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Testimony of City Council Member Alan J. Gerson
June 25, 2007
Scoping Session on the Draft EIS Manhattan Community Board #3 Rezoning

I would like to begin testimony by expressing my appreeiation for the work that the
Department of City Planning (DCP) has performed in proposing a Lower East Side/East
Village rezoning plan for both my council district as well as Council Member Rosie
Mendez’s district in Community Board #3, Manhattan. '

I am also extremely appreciative of the hard work that Community Board #3, Manhattan
has put into this proposal and the Departments efforts in working with the Board on
building consensus. There has been an enormous effort to balance the goals of
preservation, development, community context and affordability.

-* " Tam here this evening to give my full support to Communify Board #3%s 11-point plan-
.. and to make sure that it is thoroughly analyzed and incorporated in the Environmental -
- Tmpact Statement. 1 would like to take the opportunity to highlight and underscore themes
which I believe are most critical. . o S o

" First of all, DCP must include anti-Rarassment and anti-demolition provisions. These
provisions are absolutely critical given the hot real estate market in the Lower East Side
and must be provided in the zoning text before any rezoning is finalized. We must protect
the lower and moderate income residents and families who have built this community.

In order to maximize the amount of affordable housing in the plan Inclusionary Zoning
(IZ) needs to be studied in greater depth. I recommend that Inclusionary Zoning be
mapped more consistently to include, for example, Allen, Forsyth, Chrystie and Essex
Streets in my district. Both the community and I insist on 30% affordable housing, The
EIS should provide ample data to analyze the number of lower income units so that we
could maximize the amount of affordable housing in the rczoning. [ am concerned that
the 80% of Area Median Income as established by HUD is unacceptably high. Any re-
zoning in the Lower East Side needs to take the income levels of its residents into
account.



While I understand that this rezoning would prohibit community facility bonuses, I ask
that provisions are implemented for single, long standing facilities that will positively
lmpact QUI comImunity.

Although the Sliver Law docs not apply to an R7A district and its commereial equivalent,
unplementing the Sliver Law South of Houston Street would help protect existing
buildings against future development. The current proposal may jeopardize the existing
buildings because the base FAR exceeds many existing buildings and the allowable
height proposed would exceed the Sliver Law constraints currently on narrow streets.

[ am concerned about the potential uniformity of the street walls and setbacks |
particularly on Houston and Delancey Streets. 1 strongly urge variations in height and
density so that it does not appear that my district has a wall around it.

Increasing the efficient usc of energy, environmental and human resources by requiring
green buildings provisions when tax abatements and government financing are
implemented should be analyzed in the EIS.

Finally, I would like to take this time to commend all of the work that the Department of
City PIanmng has done. 1 greatly appreciate the significant effort DCP has put inta -
balancing the broad range of concerns that have gone into this plan.
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Testimony of City Councilwoman Rosie Mendez
June 25, 2007
Scoping Session on the Draft EIS Manhattan Community Board #3 Rezoning |

[tis a pleasure to be here this evening at the first step of the very important charter
mandated public review process that we hope will lead to the adoption of a fong
awaited rezoning for a large segment of my district and that of my colleague Alan
Gerson. I have been involved in this process since before [ was elected to this
office, and I am convinced that this effort is one of the most important that will
occur during my tenure as City Councilmember in District 2.

This scoping session occurs-neai‘ly' 6 years after CB #3, understanding the

. development threats that were.facing this community, fi rst'initiated a-jrezon._i_ng‘_._{'-_'-‘_.:..-,,- IR,

17 effort: - Approximately two yedrs ago Departmientof City Planning (DCP)

acknowledged the comtiunity s concerns and agreed to undertake the rezoning asa

--'197é-plan.'_1";h'¢fe Is no question that.on.a broad b_a_ls_i's DCP and the community: -
share objectives for the plan, and the agency has shown a willingness to

. -accommodate many of the community’s concerns, especially with regard to”

preservation matters. In fact during the past two years, DCP has shown particular
flexibility in revising the original plan be removing the recommendation for a
commercial overlay on St, Marks Place and be reconsidering the FAR for the
blocks directly south of Tompkins Square Park.

We all agree that contextual districts, height caps and the elimination of the
community facility bonus will be a huge gain for our community, [ am hopeful
that during the next year or so ~ when we tinally adopt new zoning provisions - we
can come to full agreement on many if not all aspects of the plan.



- I fully support my hard working friends at CB#3 and my dedicated and concerned
neighbors who are members of the Lower East Side Coalition for Accountable
" Zoning (LESCAZ). 1 am extraordinarily proud of the work that they have done in
developing the 11 point plan, and I must say | am more than a bit intimidated by
the expertise they have acquired in FAR’s, [Z’s, EIS’s, Use Groups, and A, B, C
and X districts.

However, I have one very serious and important purpose in appearing here tonight
— that is to strongly advocate for a full EIS analysis of the community’s 1 1-point

~plan. Tam convinced that the community’s plan achieves the right balance of all of
the sometimes contravening goals of this zoning effort, The scope of the EIS must
include the full evaluation of all alternatives necessary to maximize the goals of
preservation, contextual design and afforddble housing without displacement,
according to the balance struck by the community. 1 fear that the adoption of the
Draft Scope as prepared and distributed by DCP in the last weeks, will not permit
us to fully implement the community’s vision when the ULURP process has been
completed and the final zoning proposal comes before me and my colleagues at
City Council next year. '

The work of CB #3 and LESCAZ has been phenomenal. Iam very a‘ware of how
hard scores of residents have worked to cooperatively think through all of the
factors and develop a delicately crafted plan of specific recommendations for

zoning districts, height caps, inclu_sgnaxy-pr_qvisiop_s_, commercial uses etc: Many . e

el ements and consideratioris had to' be weighed and m easured to achieve this

- consensus mix of 1 l-important recommendations. Because of the --i-mp_drtein’céof e

the balance, I regret that I can only méntion some of elements in-my remarks -

L tonight. Isupport all 11 and believe that that they will best serve the community if

-they are studied and adopted as a package.. However, in the interest of time and all

of our afténtion spans at this late hour, let me emphasize a couple that I consider
most critical. [ know you have heard and will continue to hear testimony from
scores of my CB#3 and LESCAZ neighbors covering all of the points that need to

be mentioned.

First, because New York City has been thus far unwilling to adopt mandatory
inclusionary zoning, there is clearly a balance that must be struck between

- preservation/contextual development and affordable housing based on density
incentives. [ regret that that is our current policy, but it is reality. Because housing
is the number one priority of this community, which has and continues to suffer
from dramatic displacement of its low and moderate income residents, we can not
afford to undertake this rezoning effort without maximizing the opportunity to



reinstate a sizeable number of affordable housinig units lost over the past years.
The mixed income character of this community is at stake, and government .
intervention is critical to seeing that the heritage of the Lower East Side does not
completely disappear. '

Probably the most glaring difference between the DCP plan and the community
plan is the degree to which each provides for achieving affordable housing as a
-goal. According to the draft scope, DCP only calls for inclusionary housing to be
mapped in 10% of the area and anticipates the development of a mere 343 units of
alfordable housing - only 9% of the units projected. On the other hand, the
comuunity plan calls for an upfront goal of 30% affordable housing, which if the
~ draft scope projection of development are accurate would yield about 1,100 units,
The community plan calls for the implementation of inclusionary housing on all
streets or avenues of 75 foot width or more. That would more than double the area
included. These altemative must be studied.

DCP has stated that there is no need to include [Z along these 75° wide streets
because there are few potential development sites in these areas. I believe that the
definition of potential sites used in the draft may be too conservative, Market
conditions in my community are very strong, and I have been stunned by the pace
and location of development that is already underway. I believe the definition of
potential sites used to determine the worst case scenario in the EIS should be
reconsidered. o L o L

o TheDraft%opebhthely sfa{:éé fhat.te-_r'lémem :‘bﬁil'dings'_ ér‘e rj,c'f‘).t':_i'ncluded as

potential sites-becanse tenant protéctions prevent these.i_bu_fldin'gs-_ffom f'bei'n"g' R

~cleared. " Although that is the intention of Sl,iCh_;pr{itet:tidns,"but'every dayinmy
office we get a.call from a rent regulated tenant who is being forced out of his or -
"her home either lawfully of unlawfully to make way for development. The
community’s plan for anti-harassment and anti-demolition provisions must be
implemented. Whatever studies are necessary to assure that these provisions can
be included in the plan that is ultimately adopted must also be part of the EIS

scope.

I personally would like to see inclusionary zoning at reasonable density studied as
an alternative throughout the area. Also, because the soon to be passed 421]a

~ legislation in Albany will establish a tax incentive to build 20% affordable housing
in any new construction, | firmly believe that the inclusionary zoning implemented
here should require a higher percentage of affordable units to also take advantage
of a density bonus. That alternative should be studied. I believe that this



'commuﬂit'y'-i's":un'i'quély suited to developing a more aggressive income mix through
- inclusion. Income integration has characterized this neighborhood for decades and
the diversity of the community is one of the features that actually attracts people
here in the first place. ' '

I'must also note that the DCP proposal calls for a text change to extend the
currently established regulations for qualifying uses in existing R7-2 districts to
those same uses in R8B districts, thereby allowing most non-conforming
commercial establishments to return to mid-blocks areas even after discontinuance.
This discontinuance provision has led to the rampant proliferation of bars on quiet
residential streets. I would strongly recommend that before that text change is
implemented, the EIS should evaluate whether this provision has been used
disproportionately by bars and restaurants, or if it has accomplished what [
consider to be its original purpose of encouraging a healthy mix of neighborhood
retail uses,

And lastly T can not bring myself to conclude this testimony without mentioning
my disappointment that the 3™ to 4™ Avenue corridor is not included in the study
area. This area is undoubtedly under huge real estate pressure by developers in
general and particularly those that would build community facilities. It is a shame
that CB#3 has been forced to undertake a study of that area without DCP’s
assistance and that, at the very minimum; the implementation of that rezoning wil]
be delayed. o A -

| Developmgazomngproposal1s a'very delicate task. The provisions that are . =~ -

_ finally adopted will have profound ramifications for the design and density of ...

T indiVidu'al'-'bu_i_l'dif‘l_g:'s'_';;'Théy will also dictate the overall architectural character of =
the community and its socio-economic profile. Tt is not easy to evalvate all of these ...

. factors in advancé, but only through the implementation 6f a thorough,

comprehensive and professional analysis of all alternatives can we feel well
informed about the potential outcomes. We must make sure that the zoning allows
for sensible development that does not threaten existing residents, but redresses the
devastating loss of low and moderate income housing which we have sustained in
the last several years. This is the time to do the detailed projections and to ask all
of the right questions, so that when the final proposal 1s adopted we will be
confident that we have struck the best possible balance to find the delicate balance
between preservation and affordable housing. 1 hope that the EIS scope will be
defined in a manner that allows for the full evaluation of the 11 point plan
developed by CB#3 and supported by LESCAZ. I thank you for your time and
attention.



THE ASSEMBLY
- STATE OF NEW YORK "~ ETERI chmR

: ) . © 7. - Sodial Services Commitiee
ALBANY _ ; :
i . COMMNTEES )
) : o : Children &nd Families
LERORAH J. GLICK B Co Environmental Gonservation
Assemblymember 66" Districl . Highear Education
New York County . : Ways & Means

Testimony of Assemblymember Deborah J. Glick
To the New York City Planning Commission
At the Public Scoping Hearing for the East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning

June 25, 2007

Asthe State Assemblymember representing parts of the proposed area 0 be rezoned in the East

Village and the Lower East Side, I am grateful for the opportunity to testify at this scoping
session.

Fam glad that the City is Jooking seriously at increasing zoning protections for this nei ghborhood
- whose essential character is threatened by massive overdevelopment. I am glad that DCP
~ Tecognized that this neighborhood is worthy of further protections than it has under the current
zoning and seemingly understands that the transformation of the Lower East Side and East
Village towards a neighborhood that looks more like the Upper East Side would not be
acceptable. Height caps are clearly a necessary measure with regard to this end.

However, I am deeply concerned that, without anti-harassment and anti-demolition provisions in
the new zoning, that the City will only suceeed at protecting the aesthetic character of the
neighborhood and not its human character which includes 2 mix of different people with varying
income levels. This particular concern arises because for many sites, DCP’s plans will allow for o
. aninerease in allowable bulk.. In situations such as this, where DCP: perceives that a alight o nvn e
" increase in allowable FAR wottld nof have a drarmatic visual imipact and will not impact airand - .
 light, escalating real estate prices could encourage some-aners'td_Seck‘io'_dgémqush existing -~ -
. buildings in oider to build only slightly bulkier buildings. The impacts that actions such as these -
* - could have on tenants; and particularly on rent regulated tenants; could lead to many low anid '
. middle income tenants losing their homes, Purthermore, if apartment buildings withrent
- regulated tenants.are demolished in order 1o build larger or even similarly sized buildings, the
City will not be able to create affordable housing at the rate at which it is being lost.

One can not help but notice that the development pressure that has come to bear on the East
Village and the Lower East Side usually leads to the development of hoeury housing which is not
affordable for the neighborhood’s current residents. Although community based non-profits
such as Cooper Square Mutual Housing Association have provided much affordable housing, we
can not expect them to be the only source of affordable housing in the neighborhood.

I therefore, strongly urge DCP to include anti-harassment and anti-demolition provisions in the
Lower East Side / Bast Village rezoning.

o DISTRICT QFFICE: 883 Broadway, Suile 2120, Naew York, New York 10003-4703, (212) B74-5183, FAX {212) §74-5530
Q ALBANY OFFICE: Roam B44, Legisialive Office Buiiding, Albany, New York 12248, (518} 4654841, FAX (518) 455-4640
' glicka@assembly.state.ny.us
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Mr. Robert Dobruskin

Environmental Assessment & Review Div ision
22 Reade Street, Room 45

Now York, NY 10007

[Dear Mr. Dobuskin:

Enclosed you will find my testimony regarding the draft scope of work for the envircnmental
mpact staterent for ile proposed Fast Village/Lower Fast Sidle rezoning. Thank you for your
coashleration of my comtaents.

Sineerely,
; /
ﬁ"-;w_ ,_.:?
at / S 2 R ]

Brian Kaviunagh
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Testimony of New York State Assemblymember Brian Kavanagh
To the New York City Deparument of City Planning
Regarding the Draft Scope of Work for an Environ mental Impact Statement
For the East Village / Lowar East Side Rezuaniag

CEQR No. 07DCPOTEM
Hearing Date: inne 25, 2007

My name is Brian Kavanagh and I represent the 74th Assembly District, which includes parts of
the Lower Bast Side, Union Square, Gramercy, Stuyvesant Town, Peter Cooper Viliage,
Waterside Plaza, Kips Bay, Murray Hill, and Tudor City.

[ would like to thank the Department of City Planuing for warking with Cominunity Board 3 anid
many other community members on the wiportant proposal 10 rezone wuch of the Lower Fast
Side, and tor offering me the oppurlitnity to provide testimony regarding the Dralt Scope of
Wark for the propesal’s Enviromuental Impact Statement.

As you know, the proposad rezoning weuld cover about 117 blocks. [ represen about 40 of' these
blocks, as well us the areas inmediately to the north and east, whose residents would be
substantially affected by the proposal '

[ strongly favor rezoning the proposed aiea because [ beliove that rezoning offers a necossary
step toward protecting the community from increasing development pressures that threaten to
destroy its physical and human character. 1 especially support those facets of the proposal that
reflect the aoals articulaied by membets of the rommiwity through the thoughtfitl work ot
Community Board 3, such as the implemensation of height ceps, the extansion of mid-block
Sliver Law protections, and the exclusion of a commercial overlay on St. Marks Place. As you
know, the Comniumity Boa+d has put forth an “11-point plan” that also advocates for anti-
demolition and anti-harassment nieasures: a survey of historic resources in the community,
which currently has few londmark designations notwithsianding its extraordinarily rich history;
and specific provisions for affordable housing in the inclusionary zoues along Houston Street,
Delancey Stieet, and Avenue D. | believe that each of the Community Board’s stated principles
merit careful sicdy and 1 encourage you to include all of them in the 11ral scope ot wark for the
Enviroomenii Impact Statement. '

Fam paticulirly concerned over the fack of anti- temolition and anti-harassment measures in he
proposed rezoning. The increase in uliowable aensily in parts of the rezoning area woiuld likely

v oiae



asn

o

exacerbate the already serious problem of harassment of rent reguiated tenants and spur the
demolition of sound buildings, as developers seek to maximize the number of market-rate
apartments they can build. The resulting loss of existing affordable apartments would he
irreparable and would offset the laudable efforts embodied in other aspects of the plan to create
new affordable apartments. Anti-harassment and anti-demolition provisions, as modeled in the
Special Clinton District, would strengthen the protections for rent regulated tenants and protect
the people that shaped the character of the community. I strongly urge you to include these kinds
of measures in the final scope of work for the Environmental Impact Statement, and ultimately,
in the rezoning,

Thank you again for the opportunity to offer testimony and for your consideration of my
comments. .
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Written Testimony from Community Board 3, Manhattan, for Lower East Side Rezoning Scoping Session
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1 believe the principles speak for themselves. They are the attempts by a cormmunity, essentially unchanged economically
or architecturally for over a century to a decade of wholesale change. They were designed to protect the community from
the rapaciousness of greed and the out dated zoning that allowed for such unfettared development.

Over the next year our Task Force worked dili gently, meeting with DCP, reading studies, listening to and hiring experts to
help us, and in December of 2006, 18 months after the principals were formed, CB3 came out with an 11 point plan in
response to the DCP plan as a way of improving their solid plan. It is our belief that a task force made up of 50 many
stakeholders, representing so many constituents has very valuable practical knowledge of the very streets we are
attempting to rezone, as such our tweaks to the plan could be invaluable.

The 11 points plan we voted unanimously to support comes entirely from our original guiding principles. Some of it, DCP
has already included in their new revised plan. We are very grateful for this. Many of the points are simply requests for
items to be studied in the EIS. Please remember, this area has not been rezoned in over 40 vears, we do not believe the
EIS can be too comprehensive. ' '

Many people will testify on various aspetts of the 11 point plan today, but T will take this opportunity to read them into
_the record now; X u P _
-1 Anti-harassment set forth. in- the Special Clinton District and anti-demolition of sound residential. - . - |
.- buildings provistons. provided for in the, zoning text for the-entire rezoning area. Spécial enforcernent - T
. - and oversight provisions to prevent. harassment, displacement and demolition for all 1Z developmetits. _
- Displacement analysis-and-evaluation in EIS for-all rezoning area. e

2. - CB3 and the:City of New York agree that at least 0% of the floor arca developed of the projected

 increase in built residential FAR will be for permanently affordable housing available to households at
or below 80% of the area median income under z fered system where lower income househaolds will
also be accommodated in fair proportion. If mutually agreed upon estimates of the private
development that is likely to occur under this zoning indicates that this minimum will not be achieved,
the City will make available development or preservation sites in the study area to achieve this overall
percentage; : -

3. Zone R7A base FAR of 3.45 [with overlay, but not commercial equivalent] with 4.6 FAR Inclusionary
Zoning [IZ] for 1* and 2™ Avenues, Avenues A, C and D; Forsyth, Essex and Allen Strects [on all
wide streets (width of 75' or more), north and south of East Houston Street, except East Houston Street,
Delancey Street, and Chrystie Stroet];



4. No commeércial overlay on"St';'Ma_zrkS'Place;,.._ .

o . 5. Zone R7B [not commerc:alequwalent] ort all.narrow. streets [less _tﬁan 75' Widtﬁ]..nc;rth'-ér‘zd' 'soﬁtii-df‘-_"' co

East Houston Strect..” IZ not supported/favored in' thése areas [given existing information], but we

request that the EIS provide sufficient data to fully analyze the humber of lower income wunits that
could be produced in these regions if the area(s) were zoned for 1Z. - :

6. Zone East Houston and Delancey Streets with a new contextual 1Z, district with a base FAR of 4.5 with
an IZ bonus to 6.0 and a height cap of 100" [height and density in between DCP proposed R7A and
R8A]. Special consideration should be given to the north side of East Houston Street where narrow
streets intersect, to determine the appropriate boundaries of this zone,

7. Zone Chrystie Street with a base FAR of 6.0 with an 1Z bonus to 8.0 and a height cap of 150" [R8X] or
as a R8A with IZ as DCP proposed [compare and evaluate both options in EIS in regards to benefits
and adverse impacts]}. .

8. Commercial Zoning south of East Houston Street: The EIS should include and provide detailed
information regarding the location and extent of current commercial and retail use below East Houston
Street so that appropriate use regulations' be developed in accordance with areas that contain
commercial establishment uses that provide living wages, but curbs the current proliferation of
commercial hotels and nightlife establishments.

9. Landmark survey of rezoning area,

10. Energy efficient and green building (LEED compliant) requirements when Government financing or
tax abatement used. Provision for green building sustainable development legistative and
programmatic instruments to be included at time of certification, or groundwork in EIS for a follow-up
ULURP action.

11. Legal service fund for enforcement of anti-harassment and anti-demolition provisions and prevent
iliegal evictions. .

. One can tell, even from that cursory reading, thet the 11 Points xeally focus br;_,_a,rch‘j_’tsqtﬁral preservation and - L T

original plan to.address mariy of the preservation issues. - :

e devélopment of NEW affordable housing stock: Since we passed the 11 Point plan, DCP has aitéred their .~ .

- ‘However, the CB is greatly troubled by the affordable housing data f)réjiridéd:_ mthedraﬂ S'c.:t;)'ping docﬁmeﬁt.’_ B ;

.| “The Draft Scoping doeument éstimates that only 343 units.of riew affordablé housing will be generatéd by this.
" ‘massive 111 block re-zoning. Only 3 units pet block, or less than one half of one percent of the population of
- the area slated forrezoning. ~ .~ v L S R L e
Certainly 1o one is to blame for this, the estimatc is a realistic appraisal of soft sites and the new zoning plan.
We believe, however, that including the items in our 11 point plan in scoping will allow for us together to find
ways to create far more than 343 new units, '
The mayor’s goal is 165,000 citywide, and CB3, the East Village and the Lower East Side would be excited to
put a much bigger dent in that number. We are ready and willing for more units, and believe that there are
kernels of wisdom in the 11 point plan that will make us ABLE to have more units,

Finally, I would like to again thank DCP and the City of New York for working so diligently with us on this,
especially the great speed with which the zoning proposal has been developed. As we are literally inundated
with new out of context tuxury development every day, speed is perhaps our greatest ally. '
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on this zoning proposal and for listening to, and working with the ¢ommunity since we asked for a rezoning

in July of 2005.

As the Real Estate development boom exploded over the last decade, it became apparent to even the most
casual observer that 2 zoning change is one of the few ways of saving a way of life, saving a commumnity in

Ch3.

- Wheti: CB3 convenedits 197 Tiisk Force in filly of *05 it sct about workinig to solve.these problemis We -

h - decided to work with the City on a rezoning, instead

of going it alone and we decided two other things:

s s 1Y thatwe would inclyde as many major stakeholders as possible on the committes, .

- . As'such we.asked Good Old Lower East Side; The GVSHP, The EVCC., LESPMHC, Cooper Square . e
Comumittee, City Lore, The LES TM, and several individuals with planning expetience to join the task force, -
All of those groups will give testimony here today, and T am prond to say that this blue panet group along
with 10 CB3 members managed to vote unanimously on every single proposal they had over a two year

2) we selected guiding principles, they were;

* Preserve the residential character of the neighborhood;
* Preserve its current scals and mid-rise character; .
¢  Establish a district more in keoping with current planning principals of contextual

design;
*  Preserve the mixed inc
inclusionary zoning;

ome character of the neighborhood through the use of

*» Eliminate the opportunity for community facility overdevelopment allowed under

the cnrrent zoning.



" Lafer we added another one: that we did ot want: more commercial overlays, espocially on St:Mak’s. DCP.

hds béeni-especially sensitive to this and for that [ thank them wholeheartedly.

I believe the principles speak for Mdves. They are the attempts by a community, essentially unchanged
economically or architecturally for over a century 1o a decade of wholesale change. They were designed to
protect the community from the rapaciousness of greed and the out dated zoning that allowed for such

unfettered development,

The 11 points plan we voted unanimously to support comes entirely from our original guiding principles,
Some of it, DCP has alrcady included in their new revised plan. We are very grateful for this, Many of the

Many people will testify on various aspects of the 11 point plan today, but I will take this opporinnity to read
them into the record now;

provisions to prevent harassment, displacement and demolition for all 17 developments. Displacement _
analysis and evaluation in EIS for all rezoning area.

. - available davel_opméht-:br_presgrvation sites in the study area to achieve this '.qv‘éi-_"ail_ per ventags; -
'3 Zone R7A base FAR of 3.45 [with overlay, but not commercial equivalent] with 4.6 FAR Inclusionary

. .Zoning {IZ} for _l”’fl'and 2 Avenues, AvenuesA, Cand D Forsyth, Essex and Allen Streets [on all wide
streets (width of 75' or more), north and south of East Houston Street, except Fast Houston Street,
Delancey Street, and Chrystie Street]; :

No commercial overlay on St. Marks Place;

. Zone R7B [not commercial equivalent] on all narrow streets (less than 75' width] north and south of East
Houston Street. 1Z not supported/favored in these areas [given cxisting information], but we request that
the EIS provide sufficient data to fully analyze the number of lower income units that could be produced in
these regions if the area(s) were zoned for IZ.

.- Zone East Houston and Delancey Streets with a new contextual 1Z district with a base FAR of 4.5 with an
IZ bomus to 6.0 and a height cap of 100' [height and dexnsity in between DCP proposed R7A and R3A]J.
Special consideration should be given to the north side of East Houston Sircet where narrow streets
intersect, to determine the appropriate boundaries of this zone.



7 Zone C]J.ry'sﬁle..Su'éet with a base FAR of 6.0 with an IZ bonus o 8.-0 and a ﬁeight cap of 150 [RSX].or asa
R8A with IZ as DCP proposed [compare and evaluate both options in EIS in regards to benefits and
adverse impacis]. : .

8. Commercial Zoning south of East Houston Street: The EIS should inchide and provide detailed information
regarding the location and extent of current commercial and retail use below East Honston Street so that
appropriate use regulations be developed in accordance with areas that contain commercial establishment
uses that provide living wages, but curbs the current proliferation of commercial hotels and nightlife

~ establishments.

9. Landmark survey of rezoning arca.

10. Encrgy efficient and green building requirements when Government financing or tax abatement used.
Provision for green building sustainable development legislative and programmatic instruments to be
included at time of certification, or groundwork in EIS for a follow-up ULURP action.

11. Legal service fund for enforcement of anti-harassment and anti-demolition provisions and prevent illegal
evictions, :

One can tell, even from that cursory reading, that the 11 Points really focus on architectural preservation and
the development of NEW affordable housing stock. Since we passed the 11 Point plan, DCP has altered their
original plan to address many of the preservation issues. : '

* However, the CB is greatly troubled by the affordable housing data provided in the draft Scoping document,
The Draft Scoping document estimates that only 343 units of new affordable housing will be generated by
this massive 111 block re-zoning. Only 3 units per block, or less than one half of one percent of the
population of the area slated for re-zoning. :
Certainly no one is to blame for this, the estimate is a realistic appraisal of soft sites and the new Zoning plan.
We believe, however, that including the items in our 11 point plan in scoping will allow for us together to

. find ways 1o create far more than 343 new units, .- D PR ' o

‘" The mayor’s poal'is 165,000 citywide; and CB3; the East Village and the Lower Bist Side would bo excited ©~

. toput a much bigger dent in that number. We ate ready and willing for more units, and believe that there are -
- kernels of wisdom in the Ll point plan that will make vs ABLEtobave moreuaits. - - - .

Finally, I would like to again thank DCP and the ity of New York for working 5o diligently with us on this,

especially the great speed with which the zoning proposat has'beq;.l-devcloped._g\_swe;a:é literally inundated . o

- 'with new out of context luxury development every day, speed is‘perhaps our greatest ally. -



STATEMENT TO TI—IE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNTNG
.Iune 25, 2007

... Lower East Side Rezoning/ Draft Scope of Work for EIS

To. New York City
NYC Planning Commission
Department of City Planning

Dear Commissioners

My name is Herman Hewitt, ¥ am a member and First Vice Chairperson of Community Board 3,
Maghattan. I am also a resident, and a Chairperson of 2 local not-for-profit Development
organization which develop and provide housing for low income residents of Lower Manhattan.
(Lower East Side People’s Mutual Housing Association, Inc.)

T'have spent over thirty years working through Community Board 3, and as member of two -
Community base housing organizations in the quest to preserve the Lower East Side, and at the
same time improve the quality of life of its residents.

Yes, the residents, groups, and other institutions who together have succeeded in great measure
to make the Lower East Side a vital and livable community, but in doing so has unleashed the
economic viability of an area, that for many years only the adventurous, or very poor resident of
New York City could find housing, even though the houses were cons:dered substandard and

unhealthy.

Today we have the opportunity to support a plan, which althiough not meeting all the

expectation of our Lower East Side Citizens, will go a long way to continue the preservatmn of

;- this histonc area, while proposing sensible deve]opment, decent aﬁ'ordable housmg, aﬂd '
' respomlble eommum’ty and commerc:al fac:htles ‘ : .

R What we should not do, is allow the area- to be Irresponmb!y developcd, by the bunldmg of

"' - dversize struchires either by for profit or the not-for-profit organizations. . The scale of zoning

‘which dominates the neighborhood at present, and those that is been proposed, should be the
deciding factor on all new future developmients. Aniy incentives for the development of Jarge ™~
scale housing by the City should include permanent regulated and affordabile housiag units,
community facilities that does not dominate or over saturate the neighborhood; and commercial
facilities which provide real jobs.

Community Board 3 is supporting this 197 plan, wh ich ideas was presented to the Department
of City Planmng by CB3, and w,!‘ﬂ‘,"h was dapated mmunity_ participation. We hope that in’
those areas in which we dlsagree we can find a'réa so ution as partners in 2 need to make the
area a better place without major displacement of its citizens, its existing businesses, and
community.

I would like to thank the staff of the Department of City Planning for their timely response and
cooperation with Community Board #3 Man.

Herman F. Hewitt
First Vice Chairperson Community Board #3 Man.



LOWER EAST BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT'S TESTIMONY:
- East Village/ Lower East Side Re-Zoning Proposal B '

Roberto Ragone
Executive Director, Lower East Side Business Improvement District
June 28, 2007

Thank you for this opportunity to speak tonight. My name is Roberto Ragone, and | am
the Executive Director of the Lower East Side Business tmprovement District (LES BID),
a non-profit economic development organization dedicated to revitalizing the Lower East
Side while preserving ifs unique and diverse character. As one of the many stakeholders
in the area, we have been eager to develop and articulate a perspective on the rezoning
proposal and contribute to the discussion.

In general, the LESBID commends the work of the Department of City Planning, the
Communily Board and the community residents for their work so far. We recognize that
a significant armount of analysis has gone into the zoning proposal, which in many
regards, reflects an understanding of the existing built character of the East Village and
the Lower East Side.

While the BID supports several facets of the proposed zoning--including its consideration
of the existing character of the neighborhood as well as its ancouragement of
development oppartunities and incentives such as affordahle housing--as Lower East
Side stakeholders, our focus has been on the potentially adverse impacts of the
proposed rezoning on this particular neighborhood that are cause for concern. With the
BID’s mission in mind, we believe severat modifications are needed that presarve the
unique character of the Lower East Side and advance the goals of the LESBID:

" The €61 area helow Houston Street should. be- re-zorigd to C6-2A. The'€6< -+ =75 .

' 1 2A ‘areas should be generally bounded by East Houston -Street, Essex
. - Street, Grand Street, and. Chrystie Street, - {East Houston Street, Aflen .
. - Street and Delancey Street should be rezoned as'a C6-2 district) ' Although
- the C6:2A district is not the perfect district to advance the BID's goals, mast of -
- the district's regulations are appropriate for the Lower East Side. For exampile,.

unlike: the proposed C4-4A district; the C6:2A district includes Use Group 11~ -

(jewelry making, etc.), allows for a commercial FAR comparable to the current
zoning, and establishes building height timits. The C6-2A designation does have
a residential FAR of 602, which we believe may be too high for the narrow
streets in the Lower East Side. il is worthwhile to explore a Special District which
would permit the appropriate FAR

» Treat Allen Street as a wide street and keep the building height limits andfor
6.0 FAR limit aliowed by the current zoning while having developers contribute to
a maintenance fund for the Allen Strest mall. (Allen Street is approximately 100 ft
wide). A “boulevard” district {Allen Street and Qrchard Street) should permit 6.0
FAR, but regulate that the bulk be shifted to Allen Street and maintain a 85 ft

A special district should be explored since there = na exising zonmg district which is addresses the BID's
recominendations A followeup zoning study could deteemine the appropnale special district



height limit on Orchard -Stréet. Allen Street.develapers' would be required to
contribute funds to an Allen St median maintenance fund.- '

* Rezone wide streets to accommodate significant density but impose
"building height limits. However, areas near transportation hubs should be
rezoned to districts without building height limits. For example, a zoning
district such as C6-2 would allow for Use Group 11, and maintain the 6.0
commercial FAR, and height allowance permitted by the current zoning. 1t would
aiso allow for a residential upzoning. Transportation hubs would include the E/V
stop on Second Avenue, FVJZ stop on Delancey St., the D/B stop on Grand, and
the J/Z stop at the Bowery.

+ Introduce commercial overlays in the R7A district, east of Essex St.

The Lower East Side BID’s Objectives

Although the proposed rezoning area affects the entirety of the East Village and only a
portion of the Lower East Side (the study area actually extends beyond the LESBID's
boundaries), we believe it is tmportant to take into consideration the wider land use study
area, and in fact, we would have liked to have seen a wider area analyzed. For example,
we would have recommended a study area as far west as the Bowery and as far east as
the water.

While we agree that the historic and varied built character thraughout the East
Village/Lower East Side is ane of several strengths of these two communities, there are
disfinctive physicai and land use differences between the East Village and the Lower
East Side. From the LESBID's perspective, the Lower East Side is both a residential and
business community that is distinctive from the East Village. It is a highly mixed-use

. area, with a history of providing for a variety of land uses that allow residents to live and L

i worke o the same. neighborhcod: The aréa norfhi of Housfor St, ‘on.the othar Kand, s’
- prédominantly low-scalé residential, with' local retail and-community resources mostly -

ajong the avenues. ‘What defines the historic character south of Houston is its
-_.commercial accent, ‘which differs from but complements - the. historic. character and -

- residential accent north of Houston.

~--We'at the LESBID strongly believe that the Lower East Side's character is not only
distinctive for its intact residential tenements, but also for its vibrant business district.
The Lower East Side has historically been a unigue, dynamic commercial cenier, and in
recent years has added lo this legacy several commercial “boutique” businesses,
increasingly in the creative industries such as the clothing and fashion, music, jewelry,
leather-making and other crafts Many of the owner's of these lypes of existing
businesses are members of the LESBID and support my efforts here this evening.

LESBID Recommendations

| would like not only to talk about what the LESBID does not want, but what we do want.
We offer some obsesvalions about how zoning can be used as a long-term planning tool
to achieve a viable commercial area south of Houston as sought in the LESBID's goals.

As a non-profit economic development organization, one of the goals of the LESBID is to
leverage the LES to become a commercial hub for the Creative Economy, attracting
companies that are engaged in the “creative” fields and locking for a unigue office



setling with many nearby amenities. Rather than the LES being viewed as primaril\) a
nighttime  destination or as a daytime retall area, a consistent daylime office and
production space for light artisan and other “creative” population (i.e., graphic designers,
public relations firms, marketing firms, software designers, fashion designers,
needleworking, jewelry making, and leatherworking) would provide the daytime foot
fraffic needed to support local retailers in the mornings, during lunch and after work.,

We also believe that job creation would become a catalyst for improvements to the
public realm, such as the Allen Street mall. In order to encourage public realm
improvements and reinforce the historic core of the LES, we would like the zoning to
treat Allen Street as a wide street and allow for the shifting of bulk to Allen Street to keep
Orchard Street low-scale. In this scenario, developers would be required o contribute to
an Allen Street improvement fund for median maintenance.

One of our primary concerns with the proposed rezoning relates to areas rezoned from
Cé-1, which allows a broad range of commercial uses that we support and are in use, to
C4-4A, which does not allow some artisan related uses and custom manufacturing
aclivities that fall under Use Group 11 (e.g. clothing manufacturers, art needlswork and
jewelry making). We believe Use Group 11 is important to encouraging the creative
economy and supporting the work of existing businesses in this district.

The density from the C8-1 is also appropriate (even in the context of height restrictions)
to encourage low-scale/mid-rise office buildings for a daytime population of workers. The
current CB6-1 district aliows for a commercial FAR of 8.0. We support this FAR within the
huilding height limits that are set under the zoning proposal, not just for hotels, but for
houtique office space and specialized manufacturing. In order for New York City to
remain competitive in sectors other than the FIRE industries, places like the Lower East
Side---that have a history of manufacturing and currently house ex1st:ng businesses.

-+ .- dothg - light “'manufactiring -and artisan” craﬁs—-need to. be supported by the zoning ¢ '
o 'framework We believe it would be a loss to.the Lower East Side and to New York: Clty to - .

- prevent lecal tight manufacturers arhsans and other creat;ve mdustries from dorng L

"‘_-'busmess in our dlStrICt

it is not’ clear what the ratlonale would be for a C4-4A d{strlct |f the current commerc;al
FAR allows more opportupity to encourage the commercial presence that the LES needs
and that would underscore the image of the Lower East Side as a place of creativity,
local business, and entreprenaurship.

Moreaver, attached as additional backdrop material 1o our position on the City's rezoning
is the Chinatown/LES Empire Zone’s District Plan. While the District Plan is a vision in
the context of whatever re-zoning proposal that is approved by the City, the LESBID
believes that our zoning position can optimally leverage the goals, incentives, benefits,
and mechanisms provided by the Empire Zone's Program, as reflected in its District
Plan. {Note to DCP: The LESBID Executive Director serves on the Board of the
Chinatown/LLES Empire Zoneg )

Our efforls are echoed by another advocate for retaining a diverse economy in the
Lower East Side, the New York Industrial Retention Network (NYIRN). This organization
also strongly supports a diverse economy that encourages light industrial and artisan
uses south of Houston allowed by a C6 zone, but not a C4 zone. As such, NYIRN
believes that Building B in Essex Street Market could successfully incorporate a diverse



“ mix of light industrial manufacturing uses that are currently under threat from real estale
pressures in other parts of Manhattan. This, view supports the BID's belief that a variety
of uses can thrive in the district and is not pie-in-the-sky abstract.

Along with NYIRN, the LESBID is prepared to recruit businesses to occupy the type of
building proposed on the Essex Street Market site. Through the Empire Zone Program,
the current commercial FAR can betler leverage the sconomic development incentives
that will become available to businesses that open south of Houston. We envision the
Lower East Side as the affordable commercial option in Manhattan (Chelsea and
Flatiron have become too expensive). The Lower East Side can not anly become an
alternative for residents to reside, but aiso for businesses 1o locate.

The zoning proposal treats the area east of Essex Sheet as a residential area, with one
commercial overlay district mapped along Clinton Street. However, in general there is a
significant amount of non-residential sauare footage (in the form of commercial and
community facility FAR). Thus, we would like to propose that the ground and second
floors along streets east of Essex Street be zoned for commercial and light
manufacturing uses. The area east of Essex Strest is 3 low-to-medium scale, mixed-use
district. There are schools, residential buildings, commercial buildings and residential
buildings with ground floor retail in the area. There are many buildings that have
between 2,000 and 3,000 square feet of commercial space {(on the ground floor and/or
second floor). In keeping with the mixed-use character of the zres {and the BiD's
creative economy goals), commercial and fight-manufacturing use should be permitted
throughout the eastern portion of the LES, -

The area’s proximity to public transportation underscores how the zoning could aliow a
broad array of uses and allow for commercial and residential square footage. We believe
that the current FAR and height allowances should be retained for areas around public
- transportation stations, since those-hubs can support density and it amounts to ‘that

 many fewer people who might buy or use cars: This outcome is in Keeping with ihe'goals T

o of PlaNYC 2030. The boundaries of a transportation hub could b’e-_10_0|"feelt from the -

. streets that form the public trahspoﬂation-inter'se.cti'on. o

The LESBID’s Toolkit . > : L Sl N S
The LESBID has several tools and resources that it can use to reinforce the economic
development potential of the area south of Houston St.:
¢ The role and services offered as a business improvement district engaging the
community and the wider benefits the BID can bring should its boundaries be
expanded,
+ The rezorning initiative of the City to meet economic and land use objectives:
¢+ The mechanism and incentives offered by its location in the Empire Zone:
» Asan advocate and potentiat partner, NYIRN offers an extensive client base and
support of light industrial and artisanal tenanting that can be tools for appropriate,
diverse and sustainable development in the LES.

The LES BID agrees that these tocls can be used to accomplish the following abjectives:
* Toreinforce the existing low-to-medium scale areas of the community
* To shape an area that transitions between the historic character of the Qrchard
St area and the “tower in the park” buildings closer to the East River



« To leverage the transitioning heights and commercial FAR in order to create a
vibrant aconomic climate for businesses and a dynamic community setting

Overall, | would iike to reiterate that we agree with much of the zoning proposal,
inciuding: ' '

» Preserving the character of the area through reasonable height limits and
contextual aesthetics

« Supporting the development of affordable housing and its link to an FAR bonus

« Residential upzoning from 3.44 to 4.0 to provide for more housing units in the
area.

» Rezoning of wide streets to allow for significant FAR but also have appropriate
corresponding huilding height limits, except for areas defined as transportation
hubs, which should allow for a fiexible development envelope without building
height limits

At the same, we emphasize the importance of the suggested modifications and the
potential benefits, not just for the LESBID's area, but the broader neighborhood and the
entire City. Given all that | have addressed today, we believe a follow-up study of the
Lower East Side is warranted. The study would evaluate the above slated
recommendations vis-a-vis a zoning framework that would help to create and continue
the legacy of a diverse, mixed-use district that will attract both local businesses and
residents for decades to come. '

On behalf of the LESBID, | appreciate the opportunity to provide our perspective. | hope’

it is seen as an important part of the efforl to lay out a vision for the Lower East Side that
can serve the needs and interests of the whole community and reinforce the City's
direction towards a more sustainable future for all New Yorkers.
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COUNSELOR AT LAW
270 -MADISON AYVENUE
REW- YORK, NY 10014
(212 52-3534

(ALEY EB3-3352

MEMBZR REW ¥YORE AND TLORIDA SEGK 127 PLGOR

Tudy 5, 2007

Jjessica Neilan

Department of City Plapning,

Environmental Assessment and Review BPlivision,
. 22 Keade Street,

Mew York, NY 160G7

Ocar Ms, Neilan:

Asa member of the Executive Board of the Lower Fast Side Busincss tmprovement
Distict (LESBID), { support the position ardved at by the Lower East Side Business
Improvement District on the proposed rezoning of the area. I strongly agree that the

- Dupartment of City Planning, the City Planaing Commission, Maghattan Community
{3oard 3, the Manhattan n Borough President, and the City Council should adopt the
recommendations by the LESBID.

The LESBID’s posirion 1s balanced, acknowledging the need for the type of scale that
. preserves the character of the community and the residential upzoning and atfordable

) Litnited tiviog space.

[ also attest to the challenges of _at;r.ﬁét_jhg a dayﬂmt population to'support the areu’s -

- housing that fe¢ognizes the needs & growing City population currently dompetitig for

-setail o The Lower Fast Side has withistood many. quality of life problems over the years. -

1 therefore emphatically support the BIDs advocagy for a plan 1o bribg jobs in the -
- "ereative industries™ that match the community’s nmage. ST

Please give the LESBIDs position fil consideration and incorporate its
recommendatitos inte the City’s zoning plan.
Thank vou,
M L_{,W: B " -J-fr’bir*’*l
Howard Slonim . 8%
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Y ' H 40 Worth Street, Room 928

“ o New York City New York, New York 10013
' Department of Transportation Tel: 212-676-1680 Fax: 212-442-7912
Janette Sadik-Khan, Commlswnr S Webwww "YC QOVdet o o

To: Robert Dobruskin, Director
Environmental Assessment and Review Division
Department of City Planning

From: Naim Rasheed, Director - oD

. C

Re: East Village / Lower East Side Rezoning T ’
Environmental Assessment Statement and Draft Scope of Work 7 &/
CEQR No.: 07DCP078M = o

Date: July 3, 2007

We have reviewed the Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) and the draft
scope of work for the above referenced project and submit the following comments:

1. Please have the consultant justify the exclusion of Saturday peak hour
traffic analysis.

2. The scope of work described trip distribution/assignment method which
aggregates total vehicular peak hour trips for the projected development
sites within up to 10 “zones”, assigns total {rips {0 a centroid within each
zone, and accumulates trips from each 7one at intersections in the study
area on page 31. Please have the consultant provide a detailed explanation
how these zones were created as well as a detailed map for these zones.

3. Please provide preliminary travel demand assumptions (trip generation,
distribution and assignments) for each of the weekday analysis peak hours.
The preliminary planning assumptions will help define a traffic study area
as well as identify study intersections to be included in traffic analysis.
DOT would make the final determination of the study area and
intersections based on the review of the prelimipary travel demand
assumptions.

4. Please have the consultant include the vehicular and pedestrian safety
impact assessment {quantitative accident analysis) at high accident
locations bascd on the review of the latest three-year accident data.

DIAL | Govemment Services
T 11| & intormation tor NYC




Robert Dobruskin, Director

Environmental Assessment and Review Division
Re: East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning
CEQR No.: 07DCP078M

July 3, 2007

Page 2 of 2

5. Please have the consultant include traffic and parking analysis in the Task
20 (construction),

6. The Scope of Work on Page 33 states, “We do not expect that the CEQR
Technical Manual threshold of 200 peak hour pedestrian trips would be
exceeded at any pedestrian circulation elements that would warrant a
defailed analysis.” Please have the consultant provide pedestrian trip
generation, distribution, and assignment to verify the above statement.

7. Please have the consultant include details of the projected truck routes and
operations from/to each of the proposed zones,

If you have any questions, please call me at (212) 676-1680 or Joon Park at (212)
442-76717.

c: D/C M. Primeggia, B/C M. Forgione, R. Kulikowski (OEC), S. Ahmed, J. Park,
File

e\JoomEast Village_Lower Cast Side Rezoning_review 0l

DIAL | Government Services
2111 & intormation tor NYC




Chinatown Tenant Union

Comments submitted for consideration in the Draft Scope of
Work for ar Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to be
prepared for the proposed East Village / Lower Kast Side
Rezoning

Submitted to the NYC Department of City Planning

July 8, 2007

The Chinatown Tenants Union is comprised of more than 100 members, all of whom are
residents of Chinatown, and more than 1,200 supporters in Chinatown.

As you know, New York City’s Chinatown is the site of the Jargest concentration of Chinese -

people in the Weslern hemisphere. As such, Chinatown is the historical and cultural center of the
Chinese community in New York City and has served as an essential part of the City’s economy,
history and culture. It is the is home to 84,000 residents, the majority of whom work in low-wage
restaurant and garment industries, who have built the nei ghborhood into what it is today — a vital
place that provides homes, jobs, and a sense of community for thousands of Chinese Imimigrants.

As residents of Chinatown, we are very interested in the potential benefit and adverse impact that

the rezoning of the East Village/Lower East Side might have for the Chinatown community and

its current residents. We are particularly concerned about the role that the rezoning might have

on increasing the rate of gentrification in Chinatown through primary and sccondary '

displagement. of low-income tenants and small businesses from the community, and urge:the = . - ...

© Depaitin ent of City Planning 10take these concéms strongly into. consideration when defining

. the'scope of the EIS and also in the final decisions onhow the_lLESI_IWill'_b_e refoned.. a

As youknow, since the mid-1990s, Chiratown has undergone dramatic changes, as mom-and-

- pop stores have been and continue to be tumed-into upscale restaurants and boutiques, and

- commercial spaces that once housed garment factories are being tumed into high-tech officesor
lolts. Central to this process is the displacement of low-income tenants and local businesses.
Overwhelming number of Chinatown residents rent their apartments, living 1n overcrowded and
dilapidated tenement buildings that are over one hundred years old. As pressures for
gentrification increase, landlord harassment and forced evictions of Chinese immigrant tenants
are rising at an alarming rate. Without priority given to equitable and inclusive development
strategies, the very fabric and essence of Chinatown will be unraveled, as the Chinese
immigrants who form its heart will no longer be able to reside in the neighborhood they have
helped create.

Overall, the CTU would like to support the proposals put forth by CB3 and the Lower East Sidc
Coalition for Accountable Zoning; however, there arc a few points that we would particularly
bke Lo highlight as important for our organization and the community residents who make up our
membership:



s [t is critical that DCP study the broad impact and potential of both primary and secondary

- displacement that the rezoning might have on low- and moderate-income tenants and small
businesses. It will be critical to both understand this impact and put in place provisions to
prevent and mitigate any displacement through anti-harassment and anti-demolitions
provisions [rom the outset of the rezoning, as well as the preservation of all affordable housing
that exists in the community, We strongly support the inclusion of anti-harassment and anti-
demolition provisions in the rezoning of the East Village/Lower East Side.

*» As Chinatown residents, we do not belicve that any part of Chinatown should be rezoned with
a higher density than what is proposed in other parts of the rezoning. Particularly, we are very
concemed about the proposed zoning of Chrystie Street with a base FAR of 6.0 with an 1Z
bonus to 8.0 and a height cap of 150’ [R8X], or as an R8A with IZ as DCP proposed. The
potential adverse impact of this type of rezoning int an important area of Chinatown must be
gvaluated not only for the residents of that strect and those surrounding the street but also for
the precedent that rezoning of this density and height will sct for future rezonings in other
arcas of Chinalown. While we clearly support the creation of new affordable housing, we
believe that this can be done without building with such density and are concerned that the
negative impact of increased secondary displacement and gentrification will outweigh the
benefit of a few additional units. We stron gly recommend that the effects of rezoning Chrystie
Street to such a high density and height be studied, with input from low-income tenants of
Chinatown taken into account.

* Itis critical the DCP do a comprehensive assessment of the make-up and status of the current
housing stock and residential base. The rezoning must take this current make up in account in -
order to ensure preservation of all current affordable housing and any new affordable housing

. ¢reation must be accessible and tajlored to current very low-, low- and- moderate-income . -
“s Through a community.survey-with small businesses, the CTU found that small business

" owners in Chinatown are also feeling the pressures of gentrification in the community. Nearly

half said that they have considered relocating or shutting down as a result, and 81 percent said
that'if their rent increases and they do hot receive any kiiid of support, they will not be able to
continue to do business in the community. It is critical that DCP consider the impact of the
rezoning on small, locally-owned businesses.

e Finally, as mentioned above, Chinatown is the cultural, cconomic, and social center for
thousands of Chinese immigrants from throughout New York City and beyond. 1t is essential
that this living and working community be prescrved. The components of this cultural center
are not necessanly embadied in buildings or streets but in the people who make it the vibrant
neighborhood that is has been for decades and is today. Therefore, it is critical that DCP fully
study the potential benefits and adverse impacts of the rezoning on the preservation of the
communily. '

Although the majority of the rezomng seographically impacts the Lower East Side, clearly there
are part of Chinatown that are directly inctuded in this rezoning; we are also clear that this



 rezoning will have clear impacts on the catirely of Chiratown. For this reason, we are very
interested in this process and look forward to being an active parl of the decisions that are made.

Thank you for your time.

Helena Wong.

Representative [or the Chinatown Tenant Union
c/o CAAAV Organizing Asian Communities
191 E 3 Street

New York, NY 10009

(212) 473-6485
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Robert Dobruskin
Department of City Planning
Director of Environmental Assessment and Review Division

Jessica Neilan

NYC Department of City Planning
Environmental Assessment and Review Division
Phone: 212-720-3425

Fax: 212-720-3495

J _neilan@planning.nyc.qov

Qutstanding Renewal Enterprises, Inc. dib/a Lower East Side Ecology Center
(LESEC), a community based non-profit 501(c)(3) organization, has perused
three objectives for its 20 years of environmental activism in New York City: (1}
Providing recycling and compost programs to supplement existing NYC curbside
programs; {2) Developing local stewardship of public open space; and (3)
Increasing community awareness, involvement, and youth development through
environmental education programs., All three objectives will help New Yark City to
become a more sustainable City and that these objectives all tie into one of the
most urgent environmental issues of our time: Climate Change. Although. climate

" thange.is-a compilex global issue,.effarts {6 address it need to ‘begin on atocal: i TR

level and start with education and strong foundations.to increase awarariéss and

 According to Mayor Bloomberg: "You can o fonger deny the science and bury -
your head in the sand - climate change is real, and by looking at where and how

we are contributing to that problem, we can identify how to reduce our emissions

and create a better future for our children and grandchildren.” The Lower East
Side Ecology Center fully supports the Mayor’s stance on climate change issues
and advocates for the incorporation of a diversity of mitigation strategies into the
Scope of Work for the EIS in aur community of the East Village and Lower East
Side. Thisis particularly important in that, according to the NY Greenhouse Gas
Emissions inventory, citywide carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions were
approximately 58 million metric tons in 2005, with 79 percent coming from
buildings. Any rezoning plans and correspanding EIS must incorporate the
staggering impacts of climate change and the specific community and citywide
impacts into their planning, implementation and monitoring. These additions
must include:

o Adequate climate-related "baselines”

5 Diverse incentive programs



-0 Time-bound targets for mtt:gatton efforts, implementation and enforcement
o A mix of community-based and city-wide monitoring & evaluation
procedures :

LESEC advocates for the inclusion of direct language concerning both the
patential adverse impacts rezoning in our community will have on community and
city-wide climate change, as well, as mitigation potentials within rezoning plans in
the Scope of work for EIS in the East Village/Lower East Side. It is crucial that
issues such as the Urban Heat istand (US Environmental Protections Agency’s
definition of Urban Heat Island), as well as increased ozone, CO2 and other
particulate matter are brought to the forefront of our urban planning agenda. All
of these caomponents of globai climate change have heightened impacts in high-
density, urban environmenis such as the East Village and Lower East Side,;
placing our communities at elevated risk for asthma and other respiratory
diseases, heat stroke, and other adverse health/quality-of-life issues.

The Lower East Side Ecology Center is currently developing our own programs
to focus in on outreach, education and advocacy that community members can
take to curb climate change (Please, note af end of decument for more
information). We are also collaborating with, and in full support of, LES Coalition
for Accountable Zoning (LESCAZ), which is made up of neighborhood CB3
organizations and individuals to advocate for the Community Board 11 paoint plan.

It is imperative far city agencies to create legisiative enforcement and
infrastructure needed to ensure adequate mitigation concerning energy demand,
urban heat island, CO2 emissions, cpen space loss and increased residential

- density; EIS shouid |nciude Green Altemat:ves and Mrtlgatlon measures, . ... ..
stchas: ' S '

‘o Green buzidlng deS|gn (going above and beyond LEED)
Green Roofs and other permeable surfaces e :

-Rainwater Harvesting '

Energy efficiency (e.g. net metenng)

Community Garden protection -
Increased permeable surfaces to off-set runoff
Greywater systems promoted in new construction and potential retrofits

00 0w C o

LESEC, which has had a Community Garden on 7™ Street between B & C since
1990, is a strong advocate for the permanent protection of Community Gardens
(many of which lose protection under the agreement with the Attorney General's
office in 2010). Community Gardens, as weli as community-accessible green
roofs, are not anly refuges for community members, but are key in offsetting the
urban heat island effect, absorbing CO2 and other particulate matter, and are
directly correlated with the Mayor's Plan2030 to increase communities' access to
green spaces. Therefore, LESEC urges DCP to consider extended support and
protection for existing community gardens in CB3.



What the Lower East Side Ecology Center is_doing:'

The Ecology Center is not only advocating citywide frameworks for climate-

- friendly development and urban dwelling. We also continue to offer our
resources as community educators, organizers, and facilitators. In the summer
of 2006, LESEC spearheaded a new initiative, the Climate Crew that trains local
youth and adults to be leaders in getting the word out about climate change and
how our diverse communities can work fogether to address this problem here in
New York City. Climate Crew is an action-based educational program, with the
overarching goals to:

» Engage in collaborative partnerships with other NYC-based organizations
working on issues surrounding climate change, impacts and solutions:
The NYC Climate Coalition

» Develop & implement—with cur partners--curricutum, outreach, public
events and other forms of salutions-based education to combat climate
change in our region

» Establish a network of youth "members” 1o train as "Climate
Ambassadors” in aspects of climate change

» Create a database of community members interested in taking action to
curb negative local and international impacts

For any comments or questions, please contact Tara DePorte at
tara@lesecologycenter org or (212)477-4022




Good Old | Public Testimony by Good Old Lower East Side (GOLES)

Lower East Comment on Praft Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement
Side, Inc.| Kast Village/Lower East Side Rezoning
" GOLES June 25, 2007

Good Afternoon, my name is Damaris Reyes and I am the Executive Director of Good Old Lower
East Side, GOLES, a 28-year old community organization dedicated to the preservation of quality,
affordable housing and the prevention of displacement and homelessncss on the Lower East Side.
['also sit on Community Board 3°s Rezoning Task force as a public member and 1 represent
GOLES as a member of the Lower East Side Coalition for Accountable Zoning (LESCAZ). [ am
here today to ask that all of the Community Board’s 11 points be included and studied in the
Environmental Impact Statement.

Over the past decade, our community has seen a rapid loss in our affordable housing stock. Rent
regulated units are quickly being deregulated as a result of-vacancy decontrol and owners of
project-based section & buildings are deciding to “opt-out” of the section § program. Due to this
rapid deregulation, we believe that it is imperative to maximize the opportunities to develop and
preserve affordable housing in this rezoning. 1t is essential that, as per the Community Board |1
points, the Lower East Side receives anti-harassment and anti-demolition provisions and that
affordable housing 1s developed throughout the neighborhood.

Today, I will specifically address affordable housing as it relates to Land Use, Zoning & Public
Policy, Socioeconomic Conditions, and Ncighborhood Character, tasks 2, 3, and 9 respectively of
the drafl bcoping document. The Community’s proposal that 30% of all new housing units created
in this rezoning be permanently affordable to local residents at jow to moderate income levels

..should. be cansidercd-in each.ofthese sections.. In addition 1o assessmg the: lmpdcls of Inclusmnary e

Zoning, {he EIS: should also 1dennfy pubhcly owm,d or- controlled sites available for construction
of aifordablc housmg as wcll as assess- the potentlal socmeconomlc changcs and 1mpacts on our
nej ghborhood character lf 30% of all new: housmg crcaled were affordable

In add1tmn the FIS should. study. the Community’s proposal for the use af- Inc!usmnary Zonmg
throughonr the rezoning area. The Community requests the study of the impact of Zoné' R7A base
FAR 3.45 with 4.6 FAR Inclusionary Zoning for 1* and 2™ Avenues, Avenues A, C and D,
Forsythe, Essex and Allen streets. In addition the Community requests that the EIS provide
sufficient data to fully analyze the number of lower income units that ¢ould be produced on al}
narrow streets if the areas were zoned for R7B with IZ. These proposals address tasks 2, 3 and 9.
The Community feels that developers should be encouraged to develop affordable housing
throughout the rezoning area and not just on its periphery. The Lower East Side is currently a
mixed income community and therefore the effects of income segregation should be analyzed in
hoth Socieeconomic Conditions and Neighborhood Characler sections.

I also ask that under Task 17, Transit and Pedestrians, the LIS study the specific impact that DCP’s
proposed REA on Avenue D will have on the transportation of this already underserved street.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the dralt scope of the EIS.
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12th Street Block Association

o 0th Surest Block We are submitting an alternate plan to be included in the DEIS. This plan
SEOCIAti0 . . ) ) ] : .

was drafted with zoning consuitant Doris Deither. The principles behind

East 1ith Street Block

Asséciation- . this plan are as follows: L
- -_ m;h&sruyvasanl S‘m

BlockAsgeciadon T prede e the charag
NoHo Zaning Task foree | Lo R . AR Lo

L iizz’c‘::f::(;fm?” [, TheEast Vilage': Lower Fast Side has a rich di vérsc history which should -
Ludlows Steest Block be respected and preserved. 'ffhj_s community has been home to many’ . -
Assbciation N .im-migranlsinciudig\g;-chish,- (ermdn, Halian, Ukrainian, Polish Irish,
Thind Ave, Tenaats, Amiss& | Chinese, and Puerto Rican. This diverse culture is an important part of not
Businesy Association anly this community’s history but of the history of the City of New York.
Unico Square Scuth )
E‘:’mm“ Advisory froand 2. Do not upzone this community.
Uniop Squars Communiry
Conlition Fhe low-rise, affordable character of the East Villagres Lower Fast Side w il
Stewart Hause be destroyed of this acea is upzoned.  This area is already becoming

[ East 9th Strest Aprriment gentrified with a growing number of banks and chain stores, Upzoning will

;&;f______d encourage more fuxury housing and more upscale commercial

cstablishments. displacing moderate- and fow-income residents and
comimercial establishments.

P



3. No inclusionary zoning.

The inclusionary zoning program requires an upzoning of the arca. [nblusionary zoning does not
work to protect the current residents when an area is upzoned. Furthermore, this tvpe of zoning
encourages thé displacement of current residents and commercial establishments. The “new
affordable housing” created is not affordable to the displaced restdents. In addition, displaced
restdents are not guarapteed a new affordable unit. Also, the total number ot affordable units
provided through [Z does not accommodate the needs of the commuunity.

4. Include the Bowery in this rezoning.

The rich history of the Bowery would be svstematically eradicated by unprecedented
development. The low-rise character of the Bowery would be replaced by high-rise dormitories,
boutigue hotels and tuxury buildings, which would be out of scale with the rest of the residential
community. mcluding the historic NOHO District. it addition to preservaiion issues, this
development would have a horrendous effect on the “quality of hfe™ for community
residents—-muore noise, traffic, sidewalk and street congestion, air pollution, bars, clubs, et¢c. What
was a commercial “daytime” shopping strip would quickly tum into a raucous mghtlife district.
Most of the development would be “as of right,” meaning that it would not require a special
permit or variance. Developers would snnply 1ake advantage of existing zoning bonuses and the
transter of air nights; therefore, environmental studics would not be regured.

5. Rezone the area south gf ngston from commercial to residential.

e Thisz ar:,a wh;ch is pnmanly remdenual has boen mundated with bers and clubs ihe

commercial character of this. commumty has heen Lhanged from a daytlme qhoppmg areatoa

, ':-_my,hhfe district. “What was once a vihrant commercial district has v irtually. dlsappearcd Addmg '

7 Tnorg commercial cstdbhshments to th:s area would further erode lh:, chardcter of thls ) '
- Lommumtv ' _ . '

The followin -uments are attached:
T. Map ot proposed rezoning.
2. Petition prepared by the Bowery Albhance of Neighbors (BAN) with a total of 840 signatures.
NOTL: The signatures on the petition were collected by tabling and using an online
service called Petitions On Line.
The online petitions were printed out and can be accessed on the following

websiter iy aoaviy PobignOnlnie cen BA N T renbon il

3. Draft survevs and maps of the Bowery prepared by BAN,
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FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FOR EAST VILLAGE/LOWER EAST SIDE REZONING

June 25, 2007

Good afternoon, my name is Andrew Berman, and T am the Executive Director
of the Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation. GVSHP has been a
part of the Community Board #3 Rezoning Task Force, and of the Lower East
Side Coalition for Accountable Zoning (LESCAZ), and T have represented the
organization in both capacities. I am here today to urge that the 11 points of the
Community Board #3 plan, which are also endorsed by LESCAZ, be studied and
included as part of the EIS for the proposed Lower East Side/Fast Village
Rezoning,

I will speak specifically to those issues which deal with Historic Resources and
Neighborhood Character in the area north of Houston Street, tasks 7 and 9 in the
scoping document. urge that the alternative of zoning R7-B for narrow streeis
in the rezoning area be studied, that zoning East Houston Street with a new
contextual IZ district with a base FAR of 4.5 with an IZ bonus to 6.0 and a
height cap of 100 feet be studied, and that a full landmark survey of the area be
conducted as per points 5, 6, and 9 of the community alternative plan.

While the proposed R8-B is preferable to the originally proposed R7-A for
narrow streets in the area, R7-B would be more preferable still. The current
draft includes R7-B on parts of three blocks south of Tompkins Square.

-However, the proposed R8-B for the remainder of the sidestrects still holds the "o 7L
" “potential to allow some rooftop additions that would likely destroy the: - .
* consistent streetscape which characterizes so much of the East Village, likely -
- tesult in the removal of corices. from and the addition of ungainly penthiousesto -~ . " -
~ buildings, and possibly assist in harassment of current residents of existing '

buildings to which penthouses would be added,

The community’s proposal for East Houston Street is preferabie to the current

proposal for C6-2A and R8-A with an IZ bonus, which atlows up to 7.2 FAR
and heights of up to 120 feet. In terms of the historic built character of the area,
this is too great a height and density, and the community’s alternative of a base
FAR of 4.5 with an IZ bonus to 6, and a height cap of 100 feet, is much more in
keeping with the neighborhood character. The community alternatives for
zoning for narrow streets as well as Houston Street are also much more likely to
keep existing historic resources intact.

Beyond this, the entire East Village should be carefully surveyed, as it is a
virtual treasure trove of historic resources, with relatively few of those resources
either currently landmarked or listed on the state or national register of historic
places. The East Village contains a vast array of religious edifices, institutional
buildings of special historic significance to immigrants, workers, and various



- :__'ethmc groups, as well as. theaters a.nd other cultural venues of conmderable o

_social significance from the 19" and 20" centuries. Resources such as these

. should be identified and documented as part of the environmental review, and
should be analyzed not just in terms of the danger of their demohtlon, but the
possibility of addmons and alterations as well.

Additionally, the East Village as a whole, with its remarkable history of
immigration, social justice movements, and cultural vitality, should be reviewed
for potential historic district designation, as well as for possible designation of
individual landmarks.



July 2, 2007

Robert Dobruskin, Director

Environmental Assessment and Review Division
Dept. of City Planning

22 Reade St., Rm. 4E

New York, NY 10007-1216

Dear Robert Dobruskin,

We write as follow-up to oral testimeny made at the Public Scoping meeting for rezoning
of the East Village and Lower East Side. The Lower East Side Tenement Museum,
Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, and City Lore are all cultural
organizations located within the rezoning area. We are also public members of the
Community Board 3 '197 Taskforce," and members of the Lower East Side Coalition for
Accountable Zoning (LESCAZ).

In furtherance of the 11 paint plan submitted to DCP by Community Board 3, and in
response to Task 7 of the draft scope document, we encourage DCP to conduct an
expanded historic resource survey so that resources can be adequately identified, and
alternatives and mitigations properly considered by the expert agencies. We include
here a list of architectural resources that are indicative of the kinds of resources the
consultant will find in the East Village and Lower East Side. We stress that this is not an
exhaustive list, but rather, indicates the depth and breadth of resources to be
considered. Some of these are listed as projected and potential development sites in the
draft scope.

RESOQURCES ALREADY IDENTIFIED IN EAST VILLAGE - LES

Angel Orensanz Foundation, (Ansche Slonim) 172 Norfolk St.
--NYC Landmark

Charlie Parker Residence, 151 Avenue B |
- NYC Landmark
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

Children’s Aid Society, Tompkins Square Lodging for Boys and Industrial School, 296
East 8" Street :
- NYC Landmark

Christodora House, 147 Avenue B
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

Hamilton-Holly House, 4 St. Marks Place
- NYC Landmark

Scope Task 7. Historic Resources, 7/9/07 page 1



German-American Shooting Society Clubhouse, 12 St. Mark’s Place
- NYC Landmark

Daniel LeRoy House, 20 St. Mark’s Place
- NYC Landmark
- Llisted on the State and National Register of Historic Places

First Houses, East 3™ Street and Avenue A
NYC Landmark '
Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

German-American Shooting Society Clubhouse, 12 St. Mark’s Place
NYC Landmark

German Evangeiicét Lutheran Church of St. Mark, 323 East 6" Street
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

Hamilton Fish House, 21 Stuyvesant Street
- NYC Landmark
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

Isaac T. Hopper House, 110 Second Avenue
- Listed an the State and National Register of Historic Places

Kehila Kedosha Janina, 280 Broome Street
-  NYC Landmark

Lower East Side National Register (see report—
~hitp:/www.oprhp.state.ny.us/hpimaging/hp_view.asp?GroupView=47638

Metropolitan Savings Bank, now the First Ukrainian Evangelical Pentecostal Church, 9
East 7" Street

- NYC Landmark

- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

New York Marble Cemetery, Interior of the Block between East 2™ to 3° Streets, Second
Avenue to the Bowery

- NYC Landmark

- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

New York City Marble Cemetery, 52-74 East 2" Street
- NYC Landmark
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

New York Public Library, Tompkins Square Branch, 331 East 10" Street
- NYC Landmark

Ottendorfer Public Library and Stuyvesant Polyclinic Hospital, 135-137 2™ Avenue

- NYC Landmark
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

Scope Task 7: Historic Resources, 7/9/07 page 2



Public School 64 (former), 605 East 9™ Sireet
- NYC Landmark

St. Marks in the Bowery, Stuyvesant Street/East 10" Street at 2 Avenue
- NYC Landmark
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

St. Marks Historic District
"~ - NYC Landmark
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

Yiddish Art Theatre, 18¢ Second Avenue
- NYC Landmark
- Listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places

EXAMPLES OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT & ELIGIBLE BUILDINGS

Theaters
Orpheum Theatre, 126 Second Avenue (Stomp)
Theaters on West 4" Street between Bowery and Second Avenue
- Tumverein Theater, 66-68 East 4" Street
- La Mama, 74 A East 4" Sireet
- Rod Rogers Dance Theater, 62 East 4™ Street
144 Second Avenue (now Veselka, built as a movie theater in 1914)
Theatre 80 St. Marks, 78-80 St. Mark’s Place

Canal Street Loew's Theater (architect Thomas Lamb), 31 Canal Street
Landmark Sunshine Theater, 139 E. Houston St.
105 2™ Ave (former theater, Fillmore,& Saint, now bank)

Houses of Worship
Church of St. Stanislaus Bishop and Martyr, 101 East 7" Street

St. Nicholas of Myra Orthodox Church, 288 East 10™ Street

Church of St. Brigid, 119 Avenue B

Mary Help of Christians, 436 East 12" Street

Congregation Beth Hamedrash Hagodol Anshe Ungarn, 242 East 7" Street
Moly Cross Polish National Catholic Church, 57 St. Marks Place

lglesia Metodista Unida Todas Las Nacicnes, 48 St. Marks Place

Church of St. Cyril, 62 St. Marks Place

Middle Collegiate Church, 112 Second Avenue

Father's Heart Ministry Center, 543 East 11™ Street

Congregation B'nai Mases Joseph Anshel Zawichost and Zosmer, 317 East 8" Street
St. Mary's American Orthodox Greek Catholic Church, 121 East 7" Street

Scope Task 7: Historic Resources, 7/9/07 page 3



Congregation Adas Yisroe! Anshe Mezeritz, 415 East 6" Street |

Iglesia de Dios, 636 East 6™ Street, original United Brethren Mission, designed by Vaux
& Radford

San isidoro y 8an Leandro Orthedox Catholic Church of Hispanic Rite, originally Chruch
of St. Elizabeth of Hungary, 345 East 4" Street

Church of Most Holy Redeemer, 173 East 3" Street

Monte Hermon, Iglesia Cristiana, 2898 East 3 Street

Beth Yitzchock, Congregation, 108 East 1* Street

Former Rectory, St. Nicholas Roman Catholic Church, 135 East 2™ Street
Nativity Mission Center, 204 & 206 Forsyth St.

San Isidoro y San Leandro Western Orthodox Christian Church of the Hispanic
Mozarabic Rite, 345 E. 4™ .Formerly, the R.C. St. Elizabeth of Hungary parish; the
Russian-Greek Orthodox Chapel of the Holy Trinity, and the Russian Orthodox Church
of St. Nicholas

Synagogue Center, Max D. Raiskin Center, 323 E. 8" St., former German Evangelical
Lutheran Church of St, Mark (hame church to Gen'l Slocum fire victims

Ukrainian church, 206 E. 11" St
Qur Lady of Sorrows Complex (Church, School, and Rectory), 213 Stanton & 99 Pitt

Former Adath Jeshurun of Jassy (Congregation israel of Jassy), then Erste Warshawer
Synagogue (First Warsaw Congregation}, now artists' housing and studios, 58 Rivington
Street (Stein, Cohen & Roth; chief architect, Emery Roth, 1903)

Former Rivington Branch, New York Public Library, now Iglesia del Nazareno {Church of
the Nazarene) 61-63 Rivington Street (McKim, Mead & White, architects, 1903)

Schools

Former PS 122, 150 First Avenue

PS 63, 121 East 3" Street

East Village Community Schaol, 610 East 12" Street

Manhattan School for Career Development, 113 East 4™ Street
Urban Assembly Schaol, 420 East 12" Street

42 East 1% Street (former school)

Former Girls School on East 12" Street between 2™ & 1% Avenues

PS 42, 71 Hester Street

Seward Park High Schoof, 62 Ludlow Street

Former P.S. 20, now Rivington House, 45 Rivington Street (C.B.J. Snyder, architect,
1898, renovations by Perkins & Will & Davis Brody, architects, 1993-84) - edge of district

Civic Buildings
Bathhouse, 538-540 East 11" Street
Bathhouse, 135 Allen St. - edge of district

Second Avenue Courthouse Building, now Anthology Film Archives, 32-34 Second
Avenue : '

Scope Task 7: Historic Resources, 7/9/07 page 4



New York Ear and Eye Infirmary, 216-222 Second Avenue
Children’s Aid Society Building, 630 East 6" Street

University Settlement, originally the Neighborhood Guild, 184 Eldridge Street (Howells &
Stokes, architects, 1898-89; addition by DeLemos & Cordes, 1904) - edge of district

Bank Buildings
Public National Bank of New York, 106 Avenue C
Former Industrial National Bank, 72 Second Avenue

85 Delancey Street Four-story, Neo-Renaissance cast-stone bank and commercial
building with bronze door.and clock for Public National Bank and Trust Company.
Schwartz & Gross, 1936.

183 Essex Street (223-225 Houston Street). Provident Loan Society of New York. One-
story, Classical Revival brick bank building with. stone and terra-cotta trlm Renwick,
Asplnwall & Tucker, 1912, :

Houses

Greek Revival Houses at 30-38 East 3 Street

Greek Revival, 169 First Ave.

Greek Revival, 326-328 E, 4" St.

Greek Revival/Neo Grec, 258 E. 7", 266 E. 7"®, 260 E. 7"" St.

Federal houses on the north side of East 7" Strest between 2™ & 3" Avenues
Federal house, 143 Allen St.

Rowhouses on 10" Street along the north side of Tompklns Square Park

Federal Siyle row houses on Grand Street (331, 333 and 335 Grand Street) just across
from eastern boundary of rezoning :

Distinctive residential row, 45-48-51 Ave. B

Tenement Buildings
.1 01 Ave. A,

79 Delancey Street Seven-story, Classical Revival marble and ferra-colta commercial
building. Samuel Sass, 1913.

80 Delancey Street, Six-story, Beaux-Arts old-law brick tenement with terra-cotta trim;
cornice. ¢.1395.

81 Delancey Street Five-story, Queen Anne old-law brick tenement with stone and terra-
cotta trim. Rentz & Lange, 1888.

101 Delancey Street Karg [built for Charles Karg]; Six-story Classical Revival new-law
brick tenement. Adclph F. Leicht, 1912

217 Houston Street Five-story, Neo-Grec pre-law brick tenement with stone trim. c. .
1875.

Scope Task 7: Historic Resources, 7/9/07 : page J



Andrew Berman, for Greenwuch Vlllage Soc:ety for H:stonc Preservatlon

179 Houston Straet Six-s'tory, Neo-Grec old-law brick téh‘ement with brick ahd stone
trim; comice removed. Julius Boekell, 1897. “Russ & Daughters Appetizing” neon sign.

Commercial & Other _

Hebrew Actor's Union, 31 East 7" Street

Cast-iron building at 171 First Avenue

Former. Karl Bitter Studio, 249 ¥ East 13" Street

Wheatsworth Factory, 444 East 10" Street

Bimbaum Building (now NYU Tisch’s building), 111 Second Avenue

Former transformer station, now artist Walter De Maria studio, 421-419 E. 6™ St.
Distinctive commercial building, 110 Ave. C

McSorley’s, 15 East 7" Street

Cld Beckenstein Building, 130 Orchard Street
ormer Site of Ridley's department building (just across from southernmost boundary of

zoning), 317 Grand Street
Katz’s Delicatessen (in pari), 199-205 Houston Street. One-story, commercial brick

commercial building with historic neon and enamel signs for Katz's,; section at No, 203
with modem facade. ¢. 1920.

s

Thank you for your consideration of our recommendations.

Sincerely,

- n'e_e-'l':'_pps,""fdr' er East Slde Tenement Museum -'
_ 91 Orchard St,, NY NY 10002 o :

_r JA./VA.._*""‘:__.__.

232 E. 11"‘ St NY NY 10003

/ r
ey / Ol g
Marcn Rea_ven, for City Lore
72 E. First St., NY NY 10003

Scope [esk 7: Historic Resomrces, 7307 ' page 6



%%’m g el
%%&@?%%@ﬁﬁ% R
Sl

: %ﬁ%‘ﬁ%%&@

AP
L) ;;3 K

e

of

e
EEEERE LR

=1 )

MUSEUM OFFICES 01 Orchard Street, New York, NY 10002 ref 212.431.0233 fay 2172.431.0402 www.tenement o7t MUSEUM LOCATION 108 Orchaed Street

Public testimony by Lower East Side Tenement Museum, June 25, 2007
Re: Draft Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement,
East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning

My name is Margaret Hughes, Director of the Immigrant Heritage Project at the Lower
East Side Tenement Museum, a cultusal organization located on Otchard Street in the
rezoning area. 'm here as the Coordinator of the Lower East Side Preservation Coalidon

The Lower East Side Preservation Coalition (LESPC) was formed to explore options and

- putsue stategies for neighborhood stabilization and preservation. In-Angust 2006 the , .. .
C .Cdal.iiioi_i éﬁbliﬁtt@dl _g'_ReqﬁeSt:_fér-Ey-r_aiua_-t_iqn- to the New Y‘;r.k_ City Landmérks L
- _Presérvdﬁoh' ébmﬁt_nils.si'(jﬁ _.for::"l;he Lower Fast Si’de-'Hisfoﬁ;::"_Dis_r.li'i:c't',':a_rl_h'ajﬁr'.po'rtic:)nﬂof' .

i the .pj:opo'lq:ér:.ln}'-l'is..to;ié Distriet is in ﬂ;s‘-'Rez_bfdﬁg atea. The bulk of the proposed arcais

" 6n the National Register for Historic Places. (The repott can be accessed at the following

These comments are applicable to Task 7. Historical Resources and to Task 9.

Neighborhood Character.

Within the Lower East Side Historic District, scores of nineteenth and twentieth century
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properties convey the sﬁ:ry of Immigrant homes, health, entreprencur-ship, labot, education, and
recreational life in New York City. Sites include pre-law and old-law Italianate, Beaux-Arts, Queen Anne
and Neo-Grec tenements as well as Federal-style row houses. In addition we find an extraordinary array of

histotic properties—commetcial, religious and educational:

* The Good Samatitan Dispensary, a turn-of-the last century clinic for Lower Fast Side immigrants;
* The Public National Bank and Ttust Company;
* The Eldri&ge Street Synagogue, the first great house of worship built on the Lower Hast Side by
Eastern Buropean Jews and designated a National Historic Landmatk in 1996;
% eliia Kedosha Junina, a synagogu vitrually unchanged since it was buile by Romaniote Jews from . . -
o oo 192, et s oy o Yoo,
e ._ Theformer home of the Ridley’s Dcpartment Store o R
AN - _Rectca;:i_;)ﬁél- sites. sﬁ_ch asthe Loe\;s.ﬁeater des.ig...m;.-d"Bjr: Thotnas Lamb, :

* and Educational institutions including Public School 42 and Seward Park High School.

The Lower East Side is an historic immigrant neighborhood. Should its unique streetscape be lost, New
Yorkers, as well as national and international visitors to the neighborhood will lose all context fot its rich
cultural history. The designation of a Lower East Side Histotic District will break new ground in

preservation. It will be the first Historic District to commemorate the urban, working class, poor

immigrant and migrant experience.
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For all the reasons given above I ask the Landmarks Commission to speedily designate a Lower Bast Side
Histotic District as a permanent reminder of the importance of immigration to this City, past and present.

The Lower Bast Side as it is today is vital to our sense of ourselves as a people, as New Yorkers, and as

Ammeticans.



cLo L Testimony . - S 3
- .. EV/LES Rezoning Environmental Impact Statement Scoping Meeting ~ © 0
o+ sl Department of City Planning, - ¢ o
Spector Hall, 22'Reade-Street, June 25, 2-5pm, 6-8:45pm

Rob Hollander, Ph.D.,
Director, LES Residents for Responsible Development

- Lower East Side Residents for Responsible Development asks that the three following alternatives be included
in the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement:

1. Include the Bowery in the C4-4A zone,

2. Keep the current 3.44 FAR for the avenues north of Houston Street,

3. Do not upzone Houston, Delancey, Chrystie or D.

1. Inclusion of the Bowery: the impact of this zoning on the Bowery could be devastating. Unable to build their
hotels south of Houston, developers will look to the Bowery where hotels can still be built. The EIS must
include a study of the Bowery. Extend the C4-4A zoning to the Bowery. Most Bowery buildings are four stories
or lower. Nearly all the rest are only five stories tall. Tt is home to some of the oldest, most historic structures in

New York (e.g. 185 & 357).

2. Keep the current 3.44 FAR for the avenues north of Houston Street: virtually all of 1st Avenue and most
of2nd, A, B and C are lined with buildings 5-stories or lower, FAR 3.44 or fess. Raising the FAR to 4 will mean
roofiop additions all across the avenues. Landlords use the construction of extensions as a means of tuming
residences into construction sites to harass tenants out of their homes. Four-story buildings will be warechoused
in preparation for demolition and redevelopment. The low-rise, broad, open Civil War context of the Fast
Village avenues will be darkened beyond recognition and solely for money, no other reason.

3. No upzoning on Houston, Delancey, Chrystie or D: Inclusionary up-Zoning on Houston has already
brought us the Avalon Building and Whole Foods. The character of the neighborhood cannot survive more 80%
market-rate glass&steel intrusions. Added development causes secondary displacement of residents and small,
local businesses. We already have too much development, we mustn’t invite more devetopment. A regsonable
zoning for these streets: R7B (FAR 3, height cap 75 ft) perhaps with an inclusionary housing bonus to 4. That.

7+ . Will ensur that no.one currently living in affordable housitig will be displacéd for the sake of prosisés of . © | 70+ -

. A general alternative proposat for the entire district including the Bowery: .
= maintain the current '3.44 FAR, L T
* . remove the community facility bonus, - A T
"« cap heights at 70 feet (3.44 FAR = an average 5 story tenement, so the added height won't threaten--* "~
" existing tenements.) ' .

The closest existing contextual zonings would be R6A and R7B and for south of Houston, C4-3A. Zoning
designations like these but with 3.44 FAR would fit the neighborhood like a glove. :

Thank you,

Rob Hollander, Ph.D.

LES Residents for Responsibie Development
622 E 11, #10

NYC, 10009

212-228-6152
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Super-luxe hotel is

8Y LINCOLN ANDERSON

A hotel under construction on the Fast Village's edge
#ill embody a new concept of “Downtown Luxury,”
iccording to its developers.

At 23 stories, with 146 rooms, but no pame yet, it's

ising at 25-33 Cooper Square at E. Fifth St. The open-
ng is slated for early next year. Peck Moss Hotel Group,
ed by Gregory mon_p 32, and Matthew Moss, 33, are the
levelopers.

Peck — no nmﬁacn to the late movie actor of the same

wame, he m.mm_._wna — said the hotel will feature the most
ugurions service and amenides.

“The concept we have for the hotel is something we call
Downtown Ly’ — to design something Downtown,
mt with a very high level of service reminiscent of the
rande dame hotels of Europe,” he said. “We hepe it
loesn't come off as trendy, but timeless and mature.”

Peck said ﬂrw location is 2 big plus.

“It’s sort of a:convergence of several Downtown neigh-
wrhoods —:Scha, the East Village, Union magﬁe. he
aid. “And we’re really excited about what's going on on
he Bowery — it's going fo make it a really vibrant area.

“The hotel’s views are really going to be spectacular,”
e added. “There’s not a lot that’s really tall around it.”

Some blogizers on real estate Web sites, however, have
aocked the hotel’s white arcifig shape, dubbing i “the
hark fin,” others even calling'it blatantly phallie: But Peck

aid he and Moss are high on zﬁ hotel’s %mﬁ? iEo& was

one by Carlos Zapata. -

?m&.onm has theit opinions,” Peck m_ma_mmmm aﬁm
,:nr. it’s going to be beautiful and a grept part-of .rn
kyline.

“Our view is if 'we were UE_&% Samﬁw_um new, i
hould be new;” he continued. “1 think people will like it

- it’s just very slezk. It's a glass facade, but it will read.

shite: It has fritting,” he said, nmmﬂ.nnm to the specially
eated glass.

Rates are projected at $350 to $400 2 night, typical
ar _._hmr.n:m roﬁ_w and significantly higher than the city’s

$200 average hotel room rate, -

»

Hﬂﬁm_.n. .

venue fe 2 “eclectic

bars,” m&w mmi There will _..a a u oco.mnﬁma

.. g uo&_,&nm_.

“ Arendering of the completed 23-story hotel.

The :oﬁwaa_ also have & 2,000- Ecm_d mooﬂ.__é..EE_o.
Uiin, @i scréening roofir with -

30 or 48:5ets, “a destination restaurant”.and “a couple of.

foat _.comﬁ_u_u

m..moﬁm._o__ Cooper Square

96_: space, _‘.mﬁ enclosed and half open.
- The hotel's clientele likely will be “a lot of fashion- and

; ,a.:.ﬁ.EEEm:iSum people,” he said.

“Although some neighbors feared the entrance was

N _uﬂsm v_mnbnn_. for Fifth St., Peck said this was never the
i - case.” :

.ﬁﬁ.n:zmsom is on Ooo_oﬂ Square — and it always

,.Emm. And the side entrance is on Fifth St.,” he said. “1

© with that,”
. tenement

“and the new,”

think people were afraid there would be deliveries and

“people coming in on Fifth St.,” he noted,
" The project is being built around an existing tenement
o-which two residential tenants declined buyout
offers. e
““They émﬁna te stay there and we had no problem
Peck said. The developers purchased the
s air rights, though, allowing them to increase
the project’s height,
LIt's all right, because it's sort of juxtaposing the old
7 Peck said of the tenement holdouts. The
artist tenants, Hettie Jones — poet Amiri Bavaka’s ex-wife
— &and Kate Abel, occupy the old building’s third and
fourth. floors. “The hotel will use the tenement’s secand
floor for: administrative offices and the ground floor for
a library with a fireplace for hote| guests. On Fifth St., to
the south of :.6 tenement, will be a street-level garden for
the hotel.
- When Peck spoke on Feb. 19, the hotel's steel frame
already had been erected to the seventh Aoor, He said the

1,

- workers will put up a new floor every two to three work-

days.and “top out” the building’s frame by this mouth's

" end,

In the industry, the thinking is that the city can use

_rore hotel roome, Peck said.

- "The total number of hotel rooms is about 71 000"
he said. *The city’s been operating at close to 99 pereent
Thotel aoEu accupancy for the last two years and there’s
'no sign of that slowing down. Tourism is at an all-time -
high, It dipped for a couple of vears after 2001, but now
‘we're back at historical highs.”



" CONTEXTUAL HEIGHT
OF THE LOWER EAST SIDE
NORTH OF HOUSTON STREET

An address-by-address-, lot-by-lot survey
I

Conducted by
LESRRD
Lower East Side Re51dents for
Resp0n51ble Development

November 2006
Revised, June 2007
Contextual Height of the Lower East Side North of Houston Street: An address-by-
address, lot-by-lot survey
Conducted by Lower East Side Residents for Responsible Development



"Survey I: Representative Streets

Background

This survey was conducted during the first week of November, 2006, by Lower East
Side Residents for Responsible Development (LESRRD), an East Village comumunity
network, as a community informational project in preparation for 2 public presentation of
a rezoning plan by the Department of City Planning (DCP), November 6, 2006, The goal
has been to provide the public, the local Community Board and the City with reliable, up-
. to-date data on the height of existing structures for the determination of contextual height
the general height of buildings in the Lower East Side north of Houston street, The
survey was commissioned and paid for entirely by LESRRD. No funds were sought or
accepted from any other source.

?

Method

Constraints of ime and budget prohibiting a survey of the entire proposed zoning area
(see the DCP's proposal map}, LESRRD decided to choose, as a first installment of a
larger survey, one entire characteristic street and one entire characteristic avenuc running
through the “East Village™ section of the zoning area, Houston Streel east of Bowery/3rd
Avenue north to 14th Street, Houston Street itself was included to provide data on the
number of easily developed “soft” sites, information crucial to judging the impact of
DCP's proposed upzoning of that street,

The survey consisted of a walk through, address-by-address, of each of the chosen
streets. Each building was recorded individually with the following information (see the
sample record sheet attached): number of lots, number of stories, type of use, pericd of
construction, and number of commercial uses. Type of use included residential, religious,
commercial, educational. For lots with no construction, types included park, p¥ayground
- vacant:lot, garden ‘yard: Serial (contlguous) lots: w1th no construction were cotinted:as

' one address, with the number of lots recorded under lot number. Period of constmcnon

. was tdentmed by a vanety of historical clues including architectural detail, type, size and

color of’ brick, ceiling height, buil ding hei ght, number of units and niimber of lots, which,
" clues; taken all together, almost always provxde a reliahle profile of cstimated age.
Periods included Pre-Law (prior to 1867), Old Law ( (to 1901), New Law (to ca. 1920),

E Prc-World War TT (16 the 1940's), Post-World War II (throngh the 1980'), Genmfcatlon

(to present).

Data

st Avenue

# slores 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 >6*  total
#taddresses 2 4 2 5 40 87 15 1 156
#lots : 2 6 2 12 43 08 19 i 183
F1th Strect

# stories _ 0 i 2 3 4 5 6  =0% (ota
#addresscs 11 3 30 449 28 4 132

o

#lots 25 3 9 35 65 42 6 186



. Houston Street**

6 =6 total

# stories o 1 . 2 3 4 5

#addresses 10 19 4 9 14 27 24 4 111
#lots 34 35 4 16 19 30 28 18 184
Totals:

# stories 0 i 2 3 4 5 0 >6¥  total
#addresses 23 26 7 20 84 163 67 9 399
#tlots 6 44 7 37 87 193 89 25 553

Analysis

Of the three streets, First Avenue has the most consistent overall context, mostly 3
story buildings with a large number of 4 story buildings as well, and little else besides.
Only 10% of its buildings rise above 5 stories. Over half the buildings — 56% -- are 5
stories tall, 26% stand 4 stories tall. Roughly the same holds true by lot: 54% of lots (not
counting O-story lots) are occupled by 5 story structures. Only 11% of lots have buildings
taller than S stories. Both median and mode are 5 stories and the mean is between 4 and 5
‘storics,

1 1th Street shows only a slightly broader range: 40% of buildings stand 5 stories tall,
hut 23% rise to 6 stories and an additional 3% rise above 6 stories. 40% of lots (not
counting the O-story lots) are occupied by 5 story buildings, 30% rise above 5 stories.
Again, the median and mode are 5 stories, the mean only slightly below,

Houston Street presents a broad spectrum of structures including many sofl sites -
taxpayers, empty lots and two-story buildings. The data on Houston also reflect the

.. consequences of recent out-of-seale devel opment Already 12% ofus lots are. bu11t out-,- e

. of- scale not countmg any. of the néw Avalon structures

' Ovcrall the nelghborhood_.appear's to h'a_ve-a falr_ly s::o_n_smte.n-t' context. In the'area . - -

surveyed, 40% of lots are built to S storics, 20% arc built to 4 stories, 18% are built to 6 |

stories. Only 4% are taller than 6 stonesl 38% are under 5 stones {not countmg 0)- qtory .
lots), only22% arc taller than 5 stories. oo

Conclusion

A realistic and reasonable zoning would include a 60-foot height cap, a base FAR of
perhaps 2 bonusable to 4 with affordable housing, This would be similar to an
Inclusionary Zoning R6-B but with a fowered base FAR, something akin to mandatory
affordable housing. That would preserve our neighborhood context, protect low-income
tenants from development-hungry landlords, and create new affordable housing wherever
development is ripe (vacant lots and single story non-residential retailers).

Contrary to the expectation that avenues are butlt talter than side-streets, the butldings
on 1sl Avenue arc typically much lower than those on 11th Street: 89% of buildings on
15t Avenue are 5 stories or lower; only 70% on 11th Street. This is obvious to anyone
who has enjoyed the view of wide-open sky on 15t Avenue. More important, a great



many of the four-story pre-Law tenements héuse only three tenants each, which makes:
them targets for landlord harassment and eviction in an upzoned neighborheod. The DCP
plan could create great pressure on a landlord who owns a 4~ -story tenement with three
tenants to evict, demolish and build 8 stories for 16 tenants even at the proposed FAR of
4. The suggestion that avenues should be zoned taller than side-streets should not be
assumed -- it requires substantial justification and careful scrutiny, especially considering
the historical character of the neighborhood. In large part First Avenue retains the

- appearance it had in the second half of the 19th century. The tenements are mostly pre-
Law (pre 1867}, there arc fewer Old and New Law tenements — the tenements that risc to
6 slories - than elsewhere in the district. Development is more appropriate in less
historically significant neighborhoods (almost any neighborhood in the city is less
historically significant than the LES) and the avenues in the LES are at least as
historically rich and well-preserved as the sidestreets.

Proposals

Based on these data, LESRRD offers three proposals for the Lower East Side north of
Houston Strect: '
1.R6-A or R7-B with a base 3 44 FAR bonusable to 4.0 FAR with affordable housing.
2 Moratorium on construction until final approval of a zoning plan (after City Council
Int. 679/2005) %**
3.Historical District designation for the Lower East Side North of Houston Street.

¥Buildings over 6 stories are so few and so variable in height that we grouped them together in one
CRIeEory. Thcy represent only 2% of the buildings of the neighborhood, statistically insignificant.
#%Qecause Houston does not {it the 1811 gnid, lat size is often difficult to gage. But rendering both the -
addresses and the Tots increases the precision of the picture.

S EFFBy Council Members Avefla, Comrig; Fidler, Gentile, _(..Lonzalez -James, Kappell, Martincz,

' Mc.’\e‘[uhon I\!Elsou, Paling, Recéhia Jr, Sanders Ir), Vacea, Vanin, White Jr.; Mendez, Monserrate, Addabbu"'_j?: R
- e, Mark-Viverito, Weprin and Oddo..Title A Local Law to amend the adr‘mnisn'atwe coede of the city of

New York, in relation to the issuande of building permuts for areas where a rezoning application is pending.
.Body Be it enacted by. the Council as follows: Section 1. Section 27-191 of the administrative code ofthe o

city of New York is amended by lettering the existing section as subdivision a-and adding anew’

: 'subdms:on b to-read as follows:b. Upon the filing with the council of an application for rezoning by the

© ity planning commission pursudnt to séction one hundred minety- -seven-d of 1he ¢Harter, the department

shall not, except under exigenl circumstances involving safety and hcalth, issue any permits for either; (1)
new building, {2) alteration, {3) foundation and earthwork, or {4} demolition and removal, within the area
that is the subject of the rezoning application until the completion of t