my biggest issue with the new Domino is the immense and unprecedented height and density
which ts berng proposcd. Just Jook at the model. The rezoning of Edge and Northside Piers with 30 story
towers and FAR of 4.7 was a lot more than the community board originally wanted. Domino, with it’s 40-
story towers and FAR of 3.9 for the waterfront make these developments look modest.

FAR and building heights may seem abstract but the resulis are not abstract and ['m not just talking

about the impact of 8,000 new residents on already overburdened infrastructure. The upland site with its 14
story tower in a & story zone, and almost triple the density allowed its neighbors sets a dangerous precedent [or
future development in the netghborhood.

Kent Avenue frontage has been zoned for 6 story buildings for reasons ol light and air and neighborhood
contexi~ Domino proposes 10 story structures along these narrow sidewalks, The 30 story tower on the south
border of Grand Street Park will tower over and east shadows on Grand Street Park for much of the day.
Although there are streets and real connections to the water in the Domino plar, the overall effect of

the huge dense building mass is like a wall between the water and the Community. [ urge the planning
Commission to hoid the developers to the same regulations regarding bulk and height as the other waterfront
developments. This projcct will sct the benchmark for all future developient and zoning,

Please don’t supersize Domino.

Thank you,

e Fenb

Steven Frankel



From: Portal Admin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 05/06/2010 23:04:27

To: shladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: stevenmfrankel@yahoo.com (Steven Frankel)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Steven Frankel (stevenmfrankel@yahoo.com) on Thursday, May 6, 2010 at 23:04:27

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: Steven

Middle Name: M

Last Name: Frankel

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue
Address Number: 2C

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718-610-9246

Email Address: stevenmfrankel@yahoo.com

Message: Dear Commissioner Burden.



| object to the height and bulk of the New Domino plan.
There must be a more visionary and powerful way to transform this historic and significant piece of Williamsburg beyond building
more condos.

However, my biggest issue with the new Domino is the immense and unprecedented height and density which is being proposed.

Domino, with it s 40 story towers and FAR of 5.9 for the waterfront makes the 30 story towers and 4.7 FAR of North side Piers and
the Edge look modest.

The upland site with its 14 story tower in a 6 story zone, and almost triple the density allowed its neighbors sets a dangerous precedent
for future development in the neighborhood.

Kent Avenue frontage has been zoned for 6 story buildings for reasons of light and air and neighborhood context Domino proposes
10 story structures along these narrow sidewalks.

Please dont superize Domino!

REMOTE_HOST: 71.167.17.210

HTTP_ADDR: 71.167.17.210

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.2.3) Gecko/20100401 Firefox/3.6.3 (NET CLR
3.5.30729)
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5/8/10

To Whom It May Concern:

I would like to make it known that I am against the present plans for the Domino
Sugar Factory. The height and density of the buildings (40 story towers and FAR of
5.9, far acceding even the Northside Piers and Edge buildings), the reduction of open
space, the lack of sufficient public transit options, the traffic it will create, as well as
the sudden and destructive shift in the social foundations of the neighborhood in
which I live and pay taxes are all reasons why the plans for Domino Sugar should he
rejected. The buildings when full will increase the population by nearly 25%
population in the surrounding ¥z mile area. This is unacceptable. On a purely
aesthetic level, these buildings are an example of uncreative architecture that will be
an eyesore not only for those on the Brookiyn side, but those on the Manhattan,
affecting the skyiine negatively. This a simply terrible plan on every level. Please
reject it summarily.

Thanks,

Michael Friedberg / Michael Galbe

330 Wythe Ave, Apt, 5i N w&
Brookiyn, NY 14231 _~. , f&%«f?§7 =
o ,

—

=



Message Type: Complaint
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: Michael

Last Name: Friedberg

Street Address: 330 Wythe Ave
Address Number: 5i

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 646-298-5626

Email Address: mfriedbe@wiley.com

Message: I would like to make it known that I am against the present plans for
the Domino Sugar Factory. The height and density of the buildings, the reduction
of open space, the lack of sufficient public transit options, the traffic it will
create, as well as the sudden and destructive shift in the social foundations of
the neighborhood in which I live and pay taxes are all reasons why the plans for
Domino Sugar should be rejected.



From: Portal Admin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 05/06/2010 14:17:58

To: shladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: gwynneg@gmail.com (Gwynne Gauntlett)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Gwynne Gauntlett (gwynneg@gmail.com) on Thursday, May 6, 2010 at 14:17:58

This form resides at
http://nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Complaint

Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Ms

First Name: Gwynne

Last Name: Gauntlett

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue
Address Number: 5G

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 9177497211

Email Address: gwynneg@gmail.com

Message: | am writing to express my concern about the impact of the proposed Domino project on Williamsburg. The scale of the
project is enormous - does the area have the infrastructure to support it?




CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Calendar Information Office room 2E
22 Reade Street, New York, N.Y. 10007

Subject: CEQR Application #: CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Brooklyn

To: Dept. of City Planning Commissioner Amanda Burden

I am here to speak out against the proposed development at the Domino Sugar Factory
site. The overwhelming height & density of this project, five solid blocks of 20/30/40
story towers including a total of 2200 units is completely out of character for our

~ neighborhood. There are already a large number of buildings some under construction
and others completed that include hundreds of apartments that developers are unable to
rent or sell.

There is no infrastructure to support this project. It’s already impossible to get on the
subway in the morning as it is. I don’t mean we cant get a seat on the subway, I mean we
can’t fit into the subway car, even after waiting for two or three trains to pass. There is
absolutely no need for such a large development in Williamsburg. It would be
irresponsible for to you to allow this development to go forward without drastic changes
to the plan.

1. The towers should not be higher than 20 stories with fewer than 1500 total units. This
is not midtown Manhattan. We don’t want 40 story towers on our waterfront, or
anywhere in Williamsburg.

2. This project lacks green open space. If you look at the developer’s proposed plan for
open space it is concrete. There’s more greenery in a parking lot then they show in their
renderings of open space in this plan.

3. 30% of the units should be affordable housing. These should include mixed-use live
work units for artists.

4. The project should support the arts. It should include community space for arts
organizations including galleries, theaters, music and dance space, and arts education
programs. Williamsburg’s artistic community supplies NYC with the talent and product
that attracts visitors from all over the world. The arts industry is good for our economy.
Let’s keep it in Williamsburg.

Thank you.
Kathleen Gilrain

475 Kent Ave. Apt 504
Brooklyn, NY 11211
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FAY To: 212 720 3549

Elten Goldin

315 Berry St. 7N 7_[398/
Brookiyn, NY 11211

718-388-7136

April 28, 201

Subject : CEQR Application # CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Dear Commisioner,

i urge you to scale back the proposed development of the Domino Sugar factory
complex to something more in scale with our existing neighborhood — 4-8 stories.

As you can see by my address, | would be directly impacted by lack of light, and the walll
of structures that would separate me and my neighbors from the river we have lived by
for so long. | have lived at my current address for over 20 years.

If this plan goes through, we will not even be able to see the bridge that gives the area
its name.

Williamsburg is already over-burdened by development without any upgrade to the
services in the area. The L train, according to the survey done just last year, is
operating at 105% of capacity. Imagine what the injection of thousands of additional
residents would mean to those of us who take public transportation! imagine how much
more crowded the streets and sidewaiks of our naighborhood will be!

This is our nightmare! No one asked what we think about iti We don’t like it!

Please, please, have a heart! There is already unsold housing stock on the market
in Williamsburg! Please don’t add to the amount of empty buildings in our area — think
long term, and leave us room to breathe.

With all due respect, Ellen Goldin proud resident since 1887



From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/28/2010 09:53:41

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: rubeefalls@aol.com (Ellen Goldin)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Ellen Goldin
(rubeefalls@aol.com) on Wednesday, April 28, 2010 at ©9:53:41

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

First Name: Ellen

Last Name: Goldin

Street Address: 315 Berry St
Address Number: 7N

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 781-388-7136

Email Address: rubeefalls@aol.com

Message: I urge you to scale back the proposed development of the Domino Sugar complex. As
proposed it is totally our of scale with our neighborhood, and would add thousands and
thousands of new people to an area that is already lacking in services - no supermarket and
the L train operates at 105% of capacity. No more than 5 stories, please - dont wall off the
long term residents behind a wall of glass, blocking our light and river. We may not be rich,
but we should count for something - I have lived here for over 20 years.



To: City Planning Commission, Calendar Information Office, Room
2E, 22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007

From: Albert éoldson, 330 Wythe Avenue, 4-B, Brookiyn, NY 11211
Subject: CEQR Application #; CEQR No. 07DCP084K

Borough: Broo_k!yn

This communiqué represents my strong opposition to the development of the
Domino complex. The construction of the Domino complex will have a
significant deleterious effect on the quality of life in every aspect in
Williamsburg as listed below: :

Air & Noise Pollution
The Domino complex’s proposed parking garages with a capacity for
hundreds of vehicles will result in significantly elevated levels of noise and
air poliution. Adding to the pollution are the increased visitors arriving by
car -and commercial vehicles that will make deliveries to the Domino
residents and newly operied stores. The typical narrow streets of the area
does not allow for a free-fiow of traffic increasing the amount of pollution by
slow and idling venhicles.
Transportation
Williamsburg’s infrastructure is already at the breakang p0|nt with the
completion of the newest large developments that includes Schaeffer
Landing, Edge and North Pier and other smaller developments. The
additional thousands of residents in these complexes, some of which are not
yet fully occupied, are currently placing a strain on Williamsburg’s
transportation system.

Page 1 0f 2



Already the L train Bedford Avenue subway station is overwhelmed at all
hours of the day & night. Additional subway trains on the L line will not
resotve the ifncredased numbeér of commiuters for oné gimple reason: the L
train must make a transition at the 8" Avenue/14™ Street station, the last
stop in Manhattan. With only a 2-track line and the standard 8-minute
turnaround time required at the 8™ Avenue terminus, additionat subway
trains will only add to the back-log, pot relieve it. Additionally, the J train
which runs from the Marcy Street Station will be eliminated this summer.

Schools

Currently the schools in the local area of the Domino complex are already
aver-crowded. The combination of the construction of the Domino complex
and other large projects not yet fully occupied will deny additionatl students a
facility in which to learn.

Security .

The closing of the fire house on Wythe Avenue several years ago leaves only

oné small firehouseé to attend to the needs of the community which now has

several new large prajects. Furthermore, the ability for fire, police, rescue
teams and other emergency services & equipment to maneuver through

’ Williamsburg’s typically malt & narrow and limited access streets in a highly

density area will be seriously compromised, particularly in the case of major

emergency. :

More ominously, this area is aiready a designated flood zone and any

evacuation and/or relief assistance to the thousands of residents in this area
will be significantly compromised.

Page2 of 2



Paul D. Graziano
Associated Cultural Resource Consultants
146-18 32™ Avenue
Flushing, NY 11354
718.358.2535
718.359.6108 Fax

DOMINO Draft EIS — Comments
Paul Graziano, ACRC
May 10", 2010

Much of the discussion of the Domino Sugar Factory property, like all potential
development sites, hinges on what is described in planner-speak as the “highest and best
use” for a particular proposed project area or parcel. In crafting a draft EIS, the applicant
attempts to justify why their proposal will be more beneficial than the current built
environment and/or existing zoning designation.

AKREF, as consultants for CPCR, has purported to do this. However, glaring
inconsistencies, flaws, fallacies and untruths riddle this document in virtually every
section of this application. While my analysis will be limited to the Land Use, Zoning
and Public Policy chapter, it is incumbent upon the Department of City Planning and
other agencies and elected officials reviewing this document to carefully examine what is
being claimed by the applicant as truth. And, while the City of New York has policy
standards that are generally adhered to in the decision-making process when various
portions of a proposal are weighed against the project as a whole, there are definitively
other options and proposals for the Domino property that will meet the standard of
“highest and best use” and not harm the surrounding Williamsburg neighborhoods and
the resources of the City of New York in the way that this proposed project will.

A. INTRODUCTION

Chapter 3 — Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

On page 3-1 under the LAND USE summary, there are several overly broad and
indefensible statements in favor of the proposed project.

1) This chapter concludes that the proposed project would not result in any
significant adverse impacts with respect to land use, zoning, or public policy.

Replacing a century-old industrial complex with over 2,200 units of housing,
225,000 square feet of retail and office space and almost 150,000 square feet of
community facility space will have adverse effects as described below.

2) The proposed project would have a strong positive effect on land use by creating
a vibrant new mixed-use development with public waterfront access and open
space on a site that is currently vacant and would otherwise be occupied by
industrial and commercial uses with no public open space or waterfront access
and limited views of the water.



3)

The Domino site is not in itself vacant, with the exception of the former parking
lot on the east side of Kent Avenue. The extant buildings — all National/State
Register-eligible — are vacant due to the closure of the Domino plant in 2004. It is
not necessarily true that if the proposed project were not to be constructed, the
buildings would “be occupied by industrial and commercial uses with no public
open space or waterfront access and limited views of the water.” On the contrary,
under several highly feasible alternate plans that have been proposed, not only
would the existing buildings be retained and reused for various purposes,
including commercial, residential, affordable housing, arts-oriented community
facility and industrial use and public open space/waterfront access, and existing
viewsheds would be enhanced. The proposed construction of at least four
buildings between 297’ and 400’ in height as well as numerous smaller buildings
between 97’ and 257’ in height (and lower buildings along Kent Avenue), all
placed in five mega-clusters not including the retained Refinery complex will not
enhance views for the public, regardless of how they are placed overall on the
Domino property. They will, however, enhance views for those who rent or own
the highest levels of the proposed towers, which will be significantly taller than
even the anchorages and towers of the Williamsburg Bridge immediately to the
south. On the contrary, like the waterfront towers further to the north, the
proposed development will cut the inland portions of Williamsburg off visually
from the waterfront and remove the most visible industrial complex left on the
East River — the Domino Sugar Factory complex.

The proposed project would make possible the adaptive reuse of the landmarked
Refinery, which would otherwise remain vacant.

According to numerous historic preservation experts, architects and advocates
who have gone on record since 2006, there are no impossible barriers to
immediate and reasonable adaptive reuse of the Refinery building. Furthermore,
almost all of the remaining buildings — all National/State Register-eligible — on
the Domino property can also be adaptively reused for residential, commercial,
industrial or community facility usage.

On page 3-2 under the ZONING summary, there are a number of inconsistent statements
and outright fallacies which undermine the very arguments in favor of the proposed
project that the authors of the DEIS are making.

1)

The proposed residential and commercial districts on the project site would also
be compatible with nearby mixed-use districts such as those mapped along
Grand, South 4™, and South 5™ Streets.

This comparison is simply untrue. The proposed residential and commercial
zoning districts for the project are mostly R8 (6.02 FAR) with a C6-2 commercial
overlay and C6-2 (6.0/6.02 FAR), and a small portion — on the east side of Kent
Avenue — designated as R6 with a commercial overlay (2.43 FAR). While it is
true that the proposed rezoning will include a General Large Scale Development
Plan (GLSDP) that will mitigate the maximum FARs for the overall site, it is still



2)

three times the as-of-right FAR as is currently allowed or otherwise exists in the
surrounding Southside neighborhood. And, in fact, no R8 zone exists anywhere
within the DEIS Study Area except farther north on the waterfront of the
Northside of Williamsburg.

The MX zone on Grand Street is an M1-2/R6B, which has a 2.0/2.0 FAR and a
50’ height limit for the R6B. Similarly, immediately north of Grand Street is
another MX zone with an M1-2/R6A zoning designation, which has a 2.0/3.0
FAR and a 70 height limit. The MX zone on South 4"/South 5" streets is an M1-
2/R6, which has a 2.0/2.43 FAR and, while there is no height limit, the building
that could be generated there would be on average in the 6-to-8 storey range.

The remainder of the immediate neighborhood surrounding the Domino property
is zoned M3-1, R6, R6B and, to the south of the Williamsburg Bridge, C4-3 (3.4
FAR for commercial/R6 equivalent for residential development).

In summary, the surrounding blocks have a mix of zones, mostly in the 2.0 to 2.43
FAR range with height limitations, or 3 to 6-storey streetwall limitations and
overall height guided by sky-exposure planes; the Waterfront R6 zone using the
inclusionary housing option, 2.75 FAR; and, with the C4-3 zone and R6 zone
using the inclusionary housing option, 3.4 to 3.6 FAR. A development at the
density and height being proposed for the subject property would not in any way
relate or be compatible with nearby mixed-use districts nor the remainder of the
Southside neighborhood, with the exception of the vacant parcel on the east side
of Kent Avenue with a proposed R6 designation. Any claim otherwise is simply
untrue.

The removal of M3-1 zoning on the project site would ensure that heavy industrial
uses that are not compatible with these adjacent districts do not locate on the
project site. While M3-1 zoning districts would remain directly to the north and
east of the project site, these would not adversely affect the proposed project. M3
districts have increased performance standards near residential districts to
minimize potential impacts on residential uses, include a requirement that all
manufacturing uses be fully enclosed within 300 feet of a residential district. The
entire adjacent M3-zoned area is within 300 feet of the proposed residential
district and adjacent existing residential districts. Therefore, this enclosure
requirement would apply to the entirety of the adjacent M3-zoned blocks if the
proposed rezoning were approved.

This statement is contradictory. The first sentence states that removing the M3-1
zone from the Domino property is good for the neighboring blocks because it will
ensure that heavy industry will not locate there. In the following sentences,
however, it states that heavy industry will remain on adjacent parcels to the north
and east but that it will not affect the Domino site, due to increased performance
standards and mandatory enclosures because of close proximity to residential
districts.



Clearly, this is currently applicable for the Domino property as well, as any
“heavy industry” that located there would have to abide by the same high
performance standards and mandatory enclosures. While the removal of heavy
industry from the Williamsburg waterfront in favor of overly dense residential
and commercial development is a debatable benefit at best, the more important
discussion hinges on the justification that removing the possibility of new or
relocated heavy industry from one site that already has significant controls — as
does the surrounding blocks to the north east and south — should be rewarded with
a rezoning that will enable the property owner to build at more than triple the
existing density.

On page 3-2 under the PUBLIC POLICY summary, it is clear that the proposal meets
some of the criteria to further the tenets of PlaN'YC, the Waterfront Revitalization
Program and the Plan for the Brooklyn Waterfront. However, many of the same benefits
that the proposed project purports to achieve can be realized under alternate plans that
will not create many of the adverse impacts on the Southside neighborhood in particular
and Williamsburg in general that will occur, despite AKRF’s claims for the applicant to
the contrary.

B. BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT HISTORY

On page 3-3, a description of part of the owner’s intention for the Domino property is
provided.

Over the past several decades, Williamsburg has experienced a development
trend of residential and retail uses. Large factories and industrial uses that once
occupied the waterfront north and south of the project site have left, and the sites
have been rezoned and are being redeveloped with residential, retail and public
open space. This redevelopment has been facilitated by recent City policies and
zoning actions.

The project site is adjacent to the area rezoned in May 2005 as part of the
Greenpoint-Williamsburg rezoning. That rezoning project, which included the
rezoning of approximately 184 blocks for residential and mixed residential /
industrial use, made use of a combination of R6 and R8 districts along the
waterfront to the north of the project site to facilitate residential redevelopment
with public waterfront access and open space...The Greenpoint-Williamsburg
rezoning also incorporated an inclusionary zoning mechanism to incentivize the
development of affordable housing. The project site is adjacent to the area
rezoned as part of the Greenpoint-Wiliamsburg rezoning. At the time that
rezoning was formulated in 2003-2004, the project site continued to include
limited manufacturing and distribution operations, and therefore was not
included in the rezoning.

AKRF and the applicant, while summarizing the previous decade of history for
the site and Williamsburg in general, have underemphasized or not included some
critical information in justifying their proposal both here and later in the EIS:



1) The development trend of residential and retail uses replacing industrial and
manufacturing concerns has been accelerated and exacerbated by the changes —
both private applications and public actions by the Department of City Planning —
instigated during the past decade. These zoning actions have removed thousands
of jobs, including in the industrial arts, from the Williamsburg/Greenpoint area.

2) While the waterfront has been rezoned in a combination of R6 and R8 north of
Grand Avenue to Newtown Creek, only one site south of East River Park and
designated parkland on the north side of Bushwick Inlet is zoned R8. All of the
additional R8 areas — five clusters — are located on the Greenpoint waterfront.
Additionally, none of the R8 zoning areas are anywhere near the size or take up
the length of shoreline as much as the proposed Domino property R8/C6-2 zoning
area.

3) One of the main vehicles for this particular proposal is the promise of
affordable housing units onsite. Using the argument of inclusionary zoning, which
was to generate affordable housing units throughout the Greenpoint/Williamsburg
neighborhoods in exchange for higher density and taller buildings, AKRF states
that the applicant would generate 660 units out of 2,200 proposed (and up to
2,400 maximum on the project site). However, skepticism must be maintained due
to the lack of follow-through in building the promised affordable housing
throughout the Greenpoint/Williamsburg neighborhoods based on the
inclusionary zoning during the past five years, which has been negligible (less
than 800 units out of over 10,000 units constructed or approved), and even fewer
by the developers themselves.

4) The Domino Sugar Factory complex and site was never intended to be included
in the Greenpoint/Williamsburg rezoning. The site, along with the blocks to the
north retained their heavy manufacturing designation to maintain industrial and
manufacturing jobs in Williamsburg.

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS

LAND USE & ZONING
Southside

In the Southside section, which the Domino property is entirely located within, it is clear
that the proposed development will be entirely out-of-context with existing development,
both in terms of height and density as well as use, as described on page 3-4:

The blocks immediately adjacent to the project site between Kent and Wythe
Avenues include light industrial uses, residential uses, and retail establishments.
Uses on the blocks adjacent to the project site across Kent Avenue include
residences, a nightclub, a dance studio, auto repair and sales, and warehousing
and light industrial. Industrial uses on these blocks include construction and



electrical contracting, metal work, food distribution, stage design, and a facility
that treats, stores, and disposes of hazardous waste materials.

East of Wythe Avenue, Southside is predominantly a residential neighborhood.
Most of the residential buildings in this section of the study area range from three
to six stories. The major concentrations of neighborhood retail uses are found
along Bedford Avenue, Havemeyer Street, and Grand Street. Retail uses in these
areas include restaurants and cafes, shops, and small groceries. The blocks
immediately north of the Williamsburg Bridge between South 4™ and South 5
Streets include a mix of residential and light industrial uses

Three and four-storey rowhouses; the occasional six-storey apartment building;
industrial loft buildings up to eight storeys; and newer infill, generally at the
upper height level are the norm for the Southside. The buildings being proposed
immediately adjacent to the Southside at the Domino property by the applicant
would be anywhere from the same general height to between 500% and 1000%
taller and significantly denser. This is somewhat in context to the higher density
waterfront development one to two miles north of the Domino property, but will
completely overwhelm both existing and future development on the Southside of
Williamsburg. Additionally, many of the stores and businesses described in this
paragraph will be in immediate jeopardy should the Domino property be
developed as envisioned by the applicant. The nearby sites that will be
redeveloped, continuing the accelerating trend that the MX zones in general
propone combined with an exponential increase in rent for many of the remaining
businesses will create significant displacement of neighborhood establishments,
jobs and residents.

PUBLIC POLICY

While the applicant has strongly pursued a strategy of higher density in exchange
for, among other things, waterfront access and open space, the Domino property
was never included in either the Department of City Planning’s Plan for the
Brooklyn Waterfront or New York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan or even
the Community Board 1-driven Williamsburg Waterfront 197-a Plan, as
described on pages 3-9 and 3-10. This property was always intended to be kept
industrial as a permanent employment generator and was never foreseen as being
a potential development site. While it is critical to have an open space component
at the Domino property regardless of future development proposals, the inclusion
of open space on the Domino property should not be grounds for an exponential
increase in height and density at the site.



D. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

On page 3-11, it is clear from the description of the proposed use for the Domino
property that the applicant intends to demolish the entirety of the National/State
Register-eligible site with the exception of the New York City-landmarked
Refinery, regardless of whether they receive approvals for this rezoning
application. While they describe a lack of public waterfront access as part of the
project, this is somewhat misleading. Any redevelopment of the current
waterfront site — whether as-of-right or otherwise — will trigger a review by New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation. This would include a
significant clean-up provision (though perhaps not to the standard of a residential
conversion) as well as restoration and rehabilitation of the coastline and possible
public access within 100’ of the shoreline. There are numerous examples of this
occurring along the New York City waterfront in all five boroughs.

Additionally, the intensity of proposed use is minimal in comparison —
approximately one-tenth of the 2.8 million square feet being proposed under the
“activated” use of the site in a high-density residential and commercial
development scenario. While affordable housing and public open space are
laudable goals for any part of New York City, they should not dictate an
exponential increase in height and density over and above the existing zoning for
a proposed project.

There is no reason that the entire Domino property cannot be converted into new
industrial and commercial, particularly arts-oriented; residential, including
affordable housing units; and open space while retaining many or most of the
existing National/State Register-eligible buildings. The section on “The Future
without the Proposed Project” is, in simple terms, a scare tactic by the applicant to
intimidate and persuade the decision-making bodies in the ULURP process to
approve this proposal.

E. THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

On page 3-13, a description of the applicant’s vision of beneficial development is
included as a foil to his previous “No Build” description:

The new uses introduced by the proposed project would be compatible with the
existing and anticipated future mix of residential, retail, and light industrial
uses...the study area is becoming increasingly residential, and new housing
developments are anticipated on the blocks adjacent to the project site. The
proposed project would complement the upland residential neighborhood and
would be an extension of the existing housing trend in which vacant or
underutilized waterfront sites are being redeveloped with housing, retail space,
and public open space. The proposed project’s retail uses along Kent Avenue



would complement the retail uses that currently exist near the project site along
Grand Street, Bedford Avenue, and Broadway, as well as new retail uses
emerging along Kent Avenue, Wythe Avenue, and South 5™ Street and throughout
the Northside neighborhood in the broader study area. The project’s community
facility use is expected to be consistent with other nearby community facility uses
such as schools, child care facilities, and art spaces.

The proposed project will be mostly incompatible with existing and future
development of the surrounding neighborhood — based on scale, square footage
and type of development, any comparisons to nearby or adjacent development,
particularly on the Southside of Williamsburg, is nearly impossible; one most go
between a half-mile and a mile to the north and south of the proposed project to
encounter somewhat similar conditions. Additionally, while there are planned
developments on some adjacent blocks, none are higher than 70’ in height or
greater than a 3.0 FAR. Also, the proposed creation of nearly 100,000 square feet
of office space is the very antithesis of the surrounding Southside neighborhood
and Williamsburg in general. Office space is appropriate in downtown Brooklyn,
not the Williamsburg/Greenpoint area.

Additionally, nearly 150,000 square feet of community facility space will most
likely not go towards “schools, child care facilities or art spaces,” as described on
page 3-13. It is more likely that the space will go towards a major commercial
tenant that will not necessarily benefit the immediate or surrounding
Williamsburg community.

ZONING

The number and complexity of zoning map and text amendments; special permits; and
other authorizations described on page 3-15 are typical of a massive project such as the
one being proposed for the Domino property. Again, this proposal maintains that it is
compatible with “nearby mixed-use and commercial districts such as those mapped along
Grand, South 4™, and South 5™ Streets, Bedford Avenue, and throughout much of the
Northside.” This is an outright fallacy; should the proposed project be constructed, it will
have some commonality with the other mega-projects already constructed or being
planned along the coast. Otherwise, in no way will it resemble or be compatible with
adjacent or nearby development in Williamsburg.

SUMMARY

The Domino Sugar Rezoning DEIS does not reflect the reality of the Southside of
Williamsburg — and many of the surrounding neighborhoods — that it purports to be in
compliance or compatible with. While the proposed project may meet some of the criteria
of this Administration’s public policies, there is no question that other alternative
development possibilities exist that would both “activate” the Domino property and retain
and reuse many of the existing historic buildings; open up the waterfront to the public;
create long-term sustainable commercial and arts-oriented employment, including
substantial benefits from international tourism; and affordable housing units for those



residents living in Community Board 1. The proposed project does not meet the criteria
for “highest and best use” and, were it not for its landmark designation, would never have
included the Refinery building for adaptive reuse in the first place; instead, the proposal
would most likely have called for clearing the entire site and perhaps a fifth 40-storey
tower would have been included. More to the point: the sheer height, density and scale of
the current proposal will overwhelm the surrounding neighborhood and, far from
recharging or “activating” this part of Williamsburg, will instead drown it with too much
development.



ALISON G. GREENBERG
305 W. 13" Street
Apt. 5G
New York, NY 10014

e-mail: agereenbergl 23 @vahoo.com

Chair Amanda Burden

New York City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

Room 2#

New York, New York 10007

April 28, 2010
Re:  “New Domino” - Subject: CEQR Application #: CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Dear Chair Burden and Commissioners-

[ am an attorney and a resident of the West Village. Other than what I had read in the
news and on real estate blogs, I became more familiar with the New Domino project
through my involvement with the New York and New Jersey chapter of the Society for
Industrial Archeology, an organization that appreciates and seeks to preserve our region’s

industrial heritage.

[ am here today to voice my opposition to the application because, in addition to my
concern as a preservationist of industrial architecture, I am very concerned about the
potential impact the New Domino project will have on the infrastructure and wellbeing of
Williamsburg residents. Williamsburg is a diverse and art-centered part of Brooklyn.
While [ do not live in Williamsburg, I am a citizen of New York City and [ have seen
similar battles in my neighborhood. The developer should not be permitted special
exceptions to build higher and denser than any other developer on the Williamsburg
waterfront thus far.

First, the applicant has not provided a persuasive reason as to why they should be
relieved from complying with the 2005 rezoning that covers that area and produced
several tall residential towers along the north. If the developer has not produced the
financials that support some hardship exception, you as the Agency representing our city
must deny the application absent such financial information being produced.

Second, the infrastructure cannot support a projected 6000 to 7000 new residents. Please
visit the L Train going west, passing through Bedford Avenue at 9:00 a.m. on a weekday.
You will likely find you cannot get onto the subway until a few trains have passed. That
is already an intolerable situation for commuters that must be resolved by the MTA and
whichever other agencies are responsible. By approving the application before you,
Commissioners, you will terribly compound that problem and create an impracticable
transit problem for Brooklyn residents. Moreover, your approval will create a significant



burden on street traffic, schools fire and police departments, in a time when the Governor
is considering furloughing state employees and we are in a financial crisis.

Finally, when developers use “Affordable Housing” as a lure and wedge, it is up to City
officials, such as this Agency, to require that those developers establish in concrete
numbers what they mean by affordable. To my knowledge, the developer has not
crystallized what the rental amounts will be for those affordable units and whether those
amounts will be guaranteed. Moreover, even if the developer does provide such
information, and guarantees same, the reality is Williamsburg will lose its current
affordability. That is what happens when a luxury development, so far out of context for
a community, is permitted. Displacement of low to middle income residents is assured.
Please don’t choose to make that your legacy in Williamsburg as our planning
commission.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

Alison G. Greenberg



Bea Hanson
330 Wythe Avenue, #4C
Brooklyn, NY 11211

May 8, 2010

City Planning Commission

Calendar Information Office, Room 2E
22 Reade Street

New York, NY 10007

Subject: CEQR Application # 07DCP0%4K
Borough: Brooklyn

Dear Comunissioner Burden,

I am writing to join 337 District City Counciimember Stephen Levin, Community Board One,
and Williamsburg residents in opposition to CPC’s plan for conversion of the Domino Sugar
piant site into high-density housing.

As aresident in Williamsburg for more than twenty years, | have seen an enormous change in the
neighborhood. Some of the early changes have been good such as the near elimination of open
drug dealing in the neighborhood, reduction of crime, and conversion of abandoned buiidings into
livable homes for residents. The rezoning of the Williamsburg waterfront from mixed light
manufacturing and residential to exclusively residential has rapidly changed the face of the
neighborhood in some good and bad ways. While the positives includes the creation of a park on
the near north side. The negative is that the increase in housing has led to an inerease in traffic
(and therefore, pollution from cars), lack of parking space, and an overwhelmed subway system.

The proposal by CPC to convert the Domino Sugar piant into high-density housing will increase
the already exploding population by 25% in the surrounding neighborhood. Our streets, schools
and public transportation system simply cannot support this size of development.

Historically, Williamsburg has had one of the highest rates of asthma in the City. What
Williamsburg sorely needs is additional green space to offset the impact of the carbon emissions
from the constant flow of trucks on the street and increasing number of cars in the neighborhood.
While the CPC proposal includes community space, that proposed space will not be enough to
offset the concomitant increased need for green space that the new residents will need let alone
address our already dire need for green space.

While the CPC project includes affordable housing there are other ways to increase affordable
housing in the area using existing space, including conversion of already existing luxury rental
and condominiums that are lying vacant into affordabie housing.

Thank you for your atlention.

Sincerely,

v‘""!" '.r

Bea Hanson




Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: CPC Public Meeting Information/Calendar Office
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Ms

First Name: Bea

Last Name: Hanson

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue
Address Number: 4C

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718 387 0882

Email Address: beahanson@gmail.com

Message: I am writing in opposition to CPCs proposal for the Domino Sugar plant
site. The rapid development in recent years in the neighborhood has created an
unsustainable glut of luxury housing, crammed roads, and overflowing subways.
What we need is green park space and conversion of unoccupied luxury housing into
affordable housing. Thank you.



To: City Planning Commission, Calendar Information Office - Room 2E, 22 Reade
Street, New York, N.Y. 10007

From: Brad Harris, 330 Wythe Avenue. Apt. 2K Brooklyn, NY 11211
Subject;: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Borough: Brooklyn

May 9, 2010

Hello,

Having been a resident of this neighborhood for the past 8 years, [ have witnessed a
lot of change in the neighborhood and [ am writing to express iy concern over the
proposed Domino Sugar site. The proposal on the table about Domino is
preposterous. | agree with 33rd District Councilman Stephen Levin's testimony
before Borough President Markowitz where he expressed his full support for
Community Board One's recent recommendation of Disapproval with Modifications
for this project. The overwhelming height and density and inadequate transit
options for the area are my reasons.

The project is simply too big. CPC's plan would introduce over 6,000 new residents
to the neighborhood - a nearly 25% population increase for the % mile area
surrounding the site. Unless the issues of height and density, transportation, and
open space, among others, are addressed, I cannot support the pilan for the Domino
Sugar site as currently proposed.

Thank you,

Brad Harris



To: City Planning Commission, Calendar Information Office - Room 2E, 22 Reade
Street, New York, N.Y. 10007

From: Tymberly Harris, 330 Wythe Avenue, Apt. ZK Brooldyn, NY 11211
Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Borough: Brooklyn

May 7, 2010

To Whom it May Concern,

I am writing to express my concern over the proposed Domino Sugar site, Having
been a resident of this neighborhood for the past 8 years, | have witnessed a lot of
change. The proposal on the table about Domino is preposterous. 1agree with 33rd
District Councilman Stephen Levin's testimony before Borough President
Markowitz where he expressed his full support for Community Board One's recent
recommendation of Disapproval with Modifications for this project. The
overwhelming height and density and inadequate transit options for the area are my
reasons.

The project is simply too big. CPC's plan would introduce over 6,000 new residents
to the neighborhood - a nearly 25% population increase for the 1% mile area
surrounding the site. Unless the issues of height and density, transportation, and
open space, among others, are addressed, [ cannot support the plan for the Domino
Sugar site as currently proposed.

Thank you,

Tty flarn s

Tymberly Harris



Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mrs.

First Name: Tymberly

Last Name: Harris

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue
Address Number: 2K

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 9173276073

Email Address: tymberly@mac.com

Message: Dear Ms. Burden,

I am writing to express my concern over the Domino Sugar site. Having been a
resident of this neighborhood for the past 8 years, I have witnessed a lot of
change. The proposal on the table about Domino is preposterous. I agree with
33rd District Councilman Stephen Levins testimony before Borough President
Markowitz where he expressed his full support for Community Board Ones recent
recommendation of Disapproval with Modifications for this project. The
overwhelming height and density and inadeqate transit options for the area are my
reasons.

Thank you,

Tymberly Harris



CEQR MO
Review of EIS 07DCP O ‘%‘ k

Anker Heegaard
Page 10of 1

23-911, General Definitions

o ‘Administering Agent’ is responsible for ensuring affordability commitments are
met. ‘ Administering Agent’ is not named, although language requires said Agent
must be a not-for-profit corporation, unaffiliated with the Sponsor.

o ‘Affordable Floor Area’ is (a) percentage of floor area represented by affordable
housing units, plus (b) a pro-rata share of common areas.

o ‘Affordable Housing Units® are either ‘low’ (<80% of 200% of the HUD Very
Low-Income Limit (the ‘Income Index’)) or ‘moderate’ (>80% of the Index to
<120% of the Index). Middle income are 175% of the Index. See the attached
chart of rents. Note that units may be either rental or homeownership units, as
detailed in the ‘affordable housing plan’.

o ‘Affordable Housing Plan’ appears not to have been developed. Apparently, it
must generally conform to the inclusionary zoning requirements and must be
commented upon by the Community Board, but there are innumerable options and
interpretations that the Plan would clarify. This is the missing key—the EIS ouly
provides the framework, not the actual outcome. Principal clarifications:

o Confirmation of the period of affordability (though the EIS is really clear
that it’s ‘In perpetuity’).

o Percentage of affordable bousing

o Breakdown by unit size (bedroom mix)

o Set-aside percentages for ‘low’, ‘moderate’ and ‘middle’ income
households, as defined by the EIS. It appears that rents for ‘middle’
income households are at or near market, so there would be no effective
affordable housing constraint unless a significant proportion of the units
are set aside at ‘low’ and/or *moderate’ levels,

¢ Breakdown of proposed rental and homeownership units,

o Statement of how tenants will be selected (lottery, time-stamped
applications). .

o Whether there will be preferences or set-asides for any population types,
including residents of affected neighborhoods, providing for fair housing
and civil rights laws.

o ‘Regulatory Period’ seems to indicate that the regulatory period, which governs
affordability commitment, is in effect for the same period of time during which
there is a certificate of occupancy covering affordable housing floor area and the
floor area compensation pertaining thereto. In other words, I read it as a
permanent affordability period. The EIS requires that the regulatory agreement
nun with the land, and survive foreclosure or ransfer

o Distribution of Affordable Units: the following rules appear to apply:

o Affordable units must be on at least 65% of the residential floors. Thus, a
ten-story building with first floor retail would have nine residential floors,
and the affordable units would have to be found on at least six of those
floors.

o There can be no more than one-third of the affordable units on any one
floor.



Review of EIS
Anker Heegaard
Page 2 of 2

o Either (1) the bedroom mix of affordablc units must be proportional to
total units*; or (2) 50% must be 2+ BR units, and 75% must be 1+ BR
units.2 The latter definition appears preferred for new copsiruction and
substantial rehab.

o Note, there’s no distinction about where on a floor the units have to be, 50
theorctically, the river view units could be market, and the Brooklyn-view
units could be affordable. There may be fair housing considerations, but
there’s not much precedent regarding “views’.

o Unit sizes required:

o O0BR =400SF
o 1BR=575S8F
o 2BR=7758F
o 3BR =950SF

o The economic calculation regarding renlal units is as follows (this is my math):

o Supportable debt at affordable rent: Assume 1.15 DSCR, 6.5%, 35 years.
For a 1IBR, NY ‘Low’ income unit, the economics suggest the restricted
rents could support about $200/sf in debt. By contrast, a “Middle Income’
unit of the same size could support about $350/unit in debt.

o The difference between the supportable debt at the restricted rent and the
development cost is roughly equal (o the subsidy required.

o With IZ, the ‘subsidy’ is a density bomus which allows the sponsor to
construct at a lower TDC/unit (as land is being amortized over a greater
project size).

o Ifthe development costs were $500 PSF, the rents for market units would
be copsistent with the current market, but the affordable units would need
significant amounts of development subsidy.

o Homeownership Provisions: the ‘Aifordable Housing Plan’ may permit a

* homeownership model in lieu of a rental model.

o Sold to “Eligible Buyers’, per income limits (see my attachment). The price
camnot exceed a mortgage supportable per the following terms:

o Eligible Income Level, divided by 12, times 30%

o Less common charges, taxes and utilities

o Equals maximum mortgage payment. My attachment has some calculations for
various income levels and unit sizes.

! Thus, if there arc 60 1BR unils and 40 2BR units, and the property is 20% affordable, it must have 12
1BR units and 3 2BR units.

z Thus, a developer could do 3BRs for the market units, and 50% 2BR, 25% LBR. and 25% 0BR for the
affordable units, and not have to adhere Lo the proportionality rule.



40 1% N hhod2aL0 ol ¥ 8570 @..3& 1) 72

SMIMYZH DLOZ L1 duew
NHSZ 6B100L O HSZ 63L001 D NSZ L8100L O NINZ G100 D8 SNOWLYIMddY D77 AHINI43H 3N
AQ
ZLIMCHEYN ALHYW ' LNSGISTRId HONOHOE NATOGHA 0L 031 LINENS ANGIWILSTL

fri= TR BN SOTA N S S EF TN PER N S I Fat - A REREY DS ik ekl

£ar's BeL'BEL  055'9TE  |aev'E SEr'Z €L8'68 0cg'L8 Frasol) 169"} URg't9 0si'ge 98 56

£Z0'c §Z6'0ZF  QST'LLL  |BR0°Z B5L'T 528'98 0SP'6L ZIE'Y Z8e'l A 058'08 <) GLL

gzs'z 008'001 09476 05’k o't 00u'zL 0sZ'e0 280"t 641 us0'sy QOR'TF 8L §i5

£5€'2 0SL'FB 00998 LL9'L L88'4 08228 05§'L5 900" 940') Or0'sr 009'6E 04 00b

IBODXEN  DUDERW  DUlUN [WEu ey IBTOXEN  DUjxXBiy TUj U | 109 XB 1900 XBl  oU| AEW DU U SoNn. | 48 Wna ot

SIPPIA, AN BJRIBPON, AN MO, AN pled-juedal

4| ol b 0G5k AL L adl W AR
¢4 888 5%6'6E D5L'8E =l 086 Hae
B4 €98 gss've 008'LE 2] Git Maz
0sg 0ZL 008'ez 0059z 74 Gi5 HatL
Z08 [44] Q0B'9T 05L%E B4 1) hi=o]

WS KB JSOD Xely  QUIXBN QU] WY | SoMInn | 95 WA | Sz aen |
Mo Kiep QnH el PlEd-RRUDL

HUN BIGORCYR JPk UOISILG J LSBOD 51T all) 'ejoN

196USILIOM IXBUI LD LIBT B35 "SSUBMOjE 900Z Vo paseq ey ped-{uedosd pue Juoeme put Sel piBd-juBus] BUNSSE SEOLBMONY AN TGION
WA 19U SY JUS, "SSINN YIBCUBUe) Jof BSLIBMOYIE AN Srid JUSi 10 1S00 BLISNOY PEUIUIOS BY) 0] JRI8/6) NEYD SILY W 150D, [BJON

TVINTH
(06§ 1821B0L O] £ApUNOS ‘SAWOoU| BuAenD WNWPRW o %I5 B sawast| GURAIMENLD WL SWnssy
004'C54 uoRIag-g
008 Lirg Logiag-L
055 ke usglag-g
0st'Lbe uosled-g
%GLL SIPPIAL AN 00p'BE$ uogugd-
%SZL SIERPON, AN 055 PE$ useleg-¢
%0CH MOT, AN 074088 uosiad-Z
%002 ~ROUL AN 005'82% uosiad-}

aswoou| mo7 Aea, ANH 6002

ouwo Jo) §13 uo SUDNEIED

sjuaWannbaY SIF US pesEg SUOKBINOED SCUNLIG




ONIMYIH OLOZ 'L L oaey
MSZ 621001 I "HBZ 86100L O "HST L6100 I WNZ S8L001 O BNOILYDITAdY D17 AMINIATY =3y
A8
ZLIMOMEYIN ALY 'INSAISTHL HONOYNOE NATHOONE OL G5 LLIMENS ANOWILSEL

H2'zpes | 62’62z S | FLLia ¢ e
Zlo'Eves | Lib'snz $ eTree 8 |- 2|7
Dec'sez$ | eov'ial ] LpsBL § == 14
pEQ'S6ES | £ED'LEL $ ] 949'68 § == [0

e T e

SIPREY AN { SERDPON | W07 AN 8215 un

AN
0% SOLIRINSY| / SBXE )
tueow Jed wo} asenbs sed 1% sabieyd uowuwion
; SEOUE $8/59 WnwxeL
SNOILYINDTVO dIHSHINMOIWOH
o0ey oot o0e'e Hae
FA:4-4 ZL'y Z61E daz
LLEZG PEP L69T ual
0495 £L'v 058 i1}
INASdMRY JSgeY uay n

abaieand smd "xedo smd 53809 Juetiidojaasp up 80tAIas qep Aed ) Seay) (90N
16092 Juewda|eatp PaJRNIDUY 18 PAPION UGy JONIRY
{ogiois) 215 FOO'LOP  EEF'EE ‘das

051'L5% FE len'see 610'82 Haz
002 '68% 140 095'992 AR ddl
0oP'ris ¥IE £BP'EPE ooe'nz Hao
SPPIA. AN

006'6E8 asr o601 €02 9e6'12 dee
GTE'S6% 48 55912 £a0'g) gz
5200218 K1 0HD'Z91 oEs'cl Mdl
Loz'ses 29z SE905L 655'2 M40

SIRIBpOW, AN n0ssg SSOMD 48d /1500 Ast
norprLe gre SE0'6E) (K14 udg %08'g  <Ed
528'GLLS £LZ SLE'60L FiL'E Mgz -1 (514} pouny
056'SLLS p6l £p5'LL gor's 311} %t 8507 Uy
gog'zels 994 Qe0'le BG'S a0 a00'es  vdnd X300
fpisgng  dsdgeq 193G ION MO, AN L] HoBQ

SHIUN JEIUeY Jo} BLUORE[NS[ES PLR SUQ)KWNEsY jqag sjqeuoddng

sjuRLBINbeY 513 U0 peseq SUofRalEs) SCUILOg




From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/28/2010 09:16:54

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: Armproductions@aol.com (Jennifer Hilton)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Jennifer Hilton
(Armproductions@aol.com) on Wednesday, April 28, 2010 at 09:16:54

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Complaint

Topic: CPC Public Meeting Information/Calendar Office
Contact Info: Yes

First Name: Jennifer

Last Name: Hilton

Street Address: 77 Eagle Street
City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11222

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718-383-3602

Email Address: Armproductions@aol.com

Message: Amanda Burden,

Please consider when reviewing the project for Domino Sugar - the large scale conversion in
Williamsburg, that many, many families are seeking affordable housing on a waterfront that
they have helped to save and preserve! These are hard working class families that will not
be able to attend the meeting today - as they will be working! Please consider that both a
30% affordable housing requirement and the necessary review of impact due to scope and
infrastructure for the community should be priorities as well. I believe that there is more
the developer is able to give than what is being perceived as generosity now.

Thank you for your consideration



20+ year resident of Williamsburg and Greenpoint

Jennifer Hilton

REMOTE_HOST: 67.244.89.133

HTTP_ADDR: 67.244.89.133

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac 0S X 10_5_8; en-us)
AppleWebKit/531.22.7 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.5 Safari/531.22.7
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_ - To:

City Planning Commission, Calendar Information Office - Room 2E, 22
Reade Street, New York, N.Y. 10007

From:

John W, Hosmer Il and Jesse C, Jenkins
330 Wythe Ave. #6H

Brooklyn NY 11211

Subject:
CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Borough:
Brookiyn

To Whom It May Concern:

Having seen first-hand how overdevelopment has already affected our
neighborhood, we are asking you to please support the community board’s rejection
of the current New Domino plan and force the developer to find a more appropriate
solution for this iconic and beloved stretch of Brooklyn waterfront.

* 1t's way too big: more than 6000 new residents in a half mile area, a 25%
population increase with no attention paid to how to mitigate this

* Itflies in the face of the thoughtfully laid out 2005 waterfront rezoning:
affordable housing should not be a golden ticket to flaunt the rules

* The "support” for this project is a smokescreen: the developer buses in
church groups from other areas to create the illusion of support

* Transit will be a nightmare: the L line is already a laughing stock of
overcrowding with the JMZ not far behind; this project will singlehandedly
push things completely over the edge

* Things like parking, traffic, and construction logistics have not been
addressed by the developer: we are looking at a decade-long quagmire of
construction that will affect the surrounding area extremely adversely and
send trucking routes into quiet neighborhoods and past schools

* Despite the promise of open space, the amount of open space per area
resident will actually DECREASE because of this project: the amount of new
residents will offset any gains, and beloved neighborhood areas like Grand
Ferry Park will be put into constant shadow by looming towers, effectively
killing them

There are so many stalled construction sites around our neighborhood already, and
the towers further north are having trouble finding buyers or even renters. Who is
to say this development is either wanted or needed? As currently proposed, the
new Domino will do more harm than good. We deserve a better solution than this



monstrosity. Please support the people who actually live in the Wllhamsburg area
and reject this project until they get it right.

Sincerely,

John Hosmer and Jesse Jenkins
(local business investor, married couple, and residents of Williamsburg since 2003)



From: PortalAdmin@@doiit.nve.gov
Sent: (5/06/2010 14:09:51

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: t_hosmer@yahoa.com (JTohn Hosmer)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
John Hosmer {1_hosmer{@yvahoo.com) on Thursday, May 6, 2010 at 14:09:50

This form resides at
hitp:/www.nye.sovhiml/mail/Ahiml/maildep.himl

Mcssage Type: Complaint
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

MM Mr.

First Name; John

Middlc Name: W

Last Naine: Hosmer

Suffix; 111

Street Address: 330 Wythe Ave
Address Number: 6H

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United Stares

Work Phone #: 646-246-7658

Email Address: 1 hosmer@yahoo.com



Message: This is regarding Lhe proposed New Domino.

The community is overwhelmingly against this project, and the developers are trving to use aflordable housing as u Trojan Horsc to
profit hundreds of millians of dollars while dropping a gigantic, out-of-place, overwhelmingly dense and disproportionate monstrosity
right in the middle of a predominantly low-rise community. The project is sinply too big. CPCs plan would introduce over 6,000 new

residents to the neighborhood - a nearly 25% population increase for the € mile area surrounding the site.

Its too big. Please disapprove until they can ligure out an appropriate plan for this historic and beloved waterfront landmark site.

REMOTE HOST: 12.157.40.230
HTITE_ADDR.: 12.157.60.230
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac O8 X 10.5; en-US; rv:1.9.2.3) Gecko/20100401 Firefox/3.6.3
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FROM @ DANR KANE PHONE NO.

t 7183888267 Apr. 29 28140 B8:59AM PRl
R

Dana Kane ,)/ga
315 Berry Street, Apt 5 South 21 3

Brooklyn, NY 11211

SUBJECT: CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Bourough: Brooklyn

To Whom [t may concern:

As a long time resident of Williamsburg Brooklyn (since
1982) I have seen many changes to the neighborhood. I am
writing to state my opposition to the plans for developing
Domino Sugar.,

I have two reasons:

There are already an abundance of hi-rise buildings in
Williamsburg, and a majority are empty.

Also, this project will create an incredible burden to the
infrastructure— the subway at the L train is already beyond
crowded. A Lack of parking, not enough Public schools, and
fio fire department all speak to the inadequacy of the
infrastructure to handie this,

Thank You,
Dana Kane
Please mail to:

Fax to: (212) 720-3219



From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/28/2010 08:48:39

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: danakane@earthlink.net ()
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(danakane@earthlink.net) on Wednesday, April 28, 2010 at ©8:48:39

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments

Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: No

State: NY

Country: United States

Email Address: danakane@earthlink.net

Message: I am a long time resident of Williamsburg Brooklyn and would like to state my
oppostion to the Domino Building Plan.

Two reasons: the neighborhood already has a multitude of empty hi-rises and the
infrastructure will not be able to support such an increase in population. (parking, schools,
transportation, fire department, etc). please vote against these plans.

REMOTE_HOST: 24.199.125.137

HTTP_ADDR: 24.199.125.137

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac 0S X 10.6; en-US; rv:1.9.2.3)
Gecko/20100401 Firefox/3.6.3
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BRIAN KETCHAM ENGINEERING, P.C.

175 Pacific Strect, Brooklyn, NY 11201, 718-330-0550, btk(@konheimketcham.com

May 4, 2010

Hon. Amanda M. Burden, FAICP, Chair
New York City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York, New York 10007-1216

RE: DEIS for the Domino Sugar site in Williamsburg, Brooklyn, NY, CEQR #07DCP094K

Dear Chairperson Burden:

I am writing about the traffic and transit impacts reported in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Domino Sugar site along the East River in Williamsburg, Brooklyn,
CEQR #07DCP0S4K,

This project would include up to 2,400 residential units, up to 127,537 gross square feet (gsf) of
retail/commercial space, up to 146,451 psf of community facility space, up 1o 98,738 gsf of
commercial office space and 1,694 below prade accessory parking spaces. Excluding parking
87% of the project would be residential activity. Yet, only 16% of residential trips are assumed
to be by auto with the result that only 41% of AM peak hour and 34% of PM peak hour vehicle
trips are reported to be generated hy residential units. And 63% of all residential trips are
assumed to be by transit for all time periods for all purposes.

1 will show that the assumptions used to arrive at these figures are wrong; that the DEIS for the
Domino Supar site drastically under reports the project’s auto trip making; and that the DEIS
must be revised accordingly.

Before getting into the details I want to report current travel behavior in Brooklyn and in nearby
Queens. The DEIS reports that approximately 70% of residents in the Domino site will own a
car whereas 47% of residents in Brooklyn own a car. In nearby Queens auto-ownership is
double that of Brooklyn, 94%. The proportion of auto-owning residents is therefare in the
ballpark of reported data. However, the assumption that only 16% of total travel is by auto is
simply wrong.

According to origin-destination data provided by the New York Metropolitan Transportation
Council (see table, attached), 36% of all travel in Queens is by auto, 9.8% by bus and 18.4% by
1



subway and commuter rail versus 16% by auto, 10.1% by bus and 52.9% by subway reported in
Table 17-11 10 the DEIS. A quick look at table 17-17 on parking accumulation shows that the
developer is assuming approx. 58% of residents will not move their cars on weekdays and that
approx. 38% will not move their cars on weekends. Perhaps the DEIS is over reporting auto
ownership. Or, more likely, the DEIS is drastically under reporting auto usc.

Trip generation and temporal characteristics used in the DEIS are from the CEQR Technical
Manual and have been used for decades. They derive from lirmited data collected generations
ago during a very different time in New York City. Plus, the data was collected in Manhattan
where just 20% of households owned a car. For virtually every EIS that ] have prepared we
collected trip generation data from nearby sites of similar land use. There are plenty of large
scale residential sites just north of Domino Sugar in Queens that would be appropriate for
surveys. Itis a disgrace that New York City continues to allow the usc of ancicnt travel data to
permit developers to low ball project impacts. It is a practice that must stop.

Even with the low halling of traffic volumes the DEIS reports huge traffic impaets. These
impacts are on top of equally great traffic impacts resulting from so-called No Build
development that imposes pridlock conditions on Williamsburg intersections that, today, are
largely operating at reasonably acceptable levels of service. The DEIS does not optimize signal
timing and phasing for No Build conditions so it fails to provide a real eomparison of
performance with and without No Build traffic which, as noted above, is largely gridlocked with
No Build traffic.

It is on top of the considerable No Build traffic that the DEIS reports project impacts, impacts
that make the gridlock conditions reported for No Build conditions even worse even with the
very significant under reporting of projecct traffic impacts. The DEIS also reports that much of
the under reported project traffic impacts can be mitigated. Some of this mitigation is legitimate;
but most eomes from the optimization of traffic signal timing and phasing which should have
been done for No Build conditions. Plus, even with mitigation, many interseetions are left with
hnge average vehicle delays and pridlock conditions. Clearly, with an honest estimate of project
traffic impacts, area wide gridlock conditions would be far worse than reported.

In addition, no analysis is provided on impacts on ncarby expressways, particularly the already
gridlocked Brooklyn-Queens Expressway or along the ramps accessing the Williamsburg Bridge.
It is generally standard practice to omit such impacts but the practice is wrong and, like the
measurement of travel characteristics, must change.

Clearly, the reason that traffic can be under reported is that subway use is drastieally over
estimated. Subway stations are three-quarters to a mile away, a long walk for the 53% of
residents asserted to be using the subways for all travel purposes. And, while there is some
capacity on the J, M and Z lines at Marcy Avenue (1.1 miles away) there is no capacity during
peak commuter- hours on the L at Bedford Avenue (3/4 miles away). But, you cannot
determine these capacity constraints because the DEIS does not provide line haul impacts.



Instead, we get the traditional stairway analyses which, while useful, avoid the critical test of the
snbway---whether or not passengers can actually get on a train in 4 or 5 tries.

While buses arc an alternative even the DEIS admits that, to be useful, bus service must be
increased three-fold to handle the new demand. Considering the huge deficits that the MTA is
running these days it is unlikely any increase is bus service will materialize in the next couple of
years let alone over the next decade.

The bottom line is that there is no justification for assuming 53% of residents will use subways
for all travel or that haif of auto-owning residents will never use their cars thereby under
reporting auto impacts. The traffic analysis provided in the DEIS makes no sense. Without
adjusting for under reporting of traffic volume, the project will worsen gridlock conditions that
are reported to occur with No Build development. These impacts cannot, in reality, be mitigated.
The DEIS is fatally flawed and must be corrected.

Sincerely,

Brian T. Keteham, P.E.



INDAMINE OCHRE

Y .
ARCHITECTURE
109 Grand Street Brooklyn, NY 11211 718 387 4245
Leah Kreger, RA www . IndamineOchre.com
Date: April 28, 2010
To: City Planning
Re: Domino, CEQR APP 07DCP094K, Brooklyn OPPOSED
From: Leah Kreger, RA

Rezoning decisions should be tied to plans for infrastructure development', and
architectural design should be married (o the planning.

There is an easy way to do it: public transportation every 5 minutes. The developer
should pay for the infrastructure and the city should allow this to happen.

Instead of having problems, let's have a development that's in favor of the people.

As an architect I respect Vifioly 's work, 1 don't question the quality of the project. I
want to talk about a subject that's important to the community and the city - the
{ransportation.

Question - how could it be that when Vifioly was asked what he could do to relieve the
congestion on the subway from Williamsburg to Manhattan that his answer (on Thursday
April 22 at the AIA) was ''to pay my taxes"?! I think this is very simplistic. As an
architect his concern is always 10 care for the surroundings and the quality of life that his
work should provide.

It's not difficult to provide the solution to the problem of the connection between
Williamsburg and Manhattan. All we need are a few boats connecting Grand St to
Houston 8t. All this would cost for the dock is 2 or 3 apartments - a very few apartments
tfrom the MANY that the he proposes to add to the landscape. Remember, New Domino
would be a more than 32% increase in the number of apartments over the 2005 rczoning
in less than 3% of the number of blocks.

On the other hand Ciry Hall should facilitate the solution - avoiding the unnecessary
bureaucracy that normally is used as an excuse for developers not trying.

We need an agreement between the developer and the City - the developer pays, and the
City facilitates,

!from the findings of the Furman Center policy brief on How Rezonings Affected the City's Ability
to Grow.



We need 2 anchors, 2 docks - that themselves become open and social public spaces that
the community desires. This will prevent Domino from becoming a dead-end cul-de-
sac/gated community with empty retail space like Shaffer’s Landing has had for four

years.

As an admirer of the work of Vifioly I say that accessibility to the population of
Williamsburg should be his concern as it should be the concern of the Mayor of NY.

The respect that I have for Vifioly’s works and his works when viewed in total demands
it — gives him the responsibility to act as a role model.

I want to invite you to 2 rides: to ride the L-train at Bedford Ave at 8 o’clock in the

morning, and I want to rent a boat and go from Domino to East River Park, and see what

your response

is!!!

INDAMINE OCHRE

ARCHITECTURE

CityPlanning042810 page 2



Katharina Kruse-Ramey
330 Wythe Ave #5A
Brooklyn, NY 11211

May 3", 2010

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
City of New York

Amanda Burden, FAIC, Chair
Calendar Information Office
Room 2E

22 Reade Street

New York, NY 10007

SUBJECT: CEQR Application #: CEQR No. 07DCP084K, Borough:
Kings

Dear City Planning Commissioner:

As a 20 year long resident of the North- and Southside of Williamsburg,
| would like to express my opposition to CPCR's development plan for
the former Domino Sugar site. The project in its current form will fead to
a decline in the quality of life not only for its immediate neighbors but for
all residents in Williamshurg.

With towers rising as high as 400 feet and 2,400 new apartment units,
the size of the proposed development is grossly out of scale with the
surrounding neighborhood. The influx of 7,000 new residents within 4 city
blocks is not supported by the neighborhood's current infrastructure and
will further stress its already compromised services.

When the developer at your hearing on April 28", offered to “Jook.into the
possibility of a ferry dock on site” - after having been questioned by one
of your commissioners, it clearly shows CPCR's lack of interest in
addressing the neighborhood's problems. The New Domino has been in
various planning stages for 6 years, CPCR is fully aware of
Williamsburg's overcrowded transportation system, and will only now,
after prompting by your agency, begin to look into a ferry alternative?
The developer's response at your hearing seemed very insincere.



Susan Pollock has repeatedly proposed that the (2 59 bus service could
be extended to the J-train station at Marcy Avenue. We, as residents of
the Southside, know that this is not viable as Broadway is a very
congested traffic artery and thus all buses stop at the Williamsburg Plaza
bus terminal. | wish CPCR would research their facts and not present

~ inoperative solutions to the community and to City Planning.

CPCR should not be allowed to exceed the zoning requirements, neither
on the waterfront nor upland, put in place by your agency. It will negate
the 2005 Waterfront Rezoning and will set a bad precedent for future
development in Williamsburg. CPCR is asking for 25% more density than
all other waterfront projects have agreed to. It should not be granted 1%.
The developer's argument that the project is otherwise not financially
feasible while refusing to disclose their financials appears very
undemocratic.

Isaac and Abraham Rosenberg at Rose Plaza agreed to increase
affordable housing from 20% to 30% as well as committed to larger units
without increasing the height and density of the overall project Why is
CPCR unable to do the same?

With the media writing about a 2006 report by HPD, which analysed the
potential cost of the redevelopment of the Domino Sugar site and
showed a large profit margin for CPCR, the developer's arguments
become even less persuasive.

CPCR's commitment to affordable housing and historical preservation
should not excuse the developer from having to disclose the financials
with which CPC justifies the massive increase in density for the overall -
project. The community and its elected officials have repeatedly asked
for and deserve financial transparency.

Our quality of life is further compromised by a decline in open space in
Williamsburg. Despite CPCR's commitment to a waterfront esplanade
and park area in front of the refinery the ratio of open space per resident
in the Southside will decrease if CPCR is granted the zoning changes it
asks for.

With the zoning variances sought by CPCR for the waterfront parcels
and upland area, out-of-scale development on adjacent upland blocks
will be encouraged which will then further contribute to overcrowding and
a reduction in quality of life for Williamsburg's residents.

| believe that the project’s height and density is too massive for our
community to absorb and will completely destroy the character of our
neighborhood.



This is the second largest project built in Brooklyn and will have a strong
impact on our area. | urge you to consider its implication very carefully.
We all have fought long and hard to make Williamsburg into a desirable
neighborhood. it would be very sad if CPCR {Community Preservation
Corp. Resources) can destroy decades of neighborhood work and
engagement.

Sincerely,

L. e~

Katharina Kruse-Ramey



TO:

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

Calendar Information Office - Room 2E

22 Reade Street, New York, N.Y.10007 62 ’ %7/0(
Fax to: (212) 720-3219

FROM:

Roy Lethen

59 South 3" Street

Subject: CEQR Application #: CEQR No. 07DCP094K
KINGS

[ was at the hearing on Domino Sugar. | was undecided and listened to both sides. | was
surprised to find that both sides wanted the same things. Both sides want mare open space
and maore affordable housing. | believe the Corporation who owns the site tried to create a rift
in the community but | believe there was no rift because both sides want these same things.

| believe you should vote no on the proposal because the open space they propose is actually
too little when you consider all the 6000+ new residents who will be there. If you look at the
numbers their plan would actually make less per capita open space in an area that is already
sorely lacking in open space. Furthermore what is not in the numbers is their giant towers will
dwarf and shadow the little open space that we do have: Grand Ferry Park, not ta mention the
historic Domino Sugar buildings and the Williamsburg Bridge.

The proposal also comes with another price besides dwarfing our landmarks and parks: a huge
strain on infrastructure. The Corporation has not addressed this because they plan on selling
their luxury units, making hundreds of millions of dollars, and being done with it. This leaves us
in the neighborhood to deal with a huge mess. The towers need to be significantly smaller and
less dense.

After considering the cost of the size of the buildings to our landmarks, the cost of the size of
the buildings to our infrastructure, the decrease in per capita open space it has become clear to
me that the City Planning Commission should vote no so the plan can be amended to better suit
the community and not just their huge profits. And this is something | believe everyone in the
community agrees on even though the corparation tried to pull the wool over our eyes and
divide us.
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Send & fax for free

Reﬂoient Information
To: CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Comﬁaan‘r: Calendar informations Office - Room 2E
Fax #: 2127203219

Sender Information
From: Roy Lethen
Email address: roylethen@yahoo.com
Sent on: Wednesday, April 28 2010 at 3:29 PM CDT

This fax was sant using the FaxZerc.com free fax servica, FaxZera.com has a zero tolerance pelicy for abusc and junk faxes. If this

fax is spam or abusive, please s-mail support@faxzero.com ar send a fax o 800-080-6858, Specify fax #3248676. We will add your
fax numiber ta the block list.




To:  City Planning Commission, Calendar Information Office
27 Reade Street, Room 2E
New York, N.Y. 10007

From: Daniel Levy
330 Wythe Avenue, #31
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Borough: Brooklyn

To whom it may concern,

I am writing in reference to the proposed Domino Sugar redevelopment project,
This project is totally out of character with the area and the massing of the huildings
will overwhelm the neighborhood. To allow such a development to proceed would
be a travesty and will have long lasting negative consequences on the area.

In reviewing the site plan, renderings and models for this proposed project, one is
immediately shocked with its scale, density and lack of cohesion with the
surrounding neighborheod. With its absolute disregard for all basic principles of
urban planning, ane is led to believe that all zoning restrictions have been
completely ignored. This might be acceptable in cities such as Houston or Las Vegas,

though one expects higher standards in New York City.

Considering that the numerous negative cansequences of this proposed project, 1
respectfully urge you to deny this application.

Thank you for your attention ta this matter,
incerely,

A"

D melA evy
330 Wythe Avenue



From: Portal Admin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 05/05/2010 10:10:00

To: shladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: dan@reol.com (Daniel Levy)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Daniel Levy (dan@reol.com) on Wednesday, May 5, 2010 at 10:10:00

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: Daniel

Last Name: Levy

Street Address: 330 Wythe Ave
Address Number: 3l

City: New York

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Email Address: dan@reol.com

Message: | am writing in reference to the proposed Domino Sugar redevelopment project. The bulk of this project is totally out of
character with the area and the massing of the buildings will overwhelm the historical context of the neighborhood. To allow such a
development to proceed would be a travesty and will have long lasting negative consequences on the area. Please do all that you can to
see that any development is of appropriate scale and design. Thank you.




REMOTE_HOST: 66.251.40.242
HTTP_ADDR: 66.251.40.242
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10.6; en-US; rv:1.9.1.9) Gecko/20100315 Firefox/3.5.9 GTB7.0
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32BJ
-

e

SEIU

stronger Together

Stephen Long
Member SEIU 32BJ

Testimony to New York City Planning Commission
Public Hearing on the Domino Sugar Plant Redevelopment Project

April 28, 2010

Good morning. Thank you to Chair Burden and to the entire City Planning Commission for hearing my
testimony. My name is Stephen Long. | have been a member of SEIU 32BJ for 13 years. | am here this

morning to testify in support of the Domino Sugar Plant redevelopment project.

Over the past several years, residential buildings have gone up throughout Brooklyn and New York City
that fail to provide the good jobs and affordable housing that working families in New York City need. In
neighborhoods like Williamsburg all across our city, working families have been left behind as good

industrial jobs have been replaced by luxury condos and poverty level jobs.

Responsible development in Brooklyn is crucial. I'm supporting the Domino Sugar Plant redevelopment
because it will create jobs, including nearly 100 good, permanent jobs in the Williamsburg community. It
goes beyond traditional affordability requirements by providing 30 percent of the residential units at
affordable rates. That is 660 units of affordable housing, including units for families making under
$25,000 a year. With the economy lagging, we cannot overlook the importance of creating permanent

jobs that provide the wages and benefits that allow hard working New Yorkers to thrive in our City.

As a single parent of three, I have felt the struggle of raising a family in one of the most expensive cities

in the world. From finding an affordable place to raise my children, to finding a job that will allow me to
provide for them; | know the difficulties that many working families face in this city. As a union member
with a good salary and benefits, | have been able to raise my family and enjoy life in New York City. All

New Yorkers deserve the same.

| hope that the City Planning Commission recognizes the importance of the affordable housing and good

jobs for the Williamsburg community, and works to ensure this project’s success. Thank you.



Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: CPC Public Meeting Information/Calendar Office
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Miss

First Name: Tonya

Middle Name: M

Last Name: Martin

Street Address: 330 Wythe Ave
Address Number: 6A

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 917-279-4505

Email Address: tony martin@me.com

Message: The Domino project is simply too big. CPCs plan would introduce over
6,000 new residents to the neighborhood - a nearly 25% population increase for
the mile area surrounding the site. Council Member Levin does not wish to
minimize CPCs impressive commitment to 660 units of affordable housing.
Affordable housing is desperately needed in this community and CPC has worked
hard to recognize this need. The inclusion of community space within the project
is also to be commended. Furthermore, Councilman Levin appreciates CPCs
involvement with, and respect for, the Williamsburg community throughout this
process. Nonetheless, unless the issues of height and density, transportation,
and open space, among others, are addressed, Council Member Levin cannot support
the plan for the Domino Sugar site as currently proposed. Thank you for your
time.



From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/27/2010 21:25:39

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: armora2006@hotmail.com (Anna Morales)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Anna Morales
(armora2006@hotmail.com) on Tuesday, April 27, 2010 at 21:25:39

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: Other

Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mrs.

First Name: Anna

Last Name: Morales

Company: Churches United
Street Address: 554 DeKalb Avenue
Address Number: 3

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11205

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 7188574080

Email Address: armora2006@hotmail.com

Message: CEQR Application:CEQR No.@7DCPO94K; I am a member of Churches United and a resident
of Brooklyn for the last 56 years. I am writing in support of the Domino Project,
specifically its affordable housing for my community. I believe the Senior housing
availability would be a phenomenal asset, it would not only provide a safe affordable
environment but it would allow the residents the opportunity to take advantage of the natural
amenities such as its park and view of the river. This would also be a wonderful opportunity

2



for families who are currently struggling with the day to day challenges of the economic
changes to stay in the communities they have grown to love. The Project would also mean the
availability of more jobs, this would help strengthen the community and instill pride in its
residents. I hope that this Project would be allowed to proceed.

REMOTE_HOST: 24.189.103.185

HTTP_ADDR: 24.189.103.185

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 6.0; GTB5; SLCC1l; .NET CLR
2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30618)

>k 3k >k 3k 5k 3k 5k 3k >k %k >k 3k >k 3k 5k 3k 5k 3k sk %k 5k %k 5k 3k 5k 3k 5k 3k 5k 3k 5k 3k 3k 3k 5k >k sk >k 5k >k 5k 3k 3k >k 3k >k 3k >k 3k >k 3k >k sk >k 3k >k 3k >k 3k >k 3k >k 3k >k 3k >k %k >k %k k %k k sk ok k



SO EAE ¥ LY i

Fwd: Domino Sugar Development

From: Seren Morey <serenrx@aol cam>
To: "bobrodrguez@mindspring.com”
Subject: Fwd: Dominc Sugar Development
Date: May 8, 2010 11:27 AN

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message;

From: Saren Morey nrx@aot. com>
Date: May 8, 2010 11:21:32 AMEDT

To: "“www.nyc. qovihimi/mailhimifmaiidep. html” <www.nyc.gov/himbmailhimimaildep htmi>

Suhjm:l: Domino Sugar Devalopment

Dear Ms. Burdan,

As a property and business owner in this neighborhood | would fike to voice my strong opposition to the curment proposal for the
Domine Sugar Plant. There is no infrastructure to support a project of this scale and there will be too many negative ramifications to
mention. The suggestions that have been proposed to support said lack of infrastruciure have been weak at best and smack of
appeasement to push through this mammoth 1l conceived preject. | suggest that you skip building more hidesusly characteriess
towers and use the Damino plant in a way that fits with the building’s historic landmark status while contributing to the enjoyment of
the people of the neighborhood, for instance a mini-mall type setling Full of arlisanal shops wilh park space.

Thank You,
Seren Morey

Sent fram my iPhone
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Builders and Shawmid Design and Construction
Construction Managers li}lswa%t( 05; _Srwtii??é E?;g Floor .
Facaris 212.620.8601 SHAWMUT
To: Office of City Planning, Commissioner Karen A. Philips
Fax Number: 212-720-3488
Company:
Address 1.
From: Nahrwold, Tom
Fax Number: 617-622-8937
Company: Shawmut Design and Construction

Voice Number: (212) 920-8937

Date: Apr 28, 2010

Subject: The New Domino Project
Total Pages: 2

Remarks:

Piease vote 'No' regarding this development as it is currently planned.

Thomas Nahrwold

Project Manager

Shawmut Design and Construction
3 East 54th Street

Sth Floor

New York, NY 10022

(T) 212-920-80937

(F) 617-620-8937
(C)617-438-3613

From: nyc_8th-copier2@shawmut. [matito:nycscanner@shawmut.com]
Sent: Wednesday, Aprit 28, 2010 12:29 PM

To: Nahrwold, Tom

Subject: Attached Image
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Thomas Nahrwold 376 wythe Ave., Braoklyn, NY 11211 718-388-6532

City Planning Commission
Calendar Information Qffice - Room 2E
22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007

Subject : CEQR Application # 07DCPO94K
Attention Commissioner Burden and Staff;

As a longtime resident of Williamsburg Brooklyn’s South Side, 1 am in full agreement with my
Community Board’s recent vote regarding the land use variances and special permits requested by
*The New Domino’ project; No!

This developer’s out-of-touch request has many offending assumptions. Among them are:

» Qverly dense development will be acceptable to the community as long as affordable housing
is dangled as bait.

+ Public access to waterfront will be so compelling as to allow their proposed development a
variance needed 1o avoid proper setback of its tall buildings from the street.

¢+  Upland structures can exceed ail current height restrictions, because the development needs
the density 1o support the public access and affordsble housing included in their proposal.

s No negative impact will be feit on the local subway system from the addition of over 6,000
peopls to the area.

These ludicrous assumptions reveal CPCR's under-estimation and ignorance of this very diverse
working-class community. This development, as currently proposed, is completely out of touch with
the character of this community, and I urge you to vote ‘No’, and require this developer to re-think
their plan. They will need to be honest with the community regarding their financial projections and
profit potential, so we can better evaluate the need for all these special considerations. They will
need to perform a serious evaluation of current infrastructure, with an un-bissed third party, to truly
understend what will be required to support their proposed development. Only when they are honest
with this community will I consider offering support to their plans. I hope you will feel the same
way.

Thanks for your consideration,

Thomas Nahrwold --— 26-year resident of Williamsburg Brooklyn.



LAW OFFICES OF ADAM D. PERLMUTTER, P.C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

260 MADISON AVENUE, SUITE 1800
NEwW YORK, NY 10016
TEL. (212) 679-1990
FAX. (212) 6791995

FAUL GREENFIELD, ESg,

ADAm D. PERLMUTTER, ESQ.
GREGORY ALAN RUTCHIK, ESq.

JENHIFER LOUM-JEUNE, ESQ,

Testimony of Adam D. Perlmutter, Esq.
Before the City Planning Commission
On the Proposed Domino Rezoning

April 28, 2010

CGood morning. As a local resident and comiunity leader, I want to express my
serious concern with the proposed Domino rezoning and ask that the City seriously
amend the proposal to better meet the needs of the Wil tamsburg community.

For the past decade the City has been working hard to recapture the North
Brooklyn waterfront for residential and open space uses. The May 2005 comprehensive
waterfront rezoning was a major step in that process. Rather that frying to improve on
that effort, the Domino proposal represenis a major step in the wrong direction. A
proverbial wolf'in sheep’s clothing, Community Preservation Corporation Resources
proposes a development that is far too big and offers far (oo little.

The scale of this project will completely overwhelm the surrounding community
both in physical scale and public infrastructure, Neither CPC nor the City have
adequately addressed the severe strain that the project will place on our already
overwhelmed transportation system. Remedial measures must be funded by CPC and the
City to provide subsidized bus and ferry scrvice. The MTA should be required to
conduct a feasibility study for creating a new subway station on the “V” line at the base
of the Williamsburg Bridge. Also additional train cars and buses must be added to local
service routes to meet the additional demand from new residents,

On affordability, CPC must do more than 30%. The recent Rose Plaza rezoning

set a new baseline for non-public development projects. With the public funding



commitment to Domino, the affordable housing component should at least match the
40% realized at Schaffer Landing. CPC should also make more units affordable to local
residents by offering 50% of them available to households with income at or below 30%
AMI. Alternatively, it should create a 50-30-20 distribution. 30% is stmply no longer
enough.

On a personal level, the open space is the most disappointing aspect of the project.
The project represents a net Joss of open space per capita for a community that is already
grossly underserved. For City Planning to condone this situation is intolerable given the
numerous unfulfilled open space promiscs from the 2005 rezoning, [iven worse, the
proposal contains little to no active open space. Rather, CPC touts its waterfront
csplanade, “gathering space™ and mainly passive uses aside from children playgrounds.
To rectify this problem, the City and CPC must commit to redevelop City-owned
waterfront properties under the Williamsburg Bridge and to Broadway for additional
active parkland.

In the final analysis, there is simply too much opportunity with this project to
miss the chance to do it right. CPC Resources will realive a projected net profit well in
excess of $350,000,000 from this development. It must plow this profit back into our
community by reducing the scale of the project, reducing its impact, and better meeting
the affordable housing and open space needs to make this development a true landmark in
every sense of the word,

Thank you.

Dated: New York, New York
April 27, 2010

./

Adan:l“[). Perlmutter




From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/28/2010 11:51:28

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: heldrapl@gmail.com (Pola Rapaport)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Pola Rapaport
(heldrapl@gmail.com) on Wednesday, April 28, 2010 at 11:51:28

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: CPC Public Meeting Information/Calendar Office
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Ms

First Name: Pola

Last Name: Rapaport

Street Address: 446 Kent Avenue
Address Number: 3F

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 347 422 0428

Email Address: heldrapl@gmail.com

Message: Regarding CEQR ©7DCP@94K, Domino Factory conversion: Limit to minimum of units; We
need to maximize open space, which will be reduced per capita by this development, and
improve infrastructure of Williamsburg beore adding thousends of units of housing. Also
increase of affordable units. Keep heights of buildings to minimum. Thanks



From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/28/2010 09:34:26

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: reinadesigns@aol.com (David Reina)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by David Reina
(reinadesigns@aol.com) on Wednesday, April 28, 2010 at ©9:34:26

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: David

Middle Name: W

Last Name: Reina

Company: David Reina Designs Inc
Street Address: 245 Kent Ave
City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718 486-0262

Email Address: reinadesigns@aol.com

Message: Dear Director Burden, I am questioning the need for such a high density project
along the waterfront and I think the litmus test question should be- how does this benefit
our neighborhood? We currently have infrastructure deficiencies (The MTA has stated at a
Community Board 1 meeting that they have no plans for a river-front L train stop.), have not
received tax abatements from waterfront development and driving and parking for longtime

2



residents is becoming a burden. Finally we are taking a property which was the highest
single company employer in Brooklyn (and the community is still in need of good jobs) and
instead are using it for an unasked for by the community huge housing project. My wish would
be for low rise (5-6 stories) buildings with proper parking, which wont blot out the skyline
for neighborhood residents. Bigger is not really better and I believe in beautifully
designed low rise buildings with promenades.

Thank you,

David Reina

REMOTE_HOST: 72.229.45.15

HTTP_ADDR: 72.229.45.15

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac 0OS X 10_4_11; en) AppleWebKit/531.22.7
(KHTML, 1like Gecko) Version/4.0.5 Safari/531.22.7
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Testimony of Leo Reyes
On Behalf of UNO (United Neighbors Alliance)

In Support of the “New Domino” Project and associated rezoning and
permit requests

Before the City Planning Commission

Good morning, Madame Chair and members of the Commission:

I am here today to testify in support of the “New Domino” Project and associated
rezoning and permit requests on behalf of UNO, a community based organization that
fights for creation of affordable housing and against displacement in our community.

You’ve heard the testimony of many others about how vital the proposed affordable
housing is to our community, so 1”11 be brief, that is the main reason I’'m here to support
the New Domino.

But I’ve also been an activist on many community issues, and its also important to me
that CPC has really consulted the community in developing this plan and that has made
the plan better, not only in the amount and types of affordable housing they proposed but
also in a great park and the promise of jobs and job training for our community. It gives
me confidence that we can continue to have a dialog with them as the project develops to
address other issues which may come up and make the plan even better.

We urge you to support this plan.



May 2, 2010

To:  Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: Nancy Rielle
330 Wythe Avenue 3F
Brooklyn, New York 11211

Subject: CEQR No. 07TDCP0%4K -~ Objection to CPCR’s Proposal for the New Domino

Dear Commissioner Burden:

Per my testimony at the April 28™ hearing, I am writing to reiterate my opposition 1o CPCR’s
proposed mega development of the Domino site, which is a block away from my hotne of 8
years. | oppose this project for all the obvious reasons:

- 1t’s overwhelming height and density;

- the overcrowding that 6,000+ new residents in a 5-block stretch will inevitably create;

- the net decrease in per capita open space;

- the shadows that will be cast on what little open space we do have, namely Grand Ferry
Park; and :

- the strain that it will place upon the already beyond capacity L train at rush hour,

I would add to those reasons the sheer recklessness of it all.

- Reckless because CPCR has no clear transportation plan in place ~ and no independent studies
have been done to assess the real impact that a 6,000+ surge in ridership will have on our
community.

- Reckless because CPCR has no track record with a project of this scope — not be a longsbot.

- Reckless because CPCR is asking for enormous concessions that flout the existing 2005 zoning
without a compelling reason — and that sets a dangerous precedent for more reckless over
development on the Southside.

- Reckless because a for-profit developer with a nebulous “for-the-people” sounding name is
asking us to “trust them”. For the record, CPC (Community Preservation Corporation) does
affordable housing, and CPC Resources, the developer on this project, is a separate for-profit
entity, And,



Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning
May 9, 2010

Page 2

- Reckless because nobody’s forcing CPCR to show their numhers and prove that this
overwhelming height and density i1s even necessary in the first place,

Please don’t recklessly push this project through — Vote Not Thank you.

Nancy Rielie
An important P.S. that speaks to CPCR’s intentions and trustworthiness:

CPCR has been entrusted with preserving an historically important landmarked building as part
of this project — admittedly at greater expense to them. However, it seems that they may be
hoping it will disintegrate from “natural causes” before that comes to pass.

Both CPCR and the Landmarks Comunission have been informed that numerous windows have
been intentionally left open in the currently empty Refinery. And, the Refinery has, in fact,
sustained water damage because of it — to the point tbat the exterior walls are starting to crumble

(http://ny.curbed.com/archives/2010/03/09/some_say_domino_being _leﬁ_toh___gi__e_cay:;-)_ggulviii.’ianlg
burg watertront. phip}, as well the Wiltiamsbure Waterfront Alliance blog
¢http:/Avvw. wepa us/2007/02/hey_close that_ window htmi). Maybe somebody could check into

this before it’s too late? Thanks.




From: Portal Admin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 05/04/2010 19:07:10

To: shladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: nrielle@gmail.com (Nancy Rielle)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Nancy Rielle (nrielle@gmail.com) on Tuesday, May 4, 2010 at 19:07:10

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Ms

First Name: Nancy

Middle Name: M

Last Name: Rielle

Company: Self

Street Address: 330 Wythe Ave
Address Number: 3f

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718-387-2549

Email Address: nrielle@gmail.com




Message: Per my testimony 4/28, these blog links provide more information on the open windows at Domino that are destroying this
landmarked building:

http://ny.curbed.com/archives/2010/03/09/some_say domino_being_left to decay on williamsburg waterfront.php AND
http://www.wgpa.us/2007/02/hey close_that_window.html. Thanks for checking in to why CPCR is allowing and/or initiating this.

REMOTE_HOST: 96.232.167.105
HTTP_ADDR: 96.232.167.105
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; Trident/4.0)
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Testimony of Benjamin Robles
On Behalf of UNO (United Neighbors Alliance)

In Support of the “New Domino” Project and associated rezoning and
permit requests

Before the City Planning Commission

Good morning, Madame Chair and members of the Commission:

[ am here today to testify in support of the “New Domino” Project and associated
rezoning and permit requests on behalf of UNO, a community based organization that
fights for creation of affordable housing and against displacement in our community

I have lived in Brooklyn all my life and, in fact, have lived in Williamsburg all my life.
I’'m one of the lucky ones; I live in New York City Public Housing. But hundreds of my
neighbors, people I grew up with, people who went to school with me and my kids have
been pushed out of their neighborhood ---our neighborhood---by rising rents and a
shortage of affordable housing. Many of my neighbors at Cooper Park Houses are living
doubled up with their kids, their grandkids or their siblings, because there is no other
affordable housing for them in the community.

So the most important thing for me about Domino is those 660 units of affordable
housing, which is affordable at a wide range of income levels, and includes a home-
ownership component and senior housing component. Of course we’d like to see even
more. We asked for 40% affordable housing during the 2005 rezoning and we hope we’ll
see even more affordable housing emerge in the final negotiations

But many of my neighbors and the hundreds of UNO members can’t wait. So I’'m here
for Alina Perez, who, along with her five kids, has been fighting for more than 2 years to
stave off eviction from the rent stabilized apartment she’s lived in for nearly 20 years.
The City promised Section 8 for people like her but couldn’t keep its promise. New
affordable housing, like Domino, is her last hope to stay in the community. I'm here for
the Rojas’ who live just blocks from Domino and couldn’t afford to take off work today
because they pay more than they can really afford to keep their apartment. We will lose
more families, particularly Latino families, like them if we don’t get this substantial
amount of affordable housing soon.

We, like the Community Board would like to see additional anti-harassment zoning and
and additional resources to protect our neighbors from displacement, and we’d urge to
add these provisions as well as recommendations on for the City and the MTA to work
with the developers on transportation issues.

But, I'm also here to support Domino because they’ve really reached out to and listened
to the Williamsburg community during the planning process for this project. They’ve



talked to church groups, community organizations; they’ve been at the Community Board
long before they were required to be there. This has resulted in a plan not only with the
vital affordable housing but also with a great park and the promise of jobs and job
training for our community.

This rezoning deserves your support. Thank you.



From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/28/2010 10:20:18

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: danielmrosenbaum@yahoo.com (daniel rosenbaum)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by daniel rosenbaum
(danielmrosenbaum@yahoo.com) on Wednesday, April 28, 2010 at 10:20:18

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Complaint

Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: daniel

Last Name: rosenbaum

Street Address: 315 berry street
Address Number: 4n

City: brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718-7823411

Email Address: danielmrosenbaum@yahoo.com

Message: I am a pioneer founding artist of williamsburg, I helped make the neighborhood safe.
The domino project is over the top. They might as well call this part of Brooklyn west
manhattan if it is built. The construction noise and dust will be intolerable. 9/11 created
enough of that. Please leave the over crowding for manhattan, they are used to it and expect
it. The L-train cant handle the xtra people even with more trains, its 3 deep already at rush
hour. This project will alter the whole personality of the neighborhood. It wont be a



neighborhood anymore at all. Scale it back. The city should buy the land and make a park and
playground. Bigger is not better. Give us a choice!

REMOTE_HOST: 74.72.122.2490

HTTP_ADDR: 74.72.122.240

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac 0S X 10 5 8; en-us)
AppleWebKit/530.19.2 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.2 Safari/530.19
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From: Portal Admin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 05/04/2010 20:01:34

To: shladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: alishec@aol.com (Alice Shechter)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Alice Shechter (alishec@aol.com) on Tuesday, May 4, 2010 at 20:01:34

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Complaint

Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Ms

First Name: Alice

Last Name: Shechter

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue
Address Number: 5K

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Work Phone #: 718-486-9196

Email Address: alishec@aol.com

Message: | am writing to express issues about the CPCs proposal for the Domino Sugar site. | am deeply concerned about the
projects outsized character, the overall height and density and the effect that this would have on the surrounding community and its
existing infrastructure. 6,000 new residents? The eternal shadow? Poorly conceived or nonexistent transit and traffic options? You
must know this will not serve the neighborhood. Affordable housing? YES! Destructive development? PLEASE, NO!

2



REMOTE_HOST: 64.12.116.136

HTTP_ADDR: 64.12.116.136
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; AOL 9.1; AOLBuild 4334.5009; Windows NT 6.0; WOW®64;

Trident/4.0; GTB6.4; SLCC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; InfoPath.2; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30729)
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From: PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 04/28/2010 19:38:49

To: sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: susan.silberman@gmail.com (Susan Silberman)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Susan Silberman
(susan.silberman@gmail.com) on Wednesday, April 28, 2010 at 19:38:49

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Complaint
Topic: Other

Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mrs.

First Name: Susan

Middle Name: J

Last Name: Silberman
Street Address: 330 Wythe Ave
Address Number: 6F

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211
Country: United States
Work Phone #: 7183025642

Email Address: susan.silberman@gmail.com

Message: The Domino Project planned for the waterfront is just too big. These are plans to
build a whole new community and the one already here has its own needs. For example L train
congestion, decent schools and lack of grocery stores.

We are a relatively low-height community and this bank of towers will put a significant
portion of the streets, yards, playgrounds in shadow. And the proposed 10 year construction

2



plan is frightening especially now that Kent is one-way and more traffic is flooding down
Wythe Ave.

I understand that the low-income aspect is driving a lot of the excitement but are those
people that have supposedly been displaced really going to move into these towers? I think it
will attract a whole different population.

Please urge the developers to eliminate some of the towers and/or consider a 20 story max
height. 40 is just out of sync with the neighborhood. Why do that?

Thank you for listening.
Susan Silberman

REMOTE_HOST: 96.246.39.58

HTTP_ADDR: 96.246.39.58

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac 0S X 10_5_8; en-us)
AppleWebKit/531.22.7 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.5 Safari/531.22.7
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May-06~10 02:368F CalaBrando 7183871082

Janyce Stefon-Cole

476 Wythe Avenue :’)l %5'(;")
Brookiyn, NY 1121 ¢

718 387 2685
jstetcole@msn.com

To: City Planning Commission, Calendar Information Office- Room 2E,
22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007-1216

Subject: CEQR Application for #CEQR No. 07TDCP0%4K

May 6, 2010

Dear Ms Burden,

As follaw up to my testimony on April 28, 1010 regarding the impact CPCR’s proposal will
have on Williamsburg, Brooklyn, I wish 1o return to a question asked me by one of the
commission: Namely, where behind the upland lot did { live? Answer: right behind the proposed
14 starey upland towers.

I pointed out Architect Vifioly seemed oblivious to those low-rise homes (some, like mine,
dating to the 1800°s) that would fail under its shadow, with no compelling reason offered other
than a better view up hill for the proposed apartments. Density and shadow, not view, are my
CONCEIS.

Mr. Vifioly said he “liked density.” As in Calcutta, or was he being dismissive of our
infrastructure which cannot realistically cope with the population explosion CPCR will bring into
a small area with finite resources?

What ] would have liked to have added is that the upland lot opposite Dormino’s upland site, on
So. 3 with and an 1. extension onto So. 4th St. {on Kent) was also once proposed to go high-rise
with eleven storey market value apartments and one commercial space Because the developer
needed a variance they had to go before the Board of Standards and Appeals. We and our near
neighbors fought and the BSA sided with us to keep the complex in context at four r stories. That
complex is now buiht and the first sales, at 29 South Third St are going through. The result is an
attractive, comtextual addition to our neighbarhaod. PS: they too will fall under Doming’s high-
rise shadow, both from the waterfront side and the upland lot, as currently proposed.

Another objections to this “small city,” as one of your commissioners described The New
Domino, besides the height, is the unsustainable pressure of a 25% population increase on a half
mile site. Also: inadequate parkland for the increased population. Followed by CPCR's equally
inadequate alternate plan. I am not opposed to light manufacturing (jobs), to a hotel (jobs and
visitors), a college, as was suggested at the hearing. Most of us would Tike to see more of the old
pre-Civil war buildings saved. They've done wonderfully preserving and working with old
structures in DUMBO. 1 see no reason CPCR can’t do better than 2 high-rise, overpriced
bedroom community that will, as a side effect, displace many, many Williamsburgians as rents
soar beyond the current 60% of income.

Sincerely yours,

H&«(% =y N —



Janyce Stefan-Cole
376 Wythe Avenue
Broaoklyn, NY 11211

Presented City Planning Commission April 28, 2010: DOMINO

['m Janyce Stefan-Cole and my neighborhood needs vour help. Madame Commissioner, CPC-
R should abide by the 2005 Williamsburg/Greenpoint waterfrosnt re-zonmg, with the upland
site protected at four stones.

Our Mayor scems intent only on saving, Lehman Brothers foans to developer CPC-R. whaose sole
zoal for the New Doming is profit.

Though politicians like the palliative sound of affordable housing, CPC-R’s plan
will drrve out thousands of tamilics where rents are already 60% of income.

For too long city planners and developers have followed a Vit of Poeaas approach: build i
and the infrastructure will come. How? The L train is beyond capacity now. Our streets will
not suddenty widen for thousands more cars, our police, fire and EMS will not magicalty be
enhanced, nor will schools, hospitals, parks and playgrounds suddenly appear for 10,000 new
residents. CPC-R’s E. LS. study is flawed and inadequate, the height and density unsustainable,
They ask for too many special permits and zoning changes without demonstrating financial
justification.

Put Domino on hold: demand solid, long term planning. Consider adaptive reuse: Diversification
or a cultural entity to bring visitors oo Willamsburg: a corridor from Socrates Park, Queens to
BWAC in Red Hook, The proposed Domuno architecture is arrogantly out of context: a
watcrtront bedroom community that turns Brooklyn into Bloomingdale's.

I profit 1s the sole motive, our ¢ity 1s doomed to second best. Brooklyn with its tong and varied
history 18 i the crosshairs. We can choose: a umique addition or new hardships for all but the
fow.

Tap the talent that has made New York great: End CPC-R’s oppressive, narrow vision,

Thank vou



To: City Planming Commission, Calendar Information Office, Room 2E, 22 Reade Strect,
NY, NY 10007

From: Greg Steinbruner 330 Wythe Ave #3G, Brooklyn NY 11211

Subject: CEQR application # CEQR NO. 07DCP94K

Usually when a neighborfiood is slated for demolition it is because that neighborhoad has
failed. Where blight has prevented growth for too long and some grand stroke of
destructive creativity is reqnired. Williamsburg las not failed. Why should it be
demolished?

The CPC Domino proposal represents a demolition of one of the most exciting
neighborhoeds in Brooklyn—one that by its ingenuity and resourcefulness has become a
global standard for renewal and sustainable entrepreneurship in an urban setting.

Enter the clowns with CPC’s Domino proposal. Throwing out every single principle that
has worked in Williamsburg, they have decided to use tactics and concepts that have
turned places like Miami and Phoenix into blighted bailout distnicts. They want to build
big, build fast, build cheap, and get out of dodge leaving their mess behind them.

Fortunately through the objections of almost everyone outside the corrupt sway of the
developers, the proposal will go in the trash where it belongs.

25% increase in local population, bumlt on top of infrastructure, which is already way
over-burdened. Where will the new schools go? And how long will they take to be built?
The new post offices? How on earth will Kent avenue and Wythe avenuve be navigable,
already clogged with traffic and producing accidents at a vicions rate. 6000 new
residents? Ride the L in the moming, in the evening, and any time on the weekend (if it's
running} and explatn with a straight face why this proposal is a pood idea.

Fortunately people like you, as well as everyone who is actually a resident of the
neighborhood, responsible city council members, and interested observers in local and
national media have already seen the obvious truth of this proposal. It is a still-born, bad
idea. Join real New Yorkers in stuffing thiz turkey and let’s build something worthy of
Brooklyn instead.

Sincerely,

Greg Steinbruner
330 Wythe Ave 3G
Brooklyn, NY
11211



From: Portal Admin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 05/07/2010 13:30:46

To: shladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: tom@strodel.com (Thomas Strodel)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Thomas Strodel (tom@strodel.com) on Friday, May 7, 2010 at 13:30:46

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments

Topic: CPC Public Meeting Information/Calendar Office
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: Thomas

Last Name: Strodel

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Email Address: tom@strodel.com

Message: | categorically oppose CPCr s plan for the Dominio s site.

I m atax-paying, working-class resident of Williamsburg. My tax assessment went up around 15% last year. When | go to work in
the morning, | have to wait on-average for three trains before | can board one. The current plan is not fit for this neighborhood. It s
ridiculous in it s size and density.



| feel there could be a much better use of this land then more condos. Why not create a cultural center here, like the Tate Modern in
London. It Il create more jobs and a better overall tax revenue. Why must condos be the only thing we think of with spaces like
this.?

REMOTE_HOST: 71.167.243.204
HTTP_ADDR: 71.167.243.204
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS X 10.5; en-US; rv:1.9.2.3) Gecko/20100401 Firefox/3.6.3
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Thamas §. Strodel

330 Wythe Ave & £
Brooklyn, NY 131211

City Planning Commission
Calendar Information Office
22 Reade Street, Rocom 2E
New York, N.Y. 10007

Re: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K

Dear City Planning Commission,

i wish to express my supréme opposition for the new Dominio’s site, currently being
planred by the CPC.

I'm a tax-paying, working-class, long-time resident of Williamsburg. My tax assessment
went up around 15% last year. When | go to work in the morning, | have to wait, on-
avetrage, for three trains before 1 can board one. The current plan is not fit far this
neighborhood. It’s ridiculous in it's size and density. With the vacancy rate so high in this
neighborhaood, it’s not more condas that’s needed, it’s JOBS.

Don't get me wrong. I'm a capitalist. | respect a person and companies right to make a
profit. But I've seen and read the tactics being utilized by the CPC to further their aims
with this project, and find it utterly appailing - manipulating the Latino sentiment to the
plan, faise-promising “affordable housing,” undetreporting their potential for profits,
creating fake opinion polls, etc. Ciearly, if an organization needs to resort to such
methods, SOMETHING’S WRONG. Let me be crystal clear - the new Dominos plan prepased
by CPC is ONLY about maximizing their profit. it has no benefit to this neighborhood.

1 feel there could be a much better use of this land then more condos. Why not create a
cultural center here, like the Tate Modern in London. It’]] create more jobs and a better
overall tax revenue. Why must “condos” be the only thing we think of with spaces like
this? Or how about a university? “Who would pay for it?” you ask? Who knows. That
question is only answered AFTER you put a stop to this scheme.

If you care about this community, and the growth of New York City as a cultural center
(net just a bunch of condos), then you will do the right thing and OPPQSE this plan.

Sincerely,

/)

Thomas J. Strodel



From: Portal Admin@doitt.nyc.gov
Sent: 05/07/2010 13:30:46

To: shladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject: < No Subject >

From: tom@strodel.com (Thomas Strodel)
Subject: Message to Director, DCP

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Thomas Strodel (tom@strodel.com) on Friday, May 7, 2010 at 13:30:46

This form resides at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html

Message Type: Misc. Comments

Topic: CPC Public Meeting Information/Calendar Office
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Mr.

First Name: Thomas

Last Name: Strodel

Street Address: 330 Wythe Avenue

City: Brooklyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Email Address: tom@strodel.com

Message: | categorically oppose CPCr s plan for the Dominio s site.

I m atax-paying, working-class resident of Williamsburg. My tax assessment went up around 15% last year. When | go to work in
the morning, | have to wait on-average for three trains before | can board one. The current plan is not fit for this neighborhood. It s
ridiculous in it s size and density.



| feel there could be a much better use of this land then more condos. Why not create a cultural center here, like the Tate Modern in
London. It Il create more jobs and a better overall tax revenue. Why must condos be the only thing we think of with spaces like
this.?

REMOTE_HOST: 71.167.243.204
HTTP_ADDR: 71.167.243.204
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS X 10.5; en-US; rv:1.9.2.3) Gecko/20100401 Firefox/3.6.3
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May 7, 2010
Dear Amanda Burden at the Department of City Pianning,

| oppose the CPC's proposal for the Domino Sugar site. It is too high. it
increases the neighborhood population by 25% for the 1/2 mile area
surrounding the site where | live. | moved out of Manhattan and to Brookiyn
specifically to avoid living in the shadow of high rise buildings. 6000 new
residents to the neighborhood with no infrastructure to support this huge
change makes no sense. There is not enough parking now, moming
commutes on the L train are currently overcrowded and one often has to let
2 to 3 trains go by before managing to get on, additionally this would
adversely affect local traffic and the ratio of resident tc open space.

Please assist Brooklyn to develop in a way that is responsible and
beneficial to its residents. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Tami Stronach

330 Wythe Ave #3G
Brooklyn NY 11211



Message Type: Complaint
Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information
Contact Info: Yes

M/M: Ms

First Name: Tami

Last Name: Stronach

Street Address: 330 Wythe Ave
Address Number: 3G

City: Broolyn

State: NY

Postal Code: 11211

Country: United States

Email Address: tami@tamistronach.com

Message: Dear Amanda Burden at the Department of City Planning,

I oppose the CPCs proposal for the Domino Sugar site.

It is too high. It increases the neighborhood population by 25% for the 1/2 mile
area surrounding the site where we live which will cause congestion, commuting
problems and general deterioration of the atmosphere for which we moved out of

Manhattan and to Brooklyn.

Sincerely,
Tami Stronach



7H 330 Wythe Avenue
Brooklyn 11211

Dear Commissioner Burden

i live a block away from Domino with my 3 children and husband.

The project is the 2nd largest next to Atlantic Yards.

Have you tried getting on the subway from 8-10.30am ever?

Try it = '

Then imagine 6000 more on the station platform, with 2 sets of 4 foot wide stairs
going down to it on Bedford Avenue, and 2 more on Driggs.

Williamsburg does not want it's population to increase by 25 percent.

Ask the Hassidic community. They will say no.

Ask the Spanish community who aren't being paid to come to the hearings...
they want space, light, safety and healthy air quality for their growing families.
They want work and affordable homes too, but they can still have that, even of the
project was cut in size by 3/4ers.

My kids and | and my husband, we are all very happy as we are.
If Domino must be built please reduce the size. Don't be weak, and persuaded by
those who just want to make money for themselves.

Come visit us here. See that Williamsburg is special. LET'S KEEP IT THAT WAY.

Julia Warr F.i'[ N
v {f T \//F\ ﬂA“‘/
\ 5

Martin Brierley

A Bregur

Delilah Brierley

. . /7 .

Dexter Brierley

T e
Douglas Brierley )
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NYC City Planning Commission kHearing, April 28, 2010

Testimony of Carol Willis in favor of the proposed New Domino project of CPC

Good m My name is Carol Willis, and [ am an architcctural historian and the
founder and director of The Skyscraper Museum in lower Manhattan (although 1 should
stress that 1 am here today as an individual expressing my own views and not making an
official statcment from the Museum). 1 am also a professor of Urban Studies at Columbia
University’s (iSAPP, where for twenty years [ have 1aught a course entitled “APP” that
is, “Architecture, Planning, Preservation™—which is a trio of disciplines that is a perfect
description of the New Domino project.

I am here to speak in favor of the proposed New Domino project of the Community
Preservation Corporation (CPC). [ was asked to consider testifying by my long-time
friend and collcague Mike [appin, because 1 have been following the cvolution of the
New Domino project from CPCs first engagement with the site. 1 replied that 1 would be
delighted to speak in favor of the plans. because 1 think this is such an intelligent design
and important project for New York and for its neighborhood.

I mentioned the trio of disciplines—Architecture, Planning, and Preservation—-that are
married in the New Domino project. They have alrcady been described in detail, so let
me just highlight a few aspects 1 find most exemplary. In terms of Preservation, the
restoration of the three buildings of the refinery camplex have posed enormous and
unprecedented challenges. The CPC/ Beyer Blinder Belle designs for restoration and
adaptive re-use of the landmarked buildings are ingenious and (as I'm sure you
understand) expensive. As much as they are a requirement of the projcct, they are also a
pift to the community in terms of new facilities and in activating the life of the street.

In terms of Planning, in addition to the 30% permanently aftordable housing, 1 would
cite especially the immeasurable benefit of the waterfront access and public open space.
Leveraging private dollars for public benefit, as Alex Garvin hags articulated, is a basic
principle of pood planning and good policy.

[n terms of Architecture, | want to praisc the design of Rafael Vinoly. His slender high-
rises designed in segments with various heights break up the massing of each block and
maximize vicws and access to the watertront. His towers are in no way overbearing:
indeed they are urban—appropriately wrban.

In that regard, 1 would like to close by making a special point about density in this
project, which some have criticized. Concentrating dwelling units in high-riscs. which 1
call “vertical density™ is. [I'd argue, the only intelligent planning approach for this site.
Many New Yorkers today use “density” # as a perjorative term. | frankly cannot
understand this view. Density is good: it is an expression on urban vitality and value.
Planned density of dwelling units, created in combination with generous public open
space and good mass transit, is the essential formula for sustainable cities in the 21"
century.



Wit

And indeed, Domino 15 ot all that dense by comparison U many successtul urban
neighborhoods in New York, or internationally. Let me simply cite one little-known. but
highly relevant example: the Taikoo Shing neighborhood in Hong Kong, which was
developed on the site of a former sugar refinery. The Taikoo Shing estate covers 8.5 acres
and consist of 61 residential (owers of around 28-30 stories, with a total of 12.698
apartments, which 1s more than 1500 units and acre. Taikoo Shing, a privately developed
housing estate constructed from the 1970s through the 1990s, has held its value as one of
Hong Kong’s most desirable middle-class neighborhoods. Now, this is not to say that the
density of Domine, of Williamsburg, or of New York on average should match Hong
Kong’s vertical density. But it is worth noting that the average density of our borough of
Manhattan is 71,000 people per square mile, And a lot of people like Manhattan.

Thanks you.
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MARY ZIEGLER
43 Grand St 9‘31’{

Brooklyn, NY 11211
tel /fax » 718,384.5131

» FAX »

FAX TO! AMANDA BURDEN

City Planning Commission

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

22 Readle Street, New York, N.Y. 10007
FAX #: {212) 720-3219
DATE: 4/28/ 2010
Page 1/2

Testimony for City Planning Public Hearing on CPCR New Domino Proposal
CEQR Application #: 07DCP094K
Borough of Braoklyn

As a resident of over two decades, who has worked on many projects over the ysars to improve
this neighborhood, | want to express my deep concerns over the CPCR Domine proj_e&t.
| appreciate you taking the time to consider the m.

1. Simply, CPCR's plan is too massive.
It is overwhelming in scale,
It is totally out of place in height, denslity, and lack of set backs from the street.
It shauld be reduced in size and scope.

2. The feeding frenzy of construction that has taken place since the 2005 zoning change has
already resulted in population increase without the infrastructure to support it. And note: this is
with much of the new construction not yet uninhabited. Lack of infrastructure was not taken into
account in 2005, and this project will add thousands more residents. Water, sewer, and
transportation usage will multiply, Already at rush hour you can't get on the L train and it has fixed
limit in car increase. Wythe Ave is jammed, Kent Ave has been reduced to one-lane, one-way.
How can this possibly accomodate the increase in cars, cabs and truck dellveries for 2200 new
residences (4000 people?) plus commercial space within a space of 5 blocks 2 it can't.

3. The extreme height of the new Domino project will block sunlight to a huge area and create
sheer wind tunnels, especially at Grand Ferry Park. The wind tunne! effects on the park have not
been studied yet and | urge you to get them studied, both for effects on the planting, and the park-
goers. | personaily worked through Williamsburg Watch to get the money to renovate and save
that park. The additional apen space that the Domino project will add is welcome, but it is
astounding to note that with it's thousands of additional residents there wilt actually be a net
DECREASE in open space per capital in this neighborhood.

3. | understand CPC changed the north towers above 100" from residential to office space ence it
was acknowledged that heated emissions from the NYPA power plant {sulfur dioxide, PM 2.5 etc.}
will enter any open windows. So, now they will offer offices with unopenable windows, in an
neighborhood where there never has been a market for any volume of office space. it is too far
from public transportation to be canvenlent. Community Board 1 has recommended in their
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modifications that CPC knock down the height of those northern towers to 6 - 10 stories. | agree

with this recommendation. it would give more light to the park, and lessen the adverse wind
tunnel effect.

4. There are many doubts about the affordable housing component of this project. There is much
ristrust that It will not be permanent and truly affordable to low and moderate income. As you
know, we have lost so many residents, and so much history to the deveiopers of the Euxury
condos. We need the affordable housing component to be real,

[n Closing:

This project is unrealistic when you look at population increase vs. infrastructure support. The
helght, density and scale will be detrimental to the surrounding area. It might be great to look at
the buildings from across the river, but just imagine living here once they're built.

We aiready feel like Clty Planning's Give-Away to developers.

Please don't de this again,

Demand that CPCR rework the scope of this project to the HUMAN scale.

Thank. you for your help and attention,

Mary Zteﬁer‘\

43 Crand 5t.
Brooklyn, NY 11211
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Gregory Barsamian
43 Grand St
Brooklyn, NY 11211 : .
tel / fax « 718.782 4317 PR 7)1.7

s FAX ¢

FAX TO: AMANDA BURDEN
City Planning Commission
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
22 Reade Street, New vork, N.Y. 10007
FAX #: 212) 720-3219
DATE: 4128/ 2010

Testimony for City Planning Public Hearing on CPCR New Domino Proposal
CEQR Application #: 07DCP094K
Borough of Brooklyn

| awn four bulldings on Grand st near Kent Ave.

City Planning must not approve the proposed development on the former
Domino Sugar site. The size and scaie of the development would impose an
enormous burden not only on existing residents but on the proposed residents
as well,

infrastructure in the neighborhood is totally inadequate to handie this quantity cf
new residents. The single , one way lane of Kent Ave. is entirely inadequate.
Southhound Wythe ave. is already &t the bursting point. The subways aré
inadequate. The open space is inadequate. There arée no plans to address any
of these problems. Any solutions to them would take many years to addrass. in
addition, the plan fails to take into the account the nature of the surrounding
area creating a population density of deep inner city in what is & low rise

community. For the housing surrounding the development, significant shadows-

would be cast, wind tunnels created, and traffic lssues would make live
unbearabie. The loss of character (the neighborhoods main asset) would be
devastating to those who live and work there.

The development is simply incompatible and | urge the Commission 10 reject
the project and work to find a use that truly serves the community. Itis your duty.

Sincerely
Gregory Barsamian —~—

.91



NANCY RIELLE
330 Wythe Avenue, #3F ¢ Brooklyn, New York 11211 ¢ (718) 387-2549 ¢ nrielle@gmail.com

May 10, 2010

Amanda M. Burden, Chair
City Planning Commission
City of New York

Concerning: CEQR No. 07DCP0%K — Opposition to CPCR’s New Domino Proposal

Dear Commissioner Burden,

Attached are 53 letters signed by 60 individuals who oppose CPCR’s proposed supersizing of the
Domino site. We hope you will take to heart this feedback from those of us who would be living
with the fall-out from this ill conceived proposal — and that you will respect the carefully
considered recommendations from both Community Board 1 and Councilman Stephen Levin to
oppose this project. Thanks for your consideration.

- Sincerely,

Nancy Rielle



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

Ky

From: [$€y) —-pr’f' eol FAY)
330 Wythe Avenue
Apariment F

Brooklyn, NY 112
Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:
I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object 1o the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.
My other objections are these:
- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.
- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.
- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recentiy ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted hy a 6,000+ population inerease in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of o pen
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, Itrge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you. / 2

i 4
Sincerely, /
\




May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From; A"-f)f‘ IL —” téH ES
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment 417
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden;

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan, This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the commnunity experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuili.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximuimn at the Dotwmino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time {police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NQ to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Dormnino. Thank you.

Sincerely,



May 9, 2010

To. Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: N f R D [’/H:J\
330 Wythe Ayenue

Apartment &4/
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, T object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

~ CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lcad paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe - or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appedls recently ruled that a maxitnum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night - and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely,

AL
I{}“,_}z._&y Wt v’?
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May 9, 2010

To: Commissicner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: Macriond e Byl

330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP09%4K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and huilding single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed heforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt,

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe ~ or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire

department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons,/1 urge you 1E NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.
4
f

Sincerely,  jf



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Flanning

From: € An. Cer Do apr
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment YK
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0S4K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

1 live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these;

~ CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehbouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe -- or the blocks upland of the proposed towers. -

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum hei ght of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night - and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, 1 urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Dormino. Thank you.

Sincerely,

G Mo



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: ’TE’ Nygi M 4 'Q’+ IN
330 Wythe ;}venue

Apartment kA
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

IHive a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

~ CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an cyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s praposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint wauld
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuiit.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the imnpact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decisio n).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius ~ how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely,



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: [ €7€ R SANDS
330 Wythe Avenue

Apartment ?F
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No, 07DCP0S4K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

1live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuili.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe ~ or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision),

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time {police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you,

Sincerely,

SR



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: HKA(ST/ov 6O GY
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe - or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruted that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department} would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radins — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessihle to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our comnmnity by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely,

T

-~

e



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

A oheE”

330 Wythe Avenu
Apartment
Brooklyn, NY 11211

From:

Subject: CEQR. Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K.
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

Ilive a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

~ CP'CR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforchand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt,

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhaod’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a S-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at might — and the amount of open
space per person oni the south Sit}r_b will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

4
For these reasons, I urge you tofVOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely, &W
v



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: ?A:ﬁ/ ;—7’ é (’

330 Wythe Avenue
Aparument j
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07TDCP0%4K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

Ilive a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe ~ or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius - how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would ot be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south stde will actuafly decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you. /)

Sincerely,




May 9, 2010

To: Commissicner Amanda Burden
Department of Citg Planning

From: ?‘P‘M‘{—rﬁf y-{,-(l
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment 2.
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, T object to the extreme height and denstty of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable altemative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely, ’j(’/%/aﬂ ,‘( - %\_/\



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From N BN ﬁo RSORTS
30 Wythe Avenue
Apartment  2.A¢
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR. Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board I and
Councilman Stephen Levin, T object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site,

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the Jandmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan, This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe - or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision),

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possibie?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, Turge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan (0 overwhelm our community by super sizing

Domino. Thank you. :
Sincerely, \
\ C(ﬁr-.l s A



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning
From: G o
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment 2
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

I'live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, T object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

-~ CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building singie-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable altemative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no valne to the community.,

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt. -

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on Witliam Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s enviconmental impact study indicates that emergency response time {police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a S-block radius — how could this be
possible? .

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be aceessible to the public at night ~ and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely,
%ﬁ‘ Is—"\; '3 & N



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: L[Vlid_g, Mﬁ Mk“-

330 Wythe Aven

Apartment gvtf A

Brooklyn, NY 11211
Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:
1 live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site,
My other objections are these:
- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financialty
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.
~ CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Willramsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.
- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Pack would be without sunfight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (seec 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius ~ how could ihis be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night ~ and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For thesc reasons, 1 urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerei’g‘_

cnde N pgml
Lt WBA- " HIAGAOEA



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: JO%in %QSAM n
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

Ilive a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, T object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by faw. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

~ Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe ~ or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency responsc time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a S5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, 1 urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our contmunity by super sizing
Doinino. Thank you.

Sincerely,



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: A NDVGO WEU—/EQ
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment > %
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Appiication #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

Ilive a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative 1o their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt. :

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sberidan Playpround at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently rufed that 2 maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely, Y
Mﬂaﬁ ks



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Pianning

From: THANIEL . 2 E G
330 Wythe Avenue

preet i AT AL
Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the exireme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

-~ CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe - or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible? '

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely,




May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: 1 OJ('I@.\\«QMO&RP &R
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment Pr//’—a( ?
Brooklyn, NY 11211 !
Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:
I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, T object to the extreme beight and density of CPCR’’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.
My other objections are these:
- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.
- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforchand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Witliamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.
- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additioual 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on Witliam Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at uight — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decreasc with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, 1 urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domine. Thank you.

Sincerely,

THo



May 9, 2010

To: Commissicner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From:
330 Wythe Avenue
Aparument  {pf=
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

1 live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

~ CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the huildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers,

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at nipht — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO 1o CPCR''s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domine. Thank you.

Sincerely, //&/V/&R



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From:
330 Wythe Avenue
Apaniment (¢
Brooklyn, 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino sitc (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-hlock radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwheim our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely, /"J’:’KN&’Q C P\C (Lol



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From:
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP0%4K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

[ live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, T object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

-~ CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamshurg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe - or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that 2 maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possibie?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

e ————

- —_
Sincerely, /}_ \ l




May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: MM)@"’\ ]g{ ;W(.@

330 Wythe Avenue 'H‘(
Apartment
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Suhject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCPOS4K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live 2 block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site,

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (sec 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time {police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night - and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Nﬁ““%\“ o



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: )L/ LA A ALy

330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment < /£
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

I'live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Counciiman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no meation of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This hrings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers,

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision),

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south stde will actually decrease with the 25% poputation surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing

Domino. Thank you.

Sincerel yd




May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: SSTETALIE 1000 gbo
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment = 3K
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K.
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes na mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issucs of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that 2 maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambufance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night - and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge,

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to averwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sicerly 5@/& . /%Wda



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: FIORTDZo B-ORCJM
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment S'¥Z
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissionct Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, 1 object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the stte.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintaius that demolishing
everything, cxcept the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposcd plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the COmImunity.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamshurg Bridge was being rebuilt.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been dane to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe - or the hlocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actuatly decrease with the 25% population surpe.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely, : P[
|



May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planming

From |6 Y1t M. Wadis
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment

Brooklyn, NY 11211
Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
Dear Commissioner Burden:
1live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.
My other objcections are these:
- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.
- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt.
- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on Witliam Sheridan Playground at Grand and

Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that 2 maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximuimn at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population snrge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our communtty by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerel
ngl&w %ﬂ )Zu)f S
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May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: feo i\t:ra.ui v -,Aw,f\ ( P‘H\_,v [,..)?-/7
330 Wythe Avenue J
Apartment YE
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K
Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site
t)ear Commissioner Burden:

I live a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Counciiman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that desnolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes o mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuilt. '

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 honrs per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe — or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neighborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (see 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmental impact study indicates that emergency response time (police, ambulance, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population increase in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super stzing
Domino. Thank you.

..

Sincerely,




May 9, 2010

To: Commissioner Amanda Burden
Department of City Planning

From: 15 tedteetdos @’ PRWAS S
330 Wythe Avenue
Apartment (T
Brooklyn, NY 11211

Subject: CEQR Application #CEQR No. 07DCP094K

Re: Objection to the Proposed Overdevelopment of the Domino Sugar Site

Dear Commissioner Burden:

[ ive a block away from Domino, and in keeping with the recommendations of Community Board 1 and
Councilman Stephen Levin, I object to the extreme height and density of CPCR’s proposed overdevelopment of
the site.

My other objections are these:

- CPCR has no back-up plan for the site, which is required by law. Their proposal maintains that demolishing
everything, except the landmarked Refinery, and building single-story warehouses would be the only financially
viable alternative to their proposed plan. This would create an eyesore of no value to the community.

- CPCR’s proposal makes no mention of how the buildings would be demolished and whether lead paint would
be removed beforehand. This brings up issues of air quality akin to what the community experienced when the
Williamsburg Bridge was being rebuiit.

- Shadow studies have indicated that Grand Ferry Park would be without sunlight an additional 4-6 hours per
day. No shadow studies have been done to determine the impact on William Sheridan Playground at Grand and
Wythe - or the blocks upland of the proposed towers.

- The Board of Standards and Appeals recently ruled that a maximum height of 4 stories is in keeping with the
neigbborhood’s characteristic maximum at the Domino site (sec 291 Kent decision).

- The project’s environmeutal impact study indicates that emergency response time {police, ambulancc, fire
department) would not be impacted by a 6,000+ population inerease in a 5-block radius — how could this be
possible?

- The proposed waterfront promenade would not be accessible to the public at night — and the amount of open
space per person on the south side will actually decrease with the 25% population surge.

Ior these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO to CPCR’s plan to overwhelm our community by super sizing
Domino. Thank you.

Sincerely,




Churches United Corp.

SAINTS PETER AND PAUL (EPIPHANY) PARISH
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Yes! I support 660 units of affordable housing in The New Domino for our
COMITUNIty.

___ [will take the bus to attend the community board mccting this Tuesday, March 9™
at 6§ p.an.
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Mayv-06-10 01:42F ColeBrando 7183871082

Brandon Cole
Lifetime Member Writers Guild of America East
376 Wythe Avenue
Brooklyn, New York 11211
brandon376@msn.com B
www.brandonwriter.com
718.387.1036

Thursday, May 06, 2010

FAX TO THE DEPT. OF CITY PLANNING
212 720 3219
TO THE ATTENTION OF AMANDA BURDEN AND STAFF

RE: CEQR APPLICATION NO. O7DCP094K

CPCR REQUEST FOR ZONING CHANGES AND SPECIAL PERMITS
DOMINO SITE, WILLIAMSBURG BROOKLYN

FAX COVER SHEET
PAGE 1 OF 43

PLEASE FIND FOLLOWING PETITIONS COLLECTED BY
NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS AGAINST THE REQUEST FOR
ZONING CHANGES AND SPECIAL PERMITS ON THE SITE OF THE
FORMER DOMINO SUGAR MILL.

IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS PLEASE CALL/EMAIL:

BRANDON COLE, 718 387 1036; brandon376@msn.com

THANKS FOR YOUR KIND ATTENTION.

SINCERELY, %MWFF\ &LL




 May-06-10 01:42P ColeBrande 7183871082

PETITION

To the Attention of the New York City Planning Commission
Re: CEQR Application No. O7DCP084K

The undersigned wish 10 voice their objection to the proposed zoning
changes and special permits requested by the owner, The Refinery, LLC,
for the Domino Sugar site, for the following reasons:

« The proposed upland structures are enormously out of context
with surrounding upland blocks.

* We ask for more affordable housing that targets Brooklyn CB1
median income, which is $35,000 a year for a family of four.

« The increase in residents wouid severely strain an already
overburdened infrastructure especially public transportation.

» The proposed waterfront towers would decrease per-capita
open space in the neighborhood, despite the proposed waterfront park.

» There needs to be a greater emphasis placed on adaptive reuse
of these important historic buildings along the lines of similar Civil-War
era buildings in Red Hook and in DUMBO.

» There needs to be an alternative plan for the entire site, a plan
that creates jobs and maintains industrial zoning, the need for which is
shown in the ten-year-long waiting period in the Brooklyn Navy Yard for
light industrial and manufacturing space.

« The proposed residential towers will contribute mightily to
displacement of long-term residents and contribute to the destruction of
the character of Williamsburg's South Side.

We urge the Commission to reject this application for zoning changes
and special permits.

.02



Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

= April 15,2010

The undersigned ar¢ not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that js part of Community Board 1 Bklya.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own enviropmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS.
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning betow $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

y~ April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other COMMmuAIty group.

We live, work or have husinesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINQ based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental

impact statement (EIS) that shows ma j
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS,

OPEN SPA

HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for fam

or negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS.,
CE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

ilies carning below $35.000 per year. NO CONDOS on the

waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

o~ April 15,2010
‘The undersi gnéd are not represented by any religious or other community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.
We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINQ based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact staternent (EIS) that shows major fegative impact upon TRAN SPORTATION, SCHCOLS,
HOSPITALS. DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

W¢ want housing on the inland site for families eamning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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~etition in Opposition to The New Domino

~ April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer,
impact statement {EIS) that shows maj

CPC Resources’ own environmental
JOr uegative impact upon TRANSPORTATION . SCHOOLS,

HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLF

HOUSING (due to secondary

We want housing on the inland site for famili

DISPLACEMENT).

es earning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the

waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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PETICION PARA UN MEJOR NUEVO DOMINO
A la Comision de Planeamiente de la Ciudad de Nueva York. Re: CEQR Aplicacion No. 07CP094K

Los abajo firmantes desean expresar su objecion a los propuestos cambios de zoneamiento y a

los permisos especiales exigidos al propietario, The Refinery, LLC, para el sitioc de Domino Sugar por
las siguientes razones:

+ Las extructuras propuestas no estan planeadas y estan enomemente fuera de contexto
con {as extructuras circundantes.

« Pedimos més viviends a precios accesibles.

+ Las propusestas torres frente al agua disminuirian la proporcion de espacio disponible
por persona en el vecindario, a pesar del propuesto parque en la costa.

+ El aumento en residentes comprometera sensiblemente una infraestructura ya saturada,
especialmente en transporte pliblico.

+ las torres residenciales propuestas contribuiran sobremanera al desplazamiento de
resiclentes de larga data y contribuira a la destruccion del caracter del lado Sur de
Willamsburg.

« El plan del desarrollador para el edificio histérico de ia refineria popone su vaciamiento,
perdiendo entonces una oportunidad historica de aplicar los principios del uso de
readapacion del espacio.

Nosotros le pedimes a la Junta que rechaze esta aplicacién de las modificaciones de 1as zonas
y permisos especiales hasta que el propietario, The Refinery, LLC, considere estos y otrps serios
questionamientos planteados por ka Junta Comunitaria nimerc 1 y su subcomite ULURP.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

o~ April 15,2010
The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other COMMuRity group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bkiyn.
We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due 10 secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families carning below $35 000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively rensed.
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PETICION PARA UN MEJOR NUEVO DOMINO

A la Comision de Planeamiento de la Ciudad de Nueva York, Re: CEQR Aplicacion No. G7CP094K

Los abajo firmantes desean expresar su objecion a los
los permisos especiales exigidos al propietario, The Re:

fas siquientes razones:

propuestos cambios de zoneamiento y a
finery, LLC, para el sitio de Domino Sugar por

+ Las extructuras propuestas no estén planeadas y estén enormemente fuera de contexto
con las extructuras circundantes.

+ Pedimos més vivienda a precios accesibies.

*+ Las propuestas torres frente al agua disminuirian la proporcion de espacio disponible
por persona en el vecindario, a pesar de! propuesto parque en la costa.

» Elaumento en residentes comprometera sensiblemente una infraestructura ya saturada,
aspecialmente en transporte pablico.

» Las torres residenciales propuestas contribuiran sobremanera ai desplazamiento de
residentes de larga data y contribuira a la destruccién del caracter dei lade Sur de
Willamsburg.

+ El plan del desarrollador para el edificio histérico de ia refineria popone su vaciamiento,
perdiendo entonces una oportunidad histérica de aplicar los principios del uso de
readapacion del espacio.

Nosotros le pedimos a la Junta que rechaze esta aplicacién de las modificaciénes de las zonas
y permisos especiales hasta que el propietario, The Refinery, LLC, considere estos y otros serios
questionamientos planteados por la Junta Comunitaria nimero 1 y su subcomite ULURP.
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PETICION PARA UN MEJOR NUEVO DOMINO
A la Comision de Planeamiento de ia Ciudad de Nueva York. Re: CEQR Aplicacion No. 07CP084K

Los abajo firmantes desean expresar su objecion a los propuestos cambios de zoneamienio y a
los permisos especiales exigidos ai propietario, The Refinery, LLC, para e sitio de Domino Sugar por
las siguientes razones:

¢+ Las extructuras propuestas no estan planeadas y estan enormemants fuera de contexto
con las extructuras circundantes.

= Pedimos mas vivienda a precios accesibles.

+ Las propuestas torres frente al agua disminuiridn la proporcién de espacio disponibie
por persona en al vecindario, a pesar del propuesto parque en la costa.

+ El aumento en residentes comprometera sansiblemente una infraestructura ya saturada,
especiaimenta en transporte publico.

+ Las torres residenciales propuestas cormtribuiran sobremanera al desplazamiento de
residentes de larga data y contribuirg a la destruccion del caracter de! tado Sur de
Wiillamsburg.

» El plan dei desarroliador para ¢l edificio histérico de la refineria popone su vaciamiento,
perdisndo entonces una oportunidad histérica de aplicar los principios del uso de
readapacion del espacio.

Nosotros le pedimos a la Junta que rechaze esta aplicacion de las modificaciénes de las zonas
y permisos especiales hasta que e propietanio, Tha Refinery, LLC, considere estos y otros serios
guestionamientos planteados por la Junta Comunitaria nimero 1 y su subcomite ULURP.
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PETICION PARA UN MEJOR NUEVO DOMINO
A la Comision de Planeamiento de la Ciudad de Nueva York. Re: CEQR Aplicacion No. 07CP034K

Los abajo firnantes desean expresar su ghjecion a los propuestes cambios de zoneamiento y a
los permisos especiales exigidos al propietario, The Refinery, LLC, para el sitio de Domino Sugar por
ias siguientes razénes:

« Las extructuras propuestas no estan planeadas y estan enormemente fuera de comexta
con las extructuras circundantes.

+« Pedimos méas vivienda a precios accesiles.

« Las propusestas torres frente al agua disminuirian la proporcion de espacio disponible
por persona en ol vecindario, a pesar del propuesto parque en ia costa.

« Elaumento en residentes comprometera sensibiemente una infraestructura ya saturada,
especialmante en trangporte publico.

« Las torres residenciales propuestas contribuiran sobremanera al desplazamiento de
residentes de larga data y contribuira a la destruccion del caracter del lado Sur de
Willamsburg.

« FE! pian dei desarroliador para ei edificio histérico de la refineria popone su vaciamiento,
perdiendo entonces una oportunidad histérica de aplicar os principios del uso de
readapacion del espacio.

Nosotros le pedimos a la Junta que rechaze esta aplicacion de las modificaciénes de las zonas
y permisos especiales hasta gque el propietario, The Refinery, LLC, considerg estos y otros serios
questionamientos planteados por la Junta Comunitaria nimero 1 y su subcomite ULURF.
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PETICION PARA UN MEJOR NUEVO DOMINO

A la Comision de Planeamiento de la Ciudad de Nueva York. Re: CEQR Aplicacion No. 07CP084K

Los abajo firmantes desean expresar su objecion a los propuestos cambios de zoneamiento ya
los permisos especiales exigidos al propietario, The Refinery, LLC, para el sitio de Domino Sugar por
las siguientes razénes:

» Las extructuras propuestas no estan planeadas y estan enormmemente fuera de contexto
con las extructuras circundantes.

+ Pedimos mas vivienda a precios accesibles,

= Las propuestas torres frente al agua disminuirisn la proporcién de espacio disponible
por persona en sl vecindario, a pesar del propuesto parque en ia costa.

= El aumento en residentes comprometera sensiblementa una infraestnuictura ya saturada,
espacialmente en transporte pabiico.

* Las torres residenciales propuestas contribuiran sobremanera al desplazamiaento de
residentes de larga data y contribuira a la destruccién del caracter del tado Sur de
Willamsburg.

- El plan del desarmoifador para et edificio histérico de la refineria popone su vaciamiento,
perdiendo entonces una oportunidad histérica de aplicar 1os principios del uso de
readapacion del espacio.

Nosotros Ie pedimos a ia Junta que rechaze esta aplicacién de las modificacidnes de las zonas
y permisos especiales hasta que el propietario, The Refinery, LLC, considere estos y otros serios
questionamientos planteados por ia Junta Comunitaria nimero 1 y su subcomite ULURP.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

~ April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represeated by any religious or other community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that js part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental

impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOQOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS. OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below 335,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.

NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE/ EMAIL
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

~— Apnl 15,2010
The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other Community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bkiyn.
We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION , SCHOOLS,

HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING tdue to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earming below $35 000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

- Apri 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board | Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on th
impact statement {EIS) that shows rnajor ne
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPAC

HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT)

We want housing on the inland site for famil

gative impa

¢ Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental

ct upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
E.SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

ies earning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the

waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE/ EMAIL _
wé € -y §Yf % 2 w74
\) R 4 P y/"’ < J - =l
v I.LO{"I"'
'S
o~

ST 4

SHOTILBEBT L

 OPURULES} 00D d9p:I0 DI-90-ARW



 May-06-10 01:46P ColeBrando

7183871082

.16

Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

Aprii 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborbood that is part of Community Board 1 Bkiyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINQ based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS.
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

HOUSING (due to secandary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for farnities earning below 335,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community gIoup.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources' own environmental

impact staterment (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want low-income housing on the inland site, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptively
reused.

NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE/ EMAIL
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn,

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,

HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT),

We want low-income housing on the inland site, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptivety
reused.

NAME SHGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE/ EMAIL
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bkiyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impuact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want low-income housing on the inland sitc, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptively

reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

-
April 15,2010
The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bkiyn.
We are OPPOSED 1o THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOQUSING (due 1o secondary DISPLACEMENT).
We want low-income housing on the inland site, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptivety
reused.
NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE/ EMAIL
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010
T

" The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bkiyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement {EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

W¢ want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010

‘The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board | Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINQ based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own cnvironmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS,. DAY CARE SLQTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to sccondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want low-income housing on the inland site, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptively

reused.
NAME , SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONES EMAIL
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live. work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources' own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major ncgative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS.
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want low-income housing on the inland site, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptively

reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other COmMMUNIty group.

We live, work or have busincsses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED 1o THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,

HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due o secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We wint low-income housing on the infand sitc, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptively
reused,
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino v

E
“--Apnl 15,2010

1

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINQ based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own epvironmental
tmpact statement (EIS) that shows MAJOr flegative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOQLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT ).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35,000 per year. NG CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

A"+l 15,2010
The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Commurity Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental

impact statement (ELS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SL.OTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino v

A—

- April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group,

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35.000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterf ront site adaptively reused.

NAME SIGNATURE : ADDRESS PHONE/ EMAIL
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

A April 15,2010

}The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bkl yn.
We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMING based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,

HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SFACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABILE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35.000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

~April 15,2010

“The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other COMMUNitY group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board | Bklyn.

We are QPPOSED to THE NEW DOMIN

tmpact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRA
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS. OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS. A

HOUSING (due 10 secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for
waterfront site and the waterfront site a

O based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
NSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
ND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

families earning below $35 000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
daptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resoarces’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
watertront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

_April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or gther community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

W¢ want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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!
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010
~

" The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

v

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
tmpact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upor TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS. OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35.000 per year, NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused,
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

# April 15,2010

The ondersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on th
impact statement (EIS) that shows maj
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE S1L.OTS,

HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for fa
waterfront site and the waterfront site ad

OPEN SPACE,

/

in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board | Bklyn.

¢ Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
or negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION. SCHOOLS,
SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

milies earning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
aptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

™ April 15,2010 \/
The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board | Bkiyn.
We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact staternent (E1S) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS.,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).
We want low-income housing on the inland site, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptively
reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino v

. April 15,2010
The undersigned arc not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live. work or have buginesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources” own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
BOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35,000 per year, NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino Y.

April 15,2010
The undersigned are not represented by any refigious or other community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.

NAME [ SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE/ EMAIL
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

Apnii 15,2010
The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.
We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bkiyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
tmpact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOQLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35.000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
waterfront site and the waterfront site adapfively reused,

NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE/ EMAIL
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino N

April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board | Bkiya.

We ure OPPOSED to THE NEW DO

MING based on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental

impact staterent (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,

HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN

HOUSING (due 10 secondary DISPLACEMENT),

We want housing on the inland site for fa
waterfront site and the waterfront site ad

SPACE. SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

milies eaming below $35.,000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
aptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

Apri 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other comrmunity group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn_

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINO based o the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

HOUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want housing on the inland site for families earning below $35 000 per year. NO CONDOS on the
watertront site and the waterfront site adaptively reused.
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,‘_Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

ta

April 15,2010

The undersigned are not represented by any religious or other community group.

y

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Commuaity Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED 1o THE NEW DOMIN
impact statement {EIS) that shows major ne
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN

HOUSING (due to secondary

We want housing on the inland site for fa
waterfront site and the waterfront site ad

DISPLACEMENT).

O based on the Developer, CPC Resources” own environmental
gative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS,
SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE

milies earning below $35,000 per year. NG CONDOS on the
aptively reused.
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Petition in Opposition to The New Domino

April 15,2010

The undersigned arc not represented by any religious or other community group.

We live, work or have businesses in the neighborhood that is part of Community Board 1 Bklyn.

We are OPPOSED to THE NEW DOMINGO bascd on the Developer, CPC Resources’ own environmental
impact statement (EIS) that shows major negative impact upon TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS.,
HOSPITALS, DAY CARE SLOTS, OPEN SPACE, SHADOWS, AND EXISTING AFFORDABLE
HQUSING (due to secondary DISPLACEMENT).

We want low-income housing on the inland site, NO CONDOS on the waterfront site and the site adaptively
reused.
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FOR
CEQR APPLICATION NO.
07DCP094K

PETITIONS

Brandon Cole

376 Wythe Avenue
Brooklyn, New York 11211
Brandon376@msn.com
718 387 1036




To: Amanda Burden @ 212-7728-3219 From: Teah kreger Pg 1/11 B5/€@6/18 1:46 A

Facsimile Transmittal

21247

To: Amanda Burden From: leah kreger
Fax Number: 2127203219 Date: 05/06/2010
Pages: 11 (including cover page)
Re: Petitions that oppose the New Doemino

Comments:

Respectfully submitted are the following 158 "signatures" of people who
oppose the proposal for New Domino, app. # 07DCP0S4K.

Thank you
Leah Xreger, Williamsburg Independent Pecple

108 Grand St
Brocklyn, NY 11211



To: Amanda Burden @ 212-770-3219 From: leah kreger Pg /11 85/06/10 1:46 pa

a s~ b=

New York City Planning Commission
Re: CEQR Application No. O7DCP094K

The undersigned wish to voice their objection to the proposed zoning changes and special
permits requested by the owner, The Refinery, LLC, for the Domino Sugar site, for the following
reasons:

* The proposed upland structures are enormously out of context with surrounding upland
blocks.

* We ask for more affordable housing that targets Brooklyn CB1 median income, which is
$35,000 a year for a family of four.

* The increase in residents would severely strain an already overburdened infrastructure,
especially public transportation.

* The proposed waterfront towers would decrease per-capita open space in the
neighborhood, despite the proposed waterfront park.

* There needs to be a greater emphasis placed on adaptive reuse of these important historic
buildings along the lines of similar Civil-War era buildings in Red Hook and in DUMBO.

* There needs to be an alternative plan for the entire site, a plan that creates jobs and
maintains industrial zoning, the need for which is shown in the ten-year-long waiting period in
the Brooklyn Navy Yard for light industrial and manufacturing space.

* The proposed residential towers will contribute mightily to displacement of long-term
residents and contribute to the destruction of the character of Williamsburg's South Side.

We urge the Commission to reject this application for zoning changes and special permits
until the developer, CPCR, addresses these and other serious issues raised by Community
Board 1 and its ULURP subcommittee.

Name From Comments

carol white Amherst, MA

Antonia Levy Brooklyn, NY a park along the river!

James Trimarco  Brooklyn, NY Let's approve a plan that’s in the community’s interest
Brandon Cole Brooklyn, NY

James Hoff New York, NY Artist's studios

Historic landmark

Page 1 - Signatures1-5



To: Aeanda Burden @ 212-770-3219

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23.
24.

25.

Name

David
Dunkleberger

Mary Truelove
Jean Lord
STEVE KLEIN

beata breg
Gloria Clements

Katharina
Kruse-Ramey

Noah Collier
enat sidi

James Munson
Thomas Jung
Alberto Pierpaoli
Jane Rosenberg
Melissa Breyer
Stephanie Davies

stefania giabardo
Patrizia Nobbe
Traci Parks

Kate Herz

jennifer weber

Froa: leah kreger

From
Doylestown, PA

Martinsville, IN
Cliffwood Bch, NJ
Herndon, VA

forest hills, NY
Macon, GA

Brooklyn -
Williamsburg, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

brooklyn, NY

Page 2

Pg 3/11 @5/86/18 1:46 pa

Comments

Do you have ideas for alternative uses of the Sugar
Domino site? List them here!

a park!!

ltis a terrible shame to lose the character of Brooklyn's
waterfront to profit-seeking motives. In decades to come,
people will wonder why on earth we all put money before
history. There are many uses for this site--a museum, an
art gallery, spaces for artists, an educational center that
brings community members together, a movie house, or
even housing that uses the space itself rather than dwarfs
it with monster towers.

How about a Brooklyn historical museum and arts center -
similar to one in Red Hook?? How about a movie theater??
How about a Fairway supermarket?? How about a
gorgeous waterfront park like the one in Dumbo??

this is way to¢ much. we dont have to allow so many
towers to get a little affordable housing and a school now
do we?? alternative uses will also create work and jobs
and desirability and help pave the way for good things
without further taxing the infrastructure not ready to meet
this demand-- or the community not ready for more of the
same-- adapt and reuse the historical building further too
please. thanks

Signatures 6 - 25



To: Amanda Burden @ 212-720-3219

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.
31.
32.
33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.
39.

Name
Tymberly Harris

charlotte canale
Balazs Kascsak

iris dauber elbaz

Richard Morin
Linda Nagaoka
David Brody
mary helvet

Natalie
Vichnevsky

Evan Cole

Brian Welsh

Justen Ladda

Tamara Gonzales

Jenny Lynn
McNutt

Froa: leah kreger

From
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY

Sunnyside,New York,

NY
brooklyn, NY

Broolyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
brooklyn, NY

brooklyn, ny 11211,
NY

brooklyn, NY

Fair Qaks, CA

brooklyn, NY

New York, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Page 3

Pg 4/11 85/06/10 1:46 pa

Comments

We don't need more new overpriced condos in our
neighborhood. We need infrastructure, more basic services
and buildings that encourage community and respect the
people who live in the neighborhood now.

don't approve this monstrosity!!! we really do need more
creative cultural sites not another condol!

More public use, absolutely!

Good development, not profiteering!

This development is a great opportunity for Williamsburg
and the City. We need to capitalize on the historic value
and cultural potential of this site, not create another out of
scale condo complex that fails to substantially incorporate
the needs and realities of the community.

As a visitor to the area | would recommend you transform
this property into something that the neighborhood can use
and benefit from; rather than just another private housing
structure. A museum or a multipurpose building or an
alternative energy generating plant (using the tides from
the river), or solar energy. Have a competition among the
various independent architecture firms to display their
ideas and have the community review and vote on what
they would believe to be the best use of the site.

There are no facilities in the neighbor hood to handle such
an influx of residents. How will additional services be
readied in tandem with such a huge development.
Between this project and Rose Plaza the entirety of the
Williamsburg South Side will turn into one huge corporate
investment with little regard to the current residents.

There is a great potential to create something interesting
and unusual here and a great danger to further screw up
the waterfront. The unique character of that part of the
neighborhood could be lost forever to yet another generic
high rise development. | hope enough people will realize
this and oppose it.

WILLIAMSBURG IS DISMALLY LOW ON THE RATIO OF
ITS POPULATION TO GREEN SPACE. WATERFRONT
SPACE FOR ALL - GARDENS,

GROCERY STORES, ART PARKS, LO DENSITY
(continues on next page)

Signatures 26 - 39



To: Pmanda Burden @ 212-770-3219 From: leah kreger

39.

40.
41.
42.

43.

44.
45.

46.
47.

48.

49.

50.
51.

52.

Name From
Jenny Lynn Brooklyn, NY
McNutt

Marta Hernandez = Brooklyn, NY
Greg Peterson long island city, NY
dorothy wechter ~ New York, NY

Gregory Rukavina Brooklyn, NY

Jason Hershman  Brooklyn, NY
Angela Foster Brooklyn, NY

Ann Hanson Olivebridge, NY
MATT Ridgewood, NY
FREEDMAN

Shonquis Moreno  Brooklyn, NY

Alisa Mitkevich Brooklyn, NY

Sean Mahan Brooklyn, NY
Andreas Brooklyn, NY
Cohrssen
Andreas Brooklyn, NY
Cohrssen

Page 4

Pg S5/11 05/@6/10 1:46 pm

Comments

(continued from previous page)

PRIVATIZATION.

HOW CAN THE CITY NOT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE
CREATIVE CAPITAL THAT IS OUR NEIGHBORHOOD

The Domino site as it is currently proposed is way too
dense. There has been no forethought as to services etc to
accommodate such a huge population increase for the
Williamsburg area

Enough already! The existing infrastructure can't support
the current population density as it is. The scale of this
project is obscene --even in Brooklyn!

We do not need more high rises! Already there are literally
hundreds of units standing empty and no infrastructure to
support them if and when they're occupied.

More community input, please!

One guestion: Is there truly a pressing need — with so
many newly constructed apartments standing empty and
unsold - for additional market-rate housing, or any new
housing at all? We need affordable housing and we really
don't need expensive housing that LOOKS so ugly, cheap
and shoddily made as is the case with almost every single
new construction in the last two years. Williamsburg is
already a missed opportunity.

new buildings in Williamsburg--not even enough trains
running to support current population. how could they even
consider adding another couple thousand bodies?
ridiculous.

With the existing zoning changes, this neighborhood is
going to be pushed to the edge of severe quality of life
reduction. Already, trains are overcrowded and families get
separated when bringing kids to school. The city
PLANNING office should put a stop at this expansion
effort. Plan for a liveable neighborhood.

With the existing zoning changes, this neighborhood is
going to be pushed to the edge of severe quality of life
reduction. Already, trains are overcrowded and families get
separated when bringing kids to school. The city

(continues on next page)

Signatures 39 - 52



To: Amanda Burden @ 212-720-3219

52.

53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.
62.

63.

64.

65.

Name

Andreas
Cohrssen

Michele Burdiak
demetrios meares
Frederick Holt
Carlos Simdes
peter scibetta
nellie appleby
Priya Bhatnagar
Dana Kane

richard greenan
Elizabeth Stark

Philip Suchma

ELIZABETH
MCCAUSLAND

Daniel Bloomberg

From: leah kreger

From
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
New York, NY
brooklyn, NY
brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

oradell, NJ
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY

NEW YORK, NY

Brooklyn, NY

Page 5

Pg 6/11 05/06/18 1:46 pa

Comments

{continued from previous page)
PLANNING office should put a stop at this expansion
effort. Plan for a liveable neighborhood.

Domino is the perfect site for a Arts and Culture Center.
Think of it! Dance, Theater, Film, Visual Arts all under one
roof! and since most artists are being forced further and
further away from the city, its the perfect opportunity to lure
the artists back by creating subsidized living and work
studios.

and, as far as | can tell, people are more attracted to
GREEN than hi-rise buildings made of glass and cement.
A wonderful GREEN park or series of parks would be
incredible!

Please stop the over development of Williamsburg. Let's
have smart, community-minded growth.

A city is not just a collection of buildings and streets that
mark a map, but rather is at its core the collection of
diverse peoples who live, work, and play in a space. They
provide the meaning. | understand that a city must
continue to evolve over time, but this must happen with a
respect to its communities. Change does not have to equal
the destruction of a community and those qualities that our
civic leaders supposedly want to maintain. Why
fundamentally take a neighborhood away from the people
who live and work there? Why build a wall disconnecting
them visually and physically from the waterfront? Why take
away the characteristics - a view of the Manhattan skyline -
that is part of the spirit of the area? The proposed
development looks to make Brooklyn into a
baby-Manhattan. Families, artists, students, and teachers
have all moved to or stayed in this area because of its
distinct community flavor. | feel it is shameful that a city's
leaders care so little for those they are elected to protect.

We want say in the development of our own neighborhood,
thanks.

Signatures 52 - 65



To: fmanda Burden @ 212-728-3219

66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.
79.
80.

Name

miles bellamy
Patrick Stettner
andrea lerner
Stacy Lanyon
Tamas Veszi
nancy buivid

Adrienne
Jennings

Melissa McGregor

Charlotte Priddle

lance McGregor
Ron Baron

Alexandra Brock

jennifer Fraser
jaime salazar

Kumanan
Jayadevan

From: leah kreger

From

brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
brooklyn, NY
Jackson Heights, NY
Brooklyn, NY
brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY

New York, NY

Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY

New York, NY

brooklyn, NY
woodside, NY
New Paliz, NY

Page 6

Pg 7711 95/06/18 1:46 pe

Comments

Art center. Loft spaces, more park with trees,

The OLD Domino built this neighborhood.

The NEW Domino will destroy it.

The density and bulk of the current plan is just to great.
Rather than welcome the public to the waterfront, the
buildings will form a wall blocking vista and precious light.
The future population will actually decrease the amount of
open space for Brooklynites.

The city has no plans in place to ease the areas current
and future transportation problems.

Since owning the property, the delvelopers have shown
little respect for this historic site.

I would like to see a comprehensive plan on how the city is
going to deal with traffic flow (cars, trucks) with all the new
residence BEFORE Domino is built.

A cool Art / Music Space would be great...

The expansion of Williamsburg's housing stock has not
been equalled by an expansion in open, green space,
especially along the waterfront. Why not follow what the
rest of the city is doing, and keep the waterfront for
everyone, not just for developers.

STOP this obscene project! Consider the impact on our
community. This is wrong and only hurts our families and
community.

Who best interest is served here? In the midst of the blight
of our broken corporate financial system with recently
announced teacher layoffs, reduced subsidies for
affordable housing, reduced police and fire dept. services,
charging the working homeless rent for shelter space, and
other insanities of this months news, are we really
supposed to be supportive of this or any other overscaled
development (governors island) serving to expand the
burden for tax payers while developers and bankers run
away with the gold and short term gains ??? When will this
nonsense end and what will NYC look like when it does?

Signatures 66 - 80



To: fmanda Burden @ 212-770-3219

81.

82.
83.

84.

85.

86.
87.
88.

89.
90.
91.

92.
93.
94.

95.

96.
97.

98.
99.

100.

101.

Name

Nomvuyo
Nolutshungu

Heather Roslund
Lynn Loflin

Claudia
Vettermann

Dewey Thompson

Philip DePaolo
Alan Hill
Omid Balouch

Sofya Aptekar
Jason Andrews

Barbara Campisi

joan christian
John Noonan
Richard Timperio

Brenda Colling

Benjamin Moffat
Natan Daskal

Teri Muroff
Jonathan Wahl
Maria Benvenuto

Tamara Kneese

From: leah kreger

From
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Leipzig, Germany

Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Princeton, NJ
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

brooklyn, NY
New York, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Queens, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Ny, NY

Brooklyn, NY

Page 7

Pg 8/11 05/86/10 1:46 pa

Comments

Williamsburg should have a wonderful High School which
would serve all the High School age kids in the
neighborhood. There are specialized high schools in the
neighborhood, but no one reasonably large great high
school with strong liberal arts, sports, science and
enrichment.

Highlight and preserve the 19th Century industrial
landmark nature of the buildings and create a contextual
design that respects and echoes the low-density,
low-height surroundings of the neighborhood.

Make a Community Center, Cultural Center, Museum,
Theater and or Entertainment facility that will serve the
community.

Enough already !

Williamsburg does not have the infrastructure to handle
development of this scale.

Create a museum in a portion of the old factory it would be
fabulous and a great edition to the neighborhood. It would
also compliment the new housing which thiers to much of

We are overcrowded and lacking adeguate transit now.
A megadevelopment is inapropriate for our community.

Community involvement is essential in a development of
this scale - please listen to the residents of the community.
This is New York City, a creative center of the world. Much
more creative, attractive, beneficial, and lucrative solutions
can be achieved.

Dog parks!!! Playgrounds!
Community pool!!

Signatures 81 - 101



To: fmanda Burden @ 212-720-3219

102.

103.
104.

105.
106.
107.

108.
109.
110.

111.
112.
113.
114,

115.
116.

117.

118.

119.

120.
121.
122.
123.

Name
Douglas Safranek

Ryan Kuonen
Erika Jakubassa

Allison Rachleff
Sheila Griffin
Jennifer Gonzales

Johannes Novy
Ken Butler

Jezra Kaye

Yanis Bibelnieks
Alison Greenberg
Eric Zuckerman

samara
kupferberg

Denise DeCoster

Candace
Carponter

Dana Guyet

Sterre van
Rossem

Tamara
Zahaykevich

elizabeth felicella
Margie Neuhaus
Alyson Shotz
Tracy Lane

From: leah kreger

From
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Kew Gardens, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Berlin, Germany
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
New York, NY
ambler, PA
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY

brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

new york, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Page 8

Pg 9/11 85/86/10 1:46 pa

Comments

Please do not approve this massive development plan in
our already over saturated neighborhood. The
infrastructure simply isn't in place to support such a
development!

Outside green spaces with tables and benches for the
community!

An art-house cinemal

A cafe!

Rooms for educators to rent, in order to offer classes to the
community!!

The L train platform during rush hour is almost dangerous.
Please consider the development process with the safety
and well-being of the current community in mind.

Sites like this should benefit the community that nurtured it,
not just the interests of a heavily-subsidized developer.

We really need affordable housing in this city- and
everyone knows that. Let's use our historic buildings to
support the diverse population of residents who can't afford
luxury prices.

Signatures 102 - 123



To: Amanda Burden @ 212-720-3219

124.

125.
126.
127.
128.

129.

130.
131.
132.

133.
134.

135.
136.
137.

138.
139.
140.

141.
142.
143.
144.
145.
146.

147.
148.

149.
150.
151.
152.

Name
Paige Stevenson

Amy Greer
hillary kahn
David Rosen
Joel Adas

ALEXANDRE
ROCKWELL

Steven Soblick
Kinne Bjérn
Elizabeth Riggle

robert Puca
Mehiko Kono

jennifer elia
Lee Zimmerman

Camille Hempel

Laura Hofmann
Akiko Ichikawa

Espen Lunde
Nielsen

kim Carroll
Ariel Stark
Dennis Farr
Sam Ruben
i mactaggart

Bonnie
McCausland

James Buckley

diane
vasil-Meyers

Kate Sheldon
Jeny Lin
Kevin Rogers
Nancy Rielle

From: leah kreger

From
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
new york, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

NY, NY

Brooklyn, NY

Leipzig, Germany

Brooklyn NY, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

San Francisco, CA

brooklyn, NY
Villanova, PA

Brooklyn, NY
brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Page 9

Pg 10/11 05/06/18 1:46 pa

Comments

The neighborhood cannot handle 1000's of more people
and we have developments that are stalled eyesores and
many more built and not sold. This is not the time for more
development in Williamsburg

Do you have ideas for alternative uses of the Sugar
Domino site? List them here!

Do you have ideas for alternative uses of the Sugar
Domino site? List them here!

Creative space, school, public day care, affordable
housing, landmark site for public use.

Please keep the integrity of the outer boroughs. Would be
nice to see the bridge from Williamsburg.

A hotel! And more open park land.

A University of Urban Design!

return it to industrial use

artist gallery, public facility...etc.

Signatures 124 - 152



To: Amanda Burden 8 212-770-3219

153.
154.
1565.
156,
157,

158,
159.

160.

161.

Name
l.ee Ornati

Susan Sitberman

Ryan McFaul
Deirdre Dod
Daniel Levy

Mary Curren
Tim Soter

Peter Sands

KRISTIN
ROONEY

From: leah Kreger

From

Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

brooklyn, NY
Brooklyn, NY

Brooklyn, NY

NEW YORK, NY

Page 10

Pg 11/11 #5/86/186 1:46 pa

Comments

A decent school for north Brooklyn k-12.

The scale and scope of the project is way out of line for the
area. The massing of the buildings is totally inappropriate.
The originat Domino building should be converted to
apartments, though the new glass towers should be
eliminated.

Williamshurg is already as crowded as it can get and there
is only on subway stop that facilitates the movement of the
residents in and out. Williamsburg is not a "land grab." it's
a neighborhood trying to survive the influx of greed and
wealthy new residents.

In short, the proposed development is far too big. The
volume of peogle it will bring to the area will adg enormaous
strain on already siretched local amenities (e.g. the
subway) and ruin the current character of the community.
There are already a number of very large developments
along the waterfront, that have had a negative impact on
the community, and the proposed Dominc development
wilt exacerbate the situation.

There are an overwhelming number of stalled construction
sites and vacant new apt buildings in the area. What value
does this project add to Williamsburg...?

Signatures 153 - 161
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CLILTION FOR A BETTER NFw DOMING
Re: CEQR Application No. O7DCP094K

The undersigned wish to voice their ohjection to the proposed zoning changes and special permits
requested by the owner, The Refinery, LLC, for the Domino Sugar site,
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PETITION FOR A BETTER NEW DOMINQ
Re: CEQR Application No. O7DCP094K

The undersigned wish to voice their objection to the proposed zoning changes and special permits
requested by the owner, The Refinery, {1C, for the Domine Sugar site,
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CETITION FOR A BETTER NEW DOMING
Re: CEQR Application No. 07DCP094K
The undersigned wish to voice thelr objection to the proposed zoning changes and speciat parmits

requested by the owner, The refinery, LLC, for the Domino Sugar site,
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APPENDIX K.2
CPC Resources Correspondence
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NEMARK Direct Fax:  212.345.3352
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‘ Email: mkorbevigdernck.com

April 8, 2010

BY HAND

Honorable Marty Markowitz
President of the Borough of Brookiyn
Borough Hall

209 Joralemon Street

Brooklyn, NY 11210

Re: The New Domino
Uniform Land Use Review ("ULURP™) Nos. 100185 ZMK, 100186 ZRK, 100187
ZSK, 100188 ZSK., 100189 ZSK. 100190 ZAK, 100191 ZCK, 100192 ZCK

Dcar Borough President Markowitz:

We represent The Refinery LLC (“the Applicant”} regarding the referenced
ULURP Applications which concem a proposed Zoning Map Amendment, Zoning Text
Amendment, Special Pennits, Authorizations and Certifications to enable the development of an
approximately 2.8 million squarc foot mixcd-use project on the Williamsburg waterfront
between Grand and South 5th Streets (Block 2412, Lot 1) and on an upland parcel on the East
side of Kent Avenue between South 3rd and South 4th Streets (Block 2428, Lot 1} (“‘the
Project™). 1f approved as described in the ULURP Applications, the Projcct would contain a
mixture of residential, rctail/commercial and community facility uses and approximatcly 4 acres
of accessible public open space, with programmed public amenitics, playgrounds and a nearly
onc-acre great lawn. It would also include the adaptive re-use of the New York City
Landmarked Refinery complex (“the Refinery”). The Applicant hereby affirms again its
commitment to provide 660 units of affordable housing - 30% of the total - providing, once
again, that the Project is approved as shown in the ULURP Applications. It is important to note
that the density proposed in the ULURP Apphcations is required to provide the Applicant’s
commitied level of affordable housing - and to serve the income levels described - while at the
samc time including all of the amenities and the Refinery prescrvation program,

The Zoning Map Amendment would rezone the property from M3-1 to R8 with a
(C2-4 commercial overlay for a portion of the waterfront zoning lot; from M3-1 to C6-2 for the
Refinery and a postion of the waterfront zoning lot; and from M3-1 to R6 with a C2-4 overlay for
the upland parcel. The Special Permits would modify the requirements of ZR Section 62-341,
concerning height and setback; ZR Sections 23-852 and 23-863, concerming inner ¢ourts; ZR
Scctions 23-533 and 62-332, concemning rear yards; ZR Section 23-71], concerning distance
between buildings; ZR Section 32-42, concerning location of uses; and ZR Scction 36-12,
concerning maximum number of parking spaces. The authorizations would modify the
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Honorable Marty Markowitz
April 8, 2010
Page 2

requirements of ZR Sections 62-50 and 62-60, which concern requirements for the waterfront
public access areas.

The project will include the filing of a Restrictive Declaration, which will
mandate compliance with the approved plans and place additional design restrictions on the
Project.

On March 11, we attended your public hearing regarding the Project. We greatly
appreciate the opportunity to address several comments which were raiscd at the hearing. Below
please tind the Applicant’s responses to these comments:

Affordable Housing

Subject to the approval of the Project by the City Planning Commission and the City Council as
shown in the ULURP Applications, the Applicant will utilize the Inclusionary Housing bonus as
provided in the New York City Zoning Resolution (“ZR”), which mandates that 20% of the
development’s residential floor area be affordabie housing. The Applicant is committed to
following all of the requirements of the Inciusionary Housing bonus, including the requirement
that thc housing provided under the program be permanently affordable. The Applicant’s
commitment to the Inclusionary Housing bonus will be provided for in a legal instrument that the
Applicant determines is appropriate, prior to the final approval of the Project.

Assuming the Project is approved as proposed in the ULURP Applications, the Applicant is
further committed to maximizing the amount of affordable housing units by providing 30% of
the Project’s overall units as penmanently atfordable and will work with the City to memorialize
this commitment in a legal instrument.

The Applicant is further committed to provide a 50% local preference in the lottery program
pursuant to the Inclusionary Housing bonus and will inctude in the local preference families that
have been recently displaced from Community Board One, subject to review and approval by
HPD.

Senior Housing

The Applicant has previously committed to include senior housing units within the overall
Project, and will explore the feasibility of including senior housing units within the earliest
possihle phase of the Project.

Increase in Tiers of Affordable Housing

In addition to the affordable housing commitments discussed above, the Applicant will explore
the {easibility of increasing the number of tiers of affordability for the affordable housing units.
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Affordable Homeownership

The Apphcant will explore subsidy programs and examine the financial feasibility of making the
proposed affordable homeownership units permanently affordable and agrees to further
mvestigate mechanisms to facilitate this concept.

Supermarket

The Applicant is committed to seeking a supermarket for the entire retail space shown in the
ULURP Applications for the upland parcel.

Artisan Retail Users

The Applicant will explore the feasibility of including custom and crafts-related manufacturing
uses and art-related uses, such as jewelry-making, ceramics, galleries or dance studios, as
permitied by the Zoning Resolution, within some portion of the proposed retail space on the
waterfront parcel.

Parking

The Applicant is committed to working with DCP on a plan to allocatc parking spaces for shared
parking in the Project’s various accessory parking facilities to the maximum extent feasible.

Job Training

The Applicant is committed to cover a substantial portion of the cost of a job training program
and has a signed memo of agreement in this regard with a New York City Council-recognized
citywide job training organization to train 500 local residents.

I.ocal Construction Suppliers

The Applicant commits to seek out local suppliers when sourcing building materials for the
construction of each of the proposed buildings.

School Construction Authority

Asg discussed at the March 11 hearing, the School Construction Authority (“SCA”) docs not at
this time see a need for an additional school within the Project. However, the Applicant is
prepared to include a school within the Refinery should the SCA determine that the need exists.
In a letter provided to the SCA dated January 13, 2010, the Applicant expressed its commitment
to provide for a school within the Refinery, should the need arise, and to work with the SCA to
assess the need for a school as cach phase of Project {as shown in the phasing plan included in
the ULURP application} proceeds.
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Water Taxi

The Applicant will explore the feasibility of future water taxi service at the Site, subject to the
Economic Decvclopment Corporation including the Domino site within a water taxi route,
sufficient demand for the service, and sufficient subsidies.

Bus Relocation

With the MTA, the Applicant will explore the feasibility of relocating the termination point of
the Q59 bus to the Marcy Avenue subway station.

Future Shuitle Bus

The Applicant is committed to working with the MTA on a Q59 shuttle bus - or an equivalent
shuitle bus program - for the Project, when the demand is sufficient.

Day Care

The Applicant will work with the Department of Children’s Services to determine their interest
in space for a publicly funded day care center, If the interest exists, the Applicant will explore
the feasibility of providing such a center within the Project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submuitted,

Mitchell A. Korbey (/



CPC RESOURCES, INC,

A Subsidiary of The Commumnity Preservation Corporation

28 East 28" Street

New York, New York 10016-7943
Tel: (212) 869-5300

Fax (212) 683-2193

WWW. ComIMunilyn.com

May 20, 2010

The Honorable Chair Burden and Commissioners
New York City Planning Commission

22 Reade Street

New York, NY 10007

Re: The New Domino
Dear Chair Burden and Commissioners,

Below please find additional clarifications to address issues raised at the Review Session on the
Project held on May 10, 2010. Also attached is a list of the Project’s overall components, which
we provided for the May 10 meeting. We are always pleased to provide additional information to
augment project submissions to date.

Planning and Density

The Domino Sugar site is unique along the Williamsburg waterfront. It is an 11-acre site
comprising five blocks along the river plus an adjacent upland parcel, all under common
ownership; its current zoning is manufacturing. To add to its distinctiveness, it includes the NYC
designated landmark Refinery Building complex. The rezoning sought is not precedent-setting, as
there are no similarly scaled sites whose zoning is non-residential.

The plan proposed for the New Domino is similarly unique. It builds upon the 2005 rezoning, and
uses the site’s size and common ownership to offer a private rezoning application that will
provide an unusual array of public benefits which could not have been achieved under the general
rezoning of 2005. in fact, the public will benefit from the New Domino plan in ways that couid not
have been achieved had the Domino site been included in the overall Greenpoint-Williamsburg
{GW) rezoning.
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The 2005 rezoning sought to address the rezoning from manufacturing to residential of a large
segment of both the Northside and Southside neighborhoods of Williamsburg. Sites along the
waterfront and sites in the upland areas were approached differently from each other, but all
waterfront sites were treated similarly, and all residential upland sites were treated similarly,
regardless of their lot area, dimensions, or former uses.

From a planning perspective it is preferable to recognize Domino’s unique attributes and treat it
with a special set of planning tocls rather than to shoehorn a site as large as this into a general
mold. After much study, collaborative efforts, and outreach to local and citywide civic
organizations and elected cfficials, a specific plan was developed for the site that advances the
2005 GW rezoning goals but also promotes goals developed by the applicant with the local
community. Chief among these goals is the provision of affordable housing — more of it {30% of
all units created}, and within reach of a broader spectrum of incomes, beginning with families at
30% of the Area Median Income {AMI}. Other objectives advocated by the community and
embraced by the applicant include the costly and complex preservation of the historic Refinery
Buiiding complex, the development of twice as much public open space as is required by the
Zoning Resolution, the ocpening up of all visual and upliand corridors, the inclusion of community
facility space for a 200,000 square foot potential school and another 45,000 square feet for other
community needs, and the inclusion of commercial office space.

From both a planning and a feasibility perspective, only a large site such as Domino can
accommodate all these features. It is because of this ahility to respond to community goals and
objectives while absorbing the costs of a comprehensive site pfan program that a large scale site
can offer more than a generic rezoning program requires of smaller, individual parcels.
Furthermore, the nature of a site-specific rezoning approval allows design controls and guidelines
to be tailored to the specifics of the site, again, in a way that cannot be realized for all sites in a
broad rezoning. The plan for the New Domino, in fact, provides for carefully construed design
controls that lock in the architectural design so that the density can be accommodated in a
sensitive fashion. These controls dictate the elegant array of slender building segments that rise
to varying heights, and ensure the graceful linking of the architecture with the new public open
spaces and the existing neighborhood.

From a density perspective, the difference in FAR between this specific rezoning proposal and the
broader GW rezoning will not affect the quality of life of either residents or the community. The
minimal difference in residential square footage will result in minimal additional subway trips,
vehicular use, school age children, and the like. What the additional density does accomplish,
however, is the ability to plan a comprehensive, community-oriented development with
community facility space, retail, and office uses, which will provide long-term, meaningful
benefits.
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Affordable Housing and Density

The high level of fixed extraordinary costs in the proposed program, including the preservation of
the Refinery complex, the rebuilding of the %-long bulkhead and wharf, the provision and
maintenance of the four acres of public open space, numerous community-oriented program
commitments, and additional infrastructure elements, requires the creation of a minimum
number of market rate units to generate revenue sufficient to cover these costs. The fixed costs
do not vary by the number of market units created; with fewer units the costs must simply be
spread over a smaller universe — thereby increasing the burden on any market rate unit.

The lower the density —i.e., the lower the number of market rate units — the lower the revenue
generated in total. With so much of the overall project’s revenue already “earmarked” to pay for
the extraordinary costs noted above, the project’s scope must ensure that sufficient revenue
remain to cover the cost of cross-subsidizing the affordable units — unusually costly because of the
amount of affordability {30% of ail units created) and the level of affordability {as low as 30% of
the Area Median Income} committed to in this project. For this reason, as the density is reduced,
a direct proportion of affordable units to market rate units will not be viable - given the burden
carried by the market rate units.

Transit

In evaluating the Project’s potential effect on transit, it is important to consider that the Project’s
build-out will occur over a 10-year horizon; occupancy of the 2200 units will be phased. Even at
its full build-out, based on a detailed analysis completed in accordance with the CEQR Technical
Manual and assuming not 2200 but 2400 units, the Project is expected to generate approximately
815 Manhattan-bound subway trips in the AM peak hour — not the thousands sometimes referred
to. This translates into 326 riders on the L line, and 489 riders on the J/M/Z.

The transit analysis as per CEQR did not even trigger the threshold impact to require line-haul
analysis, and identified as an impact only potential congestion at one of the access points to the
J/M/Z Marcy Avenue Station. The New Domino has already consulted with NYCT on this situation,
and will be providing improvements at this access area. These measures will fully mitigate the
potential congestion identified in the EIS.

In terms of access to transit, in August 2009 the MTA reconfigured the Q59 route to respond to the
street directional changes to Kent Avenue, and in April 2009 adjusted the Q59 route terminus to the
Williamsburg Bridge Bus Plaza, iess than one block from the main Marcy Avenue subway station at
Broadway. This change will make the Marcy Avenue station more accessible for transit riders, and
with changes to the M train — which will now follow the V-line route — ridership levels on the L
train are expected to decrease in the future. The details on MTA/NYCT responses to Domino-
related transit issues can be found in the attached letter dated April 30, 2010. Furthermore, we
have always said that we would be pleased to introduce a water taxi stop at the site when there is
viable demand for such service, and we have confirmed both with DEC and NY Water Taxi that a
dock can be accommodated. We are also reviewing the viability of a shuttle bus service from the
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site to various transit access points.

As noted at the Hearing, and as was noted in 2005 with regard to GW, transit is an area-wide
matter not tc be borne by an individual project. It is NYCT policy to expand service as demand
materializes, and not on the basis of CEQR projections.

School Space and the Refinery

The New Domino includes the preservation and adaptive reuse of the landmarked Refinery
complex. As alandmark, the Refinery is subject to a maintenance plan that guarantees its
safeguarding. Three floors within the Refinery have been earmarked for a PS/IS school should the
need arise for additional school capacity at any time during the phasing of the project’s
development,

The reason for “skipping” over the Refinery in the event the SCA does not yet see the need for a
school at Phase 1V of the development, rather than completing the residential portion of the
Refinery and saving the community facility for another time, is one of practicality and cost.

The programming and design of a NYC PS/IS is quite specific, and does not lend itself to use by
other community facility programs. Building out the three-story space for a school that may never
materialize would be a prohibitive expense, and would involve very specific floor to ceiling heights
to accommodate uses such as gymnasiums, and very specific bearing-wall locations to
accommodate cther school needs. Alternatively, leaving the space as a “void” that might
someday serve a future school or scme other community facility, would require expensive
structural design to support a three-story void with no interior columns. Were column supports
to be placed in the vacant space, any future refurbishing for the ultimate user would be
structurally intrusive and expensive.

Should the SCA request that we develop the Refinery outside the currently envisioned phasing
sequence, we have addressed the issue of public open space by fashioning an alternative phasing
plan that will complete an open space connection between Sites B and C {the two parcels flanking
the Refinery} on an interim basis. The full open space program — including the balance of the
farge central lawn — will then be completed along with the build-out of the Refinery.

Thank you for your consideration.

Since}‘;ely, . /ﬂ(/’
(£ ot —

Susan M. Pollock “ /f/f/’

Senior Vice President
CPC Resources, Inc.
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Overall Project Components

11.2 acres

Five blocks along waterfront; one upland parcel

Attractive, modulated design

Design guidelines in the Restrictive Declaration

Overall FAR 5.64 including commercial office, community facility, retail; overall residential
FAR 4.89

Maximum heights of 30 and 40 stories on waterfront

2200 Total Dwelling Units

1540 Market

660 Permanently affordable units (30%)

100 Senior Citizen units

100 Affordable units at 30% AM!

310 Affordable units at 60% AMI

150 Homeownership units at Partnership income levels {130% AMI}

50% Community Board 1 preference for affordable, including “lock-back” to 2004, wherein
HPD considers those displaced since 2004 as “current” residents of CB1

Preservation and adaptive reuse of the Refinery complex

Inclusion of iconic Domino Sugar sign on preserved Refinery

100,000 sf of community facility space in the Refinery, set aside should the need arise, for
a NYC PS/IS public school, in consultation with the School Construction Authority
Approximately 125,000 sf retail use along Kent Avenue and upland connections
Full-service supermarket, anticipated in Phase |

Approximately 100,000 sf commercial office use in Site A towers (northernmost parcel)
Additional 45,000 sf of community facility space in Site A

Over 4 acres of fandscaped and programmed public open space, including %-mile-long
esplanade and 3 acres to be donated to the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation and
maintained via dedicated funds from private uses on site

Connection to Grand Ferry Park

Public access to waterfront along four newly-opened streets connecting to neighborhood
grid

Newly constructed % mile wharf and bulkhead

Job training program for 500 local residents

Agreement with 32BJ for on-site building service workers

Over 1300 permanent on-site jobs

Estimated 3,598 person-years of construction employment {over 350 jobs per year over 10
years}

Apartment Mix

On Phase | {Site E} we anticipate:
Studios 5%
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One Bedrooms 25%
Twe Bedrooms 40%
Three Bedrooms 20%
Four Bedrooms 10%

¢ Later phases will be evaluated based on success within community of Phase 1.
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m New York City Transit

April 30, 2010

Honorable Marty Markowitz
Borough President of Brooklyn
Brooklyn Borough Hall

209 Joralemon Street
Brooklyn, NY 11201

Re: Recommendations for Ficreased Public Transportation for New Domino
Development

Dear Borough President Markowitz:

This is in response to your letter of April 2, 2010, to Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer Jay H. Walder, in which you asked MTANYC
Transit to review your recommendations for increased service to the Williamsburg
waterfront as a result of the planned New Domino development.

We have reviewed each of your recommendations for increased public transportation in the
area, and our rcsponses are listed below. However, please be aware that it is difficult to
commit to any increases to current service levels at this time due to the poor financial
conditions that the MTA is presently expericncing, especiaily since the proposal for the New
Domino development is still proceeding through New York City’s Uniform Land Use
Review Process. Moreover, as noted in your letter, the New Domine development is not
expected to be fully built out until 2020.

e lncrease the frequency of basic bus service along the Q59, B62 and B39 routes.
If ridership increases on the Q39 or B62 routes such that it exceeds MTA NYC
‘ransit guidelines, then the service frequency will be adjusted accordingty. The B39
route is being eliminated as part of the 2010 service reductions plan because it
duplicates @ train service.

» Institute a shuttle bus service, possibly running s a segment of the current Q39,
MTA NYC Transit docs not operate any shuttie bus routes, but even if we were in
the business of operating them the issue of funding at this time would be prohibitive
for exploring this possibility,

» Extend the last stop of the Q59 east from Willlamsburg Bridge Plaza to the
southwest corner of Broadway at Marcy Avenue, Extending the Q5% would
increase the cost and exposc the bus route to the congestion around Broadway,
Havemeyer Street and Marcy Avenue, The Q59 is currently less than a block from
the Marcy Avenue €D € subway station,

MTA New York City Transit s an agency of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Siate of New York
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Recommendations for Increased Public Transportation for New Domino Development

April 30, 2010

Page 2

Examine the possibility of creating an express bus to service the Williamsburg
waterfront. @ train service already operates in the area where you requested a
service increase, and there is no funding currently available for the creation of a new
express bus service.

Install bus shelters on Kent and Wythe Avenues, Bus shelters are under the
jurisdiction of the NYC Department of Transportation.

Prioritize capacity upgrades on the (3 train, The current capacity of the @@ line is
17 trains per hour. Once the @@ line is fully equipped with Communication Based
Train Control (CBTC), the capacity could be increased to 24 trains per hour or
higher with additional car and infrastructure investments. Scheduled service will be
based on current and future ridership demand.

Closely monitor ridership on the @ @ @ line and the @ train and prepare for
increases in ridership. These subway lines will indeed be closely monitored and
we will schedule service increases as needed.

It should also be noted that as a result of our discussions with City Planning during the
Environmental Impact Study phase of this development, we have a plan to replace the
existing single high entrance/exit wheels on both platforms at the Havemeyer Street side of
the Marcy Avenue subway station with two low-turnstiles at each location.

[T'you have any further questions regarding these issues, please feel free to have a member
of your staff contact Andrew Inglesby, Assistant Director, Government and Community
Relations, at 646-252-2658.

- Sincerely,

\hFD/\C—

Thomas F. Prendergast
President

Ce:

Jay H, Walder {CH# 2010-000645)
Hilary D. Ring ‘
Robert Bergen

Lois H. Tendler

Peter Cafiero




To:

From:

Re:

Memorandum

Ward Dennis, Chair

Land Use (ULURP) and Landmarks Subcommittee
Chris Olechowski, Chair

Executive Committee

Community Board 1, Brooklyn

Susan Pollock
The Refinery LLC

Domino Sugar Site
Requested Modifications

Following up on your email of March 1, 2010 outlining in Draft form the ULURP Committee’s
recommendation for requested modifications to the Domino Sugar ULURP Application, | am
pleased to respond as follows:

w

10.

11.

Upland Site. We would be willing to shift the taller segments from the eastern portion
of the site to the Kent Avenue street wall subject to approval by the Department of City
Planning.

Parking. We would be amenable to dropping the Special Permit parking waiver request
for additional spaces beyond that permitted under zoning. We would monitor the
demand for parking as the development moves forward. Should the demand for parking
in the future necessitate the provision of additional parking requiring discretionary
approval, we would return to the Community Board.

Car Sharing. We are amenable to allocating spaces for car-sharing options.

Retail. With the exception of the retail on the upland site (Site E), we are amenable to
limiting retail on the site to neighborhood retail.

Affordability. We will provide that the affordable units be permanently affordable,
consistent with the Inclusionary Housing requirements in the Zoning Resolution.

Unit Distribution. We will continue to consult with the Community Board as the project
moves into later phases, and for Site E (Phase 1) we will commit to the following
distribution for family rentals: 5% studios, 25% 1 BRs, 40% 2 BRs, 20% 3 BRs, 10% 4 BRs.
Open Space. In our Restrictive Declaration we are required to provide the square
footage as outlined in the ULURP Application and Waterfront Open Space Drawings; we
will maintain this commitment, assuming our applications are approved as submitted.
Upland Connector: We commit to the upland connectors as delineated on the ULURP
Application and Drawings, including the additional connector at S. 3" Street; this will be
reflected in the Restrictive Declaration.

Design Modifications. We will consult with the Community Board on any significant
design modifications.

Transportation Issues. We are amenable to having a dialogue with the community
about addressing area-wide transportation issues.

Tenant Anti-Harassment Fund. Working with the community, we agree to discuss the
expansion of the Fund with the City.



12. Job Training. We commit to the job training initiative previously outlined at the
Community Board public hearing.

13. Local Sourcing. We will do our best to identify local sources for materials and labor
during construction.

14. LEED. We commit to seek LEED Certification or equivalent.

In response to the request to reduce FAR and increase affordability, | regret that we cannot
produce an economically viable project under those modification guidelines. In 2005, City
financial experts laid out what developers could and could not be expected to undertake in
terms of affordable housing on the waterfront. That number, as you know, was 20% at 80%
AMI. The 33% level was reached only by adding in the projected development of highly
subsidized city owned sites. Unfortunately we are not in a position to control city owned sites in
the community. As you also know, we have committed throughout the process to provide more
affordable than is currently required of private developers, and to provide it at lower AMIs.
That commitment to a higher level of affordability is in addition to our commitment to preserve
at great cost a significant complex of historic structures, provide 145,000 square feet of
community facility space, and provide twice as much open space as is required under the 2005
rezoning.

Based on the commitments and responses outlined above, we respectfully request that the
Board reconsider the ULURP Committee vote of February 23.

Thank you for your continuing input.
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