


From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Veto the NYU 2031 plan and support our NYC community
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:55:03 AM
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From: Balliro, Annie (Sr. Director of Brand Philanthropy) [mailto:Annie_Balliro@hardrock.com] 
Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2011 8:50 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN; Balliro, Annie (Sr. Director of Brand Philanthropy)
Subject: Veto the NYU 2031 plan and support our NYC community
 

May 22nd , 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Dear Mr Dobruskin:

I am writing to you as a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association and as a
voting member of the Downtown NYC Community.   The MHDR has been a vital and
integral element on the corner of Mercer and Houston for 30 years, currently on land
owned by the City/DOT.  It is used by members, but also enjoyed by the non-dog
community at large.  The proposed NYU2031 project would displace the MHDR to the west
side of the present Coles Gymnasium to NYU owned land, directly affecting the public use
and enjoyment of the run.  I strongly urge you NOT to support NYU’s revised massive
expansion plan in the Village, and not to approve the precedent-setting approvals they are
seeking to move ahead.  The revised plan is still totally wrong for this neighborhood and
totally unacceptable for the limited “green space” that is currently enjoyed by voting, tax-
paying residents, to be utilized for private institution use. 

NYU’s plan to add 2 million square feet of space around Washington Square Park and
another 1 million square feet throughout surrounding neighborhoods would have a
devastating impact – oversaturating neighborhoods which are already oversaturated with
NYU facilities.

The means by which NYU is seeking to do this are equally disturbing. Lifting zoning
requirements to preserve open space in one of the most park-starved areas in New York City,
changing residential zoning to commercial, transferring public land to a private institution,
and removing urban renewal deed restrictions, as NYU is requesting, would be just plain
wrong.

There are better alternatives for the city, for NYU, and for the Village if NYU is to expand.
Community leaders in the Financial District have asked NYU to consider their area for
expansion, where NYU’s academic, cultural, and housing facilities would be welcome and
are needed. Growth potential in the Financial District is nearly limitless, while historic and
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May 22nd , 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Dear Mr Dobruskin:


I am writing to you as a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association and as a voting member of the Downtown NYC Community.   The MHDR has been a vital and integral element on the corner of Mercer and Houston for 30 years, currently on land owned by the City/DOT.  It is used by members, but also enjoyed by the non-dog community at large.  The proposed NYU2031 project would displace the MHDR to the west side of the present Coles Gymnasium to NYU owned land, directly affecting the public use and enjoyment of the run.  I strongly urge you NOT to support NYU’s revised massive expansion plan in the Village, and not to approve the precedent-setting approvals they are seeking to move ahead.  The revised plan is still totally wrong for this neighborhood and totally unacceptable for the limited “green space” that is currently enjoyed by voting, tax-paying residents, to be utilized for private institution use. 

NYU’s plan to add 2 million square feet of space around Washington Square Park and another 1 million square feet throughout surrounding neighborhoods would have a devastating impact – oversaturating neighborhoods which are already oversaturated with NYU facilities.

The means by which NYU is seeking to do this are equally disturbing. Lifting zoning requirements to preserve open space in one of the most park-starved areas in New York City, changing residential zoning to commercial, transferring public land to a private institution, and removing urban renewal deed restrictions, as NYU is requesting, would be just plain wrong.

There are better alternatives for the city, for NYU, and for the Village if NYU is to expand. Community leaders in the Financial District have asked NYU to consider their area for expansion, where NYU’s academic, cultural, and housing facilities would be welcome and are needed. Growth potential in the Financial District is nearly limitless, while historic and predominantly residential neighborhoods like the Village, East Village, and NoHo clearly have their limits, which NYU has more than met.

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood resident, I urge you that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU’s project. If implemented, this proposal would have an enormous—and negative— impact upon the Village.  I also hope you will protect the character of our neighborhood and not support NYU’s bid to overbuild and undo long-standing neighborhood zoning protections.

Sincerely,

Annie Balliro

285 Mott Street #A7


New York, NY  10012



predominantly residential neighborhoods like the Village, East Village, and NoHo clearly
have their limits, which NYU has more than met.

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood resident, I
urge you that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU’s project. If implemented, this proposal would have an enormous—and
negative— impact upon the Village.  I also hope you will protect the character of our
neighborhood and not support NYU’s bid to overbuild and undo long-standing neighborhood
zoning protections.

Sincerely,

 

Annie Balliro

285 Mott Street #A7

New York, NY  10012

 

______________________________________________________________________

Confidentiality: This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended for the named recipient
only and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. 
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify sender immediately by reply and delete all
copies of the e-mail. Do not otherwise disclose, store or copy the contents. 

Virus Warning: HRC has taken precautions to minimize the risk of transmitting software
viruses, however we advise you to carry out your own virus checks on any attachment to this
message.



May 22nd , 2011 

Robert Dobruskin 
Environmental Assessment and Review 
Department of City Planning 
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor 
New York, NY 10007 
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov 

Dear Mr Dobruskin: 

I am writing to you as a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association and as a voting member of the 
Downtown NYC Community.   The MHDR has been a vital and integral element on the corner of Mercer 
and Houston for 30 years, currently on land owned by the City/DOT.  It is used by members, but also enjoyed 
by the non-dog community at large.  The proposed NYU2031 project would displace the MHDR to the west 
side of the present Coles Gymnasium to NYU owned land, directly affecting the public use and enjoyment of 
the run.  I strongly urge you NOT to support NYU’s revised massive expansion plan in the Village, and not 
to approve the precedent-setting approvals they are seeking to move ahead.  The revised plan is still totally 
wrong for this neighborhood and totally unacceptable for the limited “green space” that is currently enjoyed 
by voting, tax-paying residents, to be utilized for private institution use.  
 
NYU’s plan to add 2 million square feet of space around Washington Square Park and another 1 million square 
feet throughout surrounding neighborhoods would have a devastating impact – oversaturating neighborhoods 
which are already oversaturated with NYU facilities. 
 
The means by which NYU is seeking to do this are equally disturbing. Lifting zoning requirements to preserve 
open space in one of the most park-starved areas in New York City, changing residential zoning to commercial, 
transferring public land to a private institution, and removing urban renewal deed restrictions, as NYU is 
requesting, would be just plain wrong. 
 
There are better alternatives for the city, for NYU, and for the Village if NYU is to expand. Community leaders 
in the Financial District have asked NYU to consider their area for expansion, where NYU’s academic, cultural, 
and housing facilities would be welcome and are needed. Growth potential in the Financial District is nearly 
limitless, while historic and predominantly residential neighborhoods like the Village, East Village, and NoHo 
clearly have their limits, which NYU has more than met. 
 
As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood resident, I urge you that revisions 
be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU’s project. If implemented, this 
proposal would have an enormous—and negative— impact upon the Village.  I also hope you will protect the 
character of our neighborhood and not support NYU’s bid to overbuild and undo long-standing neighborhood 
zoning protections. 

Sincerely, 

 

Annie Balliro 

285 Mott Street #A7 

New York, NY  10012 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:53:41 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: spam@alecbrownstein.com [mailto:spam@alecbrownstein.com] On Behalf Of a b
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:02 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and
neighborhood resident, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to
the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU's
project. If implemented, this proposal would have an enormous--and
negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the NYU's draft
review utterly fails to adequately address the following areas:

· The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and
developments on the diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks.
Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog Run is connected to a series of open
spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances the unenclosed, green
space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-Houston Dog
Run to a smaller, virtually hidden space.

· The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the
planned developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of
the neighborhood. Presently, we have a diverse and multi-faceted
community. The planned development would drastically alter the
neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A direct
effect of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of the
Mercer-Houston Dog Run would be so changed that the open space no
longer serves the same user population. People simply would be less
likely to know that there is a local dog run. Public access would be
severely limited. Visually, the run must be accessible. To virtually
hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in simply
passing by. People who do not know it exists, would never find it
unless they walked between the buildings. New members are first
attracted by their immediate visual experience as they walk by.

· The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise
generated from the relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers,
and how the noise would significantly impact them. After 30 years as a
vibrant facet of the community, this ultimately might cause the
closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Alexander Brownstein
298 Mulberry Street, 3L
New York, NY 10012
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Friday, May 20, 2011 5:31:15 PM

 

From: Amy Harlib [mailto:aharlib@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 20, 2011 5:30 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
 
aharlib@earthlink.net

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

NYU NEEDS  A LOT MORE OVERSIGHT!

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU’s
project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and I believe that the
NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many important areas. These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result from the rezoning NYU
is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they will construct if the rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in the area, better
utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus
by simply making use of the space on Friday, they could increase their effective available space by up to
25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in the area, better utilizing
the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they already have. NYU has been warehousing
apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number
of apartments in these complexes by combining more and more existing units into a smaller and smaller
number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices would significantly diminish the
university’s purported need for additional faculty housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on surrounding historic
resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and
the State and National Register-eligible NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which
the new developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development pressure
upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration from demolition, digging, and
construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the immediate historic
resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington Square Village and their open space. That
should include compromised views of these structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open
space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments would
undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do so by so drastically altering the balance
of institutional uses, and uses connected to a single institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse
and multi-faceted community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development on some but not all
of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU has proposed. 
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Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Amy Harlib 

212 West 22nd St. #2N  

N.Y., NY 10011



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 11:01:45 AM

 

From: Amy Harlib [mailto:aharlib@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 2:22 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M
 
 
aharlib@earthlink.net
 

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

Curb NYU’s overreaching!

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous
impact upon the Village, and I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover
many important areas. These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result
from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they
will construct if the rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in
the area, better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s
academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on
Friday, they could increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in
the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they
already have. NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village
and Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in
these complexes by combining more and more existing units into a smaller and
smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices
would significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional faculty
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housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on
surrounding historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District,
the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible
NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which the new
developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development
pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration
from demolition, digging, and construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington
Square Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of
these structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do
so by so drastically altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a
single institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted
community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development
on some but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU
has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Amy Harlib

212 West 22nd St. #2N

N.Y.,  NY  10011



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: NYU Core ULURP CEQR No. 11 DCP121M
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 10:25:11 AM

 

From: bcahnclay@gmail.com [mailto:bcahnclay@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2011 2:36 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: NYU Core ULURP CEQR No. 11 DCP121M
 
Dear City Planners,

I am writing as a 30-year resident of Greenwich Village, an NYU Alumna, a member of the
Alumni Association, and a member of the LaGuardia Corner Gardens. I am not anti-NYU. I
belong to the Coles and Palladium gyms, use Bobst Library, attend functions at the King Juan
Carlos Center and exhibitions at the Grey Art Gallery. I am very pleased to be a member of
the NYU community.

However, I feel this massive construction project will not benefit either the NYU community,
or the neighborhood. It is simply too much density for this area. I chose to live in the Village
because it was mostly low-rise, and more open than the rest of Manhattan. 

Visitors to the LaGuardia Corner Gardens are so appreciative that the garden is there.
Whenever it is open to the public, many people take advantage of it. The gardeners are very
knowledgeable about the plants and flowers, and visitors use them as a resource.

Although Washington Square Park is only a few blocks away, it is often so packed with
people, and so noisy, that it is difficult to relax there. The LaGuardia Corner Gardens provide
a necessary function in the neighborhood, and it would be a terrible shame to destroy them. 

While an NYU spokesperson said they are not planning to demolish the garden, I don't see
how it would be possible to build a 14-story tower a few feet away without destroying it. 

There are many other neighborhoods in the city that would welcome NYU into their midst.
Please ask them to consider some of these proposals for this massive construction project.

Sincerely,
Barbara Cahn
(MA Steinhardt (SEHNAP) 1983)
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:52:57 AM

 

From: Peter Dog [mailto:benitaraphan1@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:17 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M
 
Benita Raphan
The John Adams
101 West 12 Street (7-Z)
NYC, NY 10011

May 23, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP,
CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood
resident, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft
Environmental Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal
would have an enormous--and negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the
NYU's draft review utterly fails to adequately address the following areas:

· The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on
the diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog
Run is connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances
the unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run to a smaller, virtually hidden space.

· The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
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developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood.
Presently, we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The planned development
would drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A
direct effect of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run would be so changed that the open space no longer serves the
same user population. People simply would be less likely to know that there is a local
dog run. Public access would be severely limited. Visually, the run must be
accessible. To virtually hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in
simply passing by. People who do not know it exists, would never find it unless they
walked between the buildings. New members are first attracted by their immediate
visual experience as they walk by. 

· The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated from
the relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would
significantly impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this
ultimately might cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Benita Raphan
Board Member: Mercer-Houston Dog Run



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement f.or NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No 11DCP121
Date: Friday, May 20, 2011 5:14:07 PM

 

From: c.grauer@att.net [mailto:c.grauer@att.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 20, 2011 3:59 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN; ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement f.or NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No
11DCP121
 
5/20/11

 

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

 

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft
Environmental Impact Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if
implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and I
believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many
important areas. These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments
which could result from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not
simply the developments they now say they will construct if the
rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more
academic space in the area, better utilizing the space which they
currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes unused on
Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on Friday, they
could increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more
faculty housing in the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in
the proposed rezoning area which they already have. NYU has
been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village and
Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of
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apartments in these complexes by combining more and more
existing units into a smaller and smaller number of larger and
larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices would
significantly diminish the university’s purported need for
additional faculty housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings
would have on surrounding historic resources, including the
proposed South Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo
Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible
NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows
which the new developments would cast upon them, blocked
views of them, increased development pressure upon them, and
the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration from
demolition, digging, and construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and
developments on the immediate historic resources of Silver
Towers/University Village and Washington Square Village and
their open space. That should include compromised views of these
structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as
the planned developments would undeniably irreversibly alter
neighborhood character. It would do so by so drastically altering
the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a single
institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-
faceted community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes
allowing development on some but not all of the proposed sites,
and at densities lower than that which NYU has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Crista Grauer

523 Broadway, NYC 10012

       

 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Cc: CELESTE EVANS
Subject: Fw: Mercer Houston dog run
Date: Monday, June 06, 2011 11:27:28 AM

----- Original Message -----
From: Cy O'Neal [mailto:coneal@friendsindeed.org]
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 09:55 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Mercer Houston dog run

June 6, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment & Review
Department of ity Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY  10007

Dear Mr. Dobruskin,

I would like to add my voice to the all of those who protest NYU's 
take-over
of the land that now houses the Mercer-Houston dog run, as well as a 
children's
playground, etc.

The dog run has been there for 30 years, it's an iconic part of our 
neighborhood.
Before I had a dog of my own, I used to stand at the fence and watch 
the dogs
play as do hundreds of other people during the week. It's a happy 
sight! NYU would
like to move us (more than 300 of us) to a much smaller site in the 
middle of Silver
Towers where we would not be seen from the street and where it would 
be impossible
to attract new members - they wouldn't know we were there - not to 
mention how the
residents of Silver Towers might feel about dogs barking right under 
their windows.

The Mercer Houston Dog Run not only provides a great service there is 
a strong
quality-of-life factor. That stretch of land which NYU would 
obliterate is made up of
air, light, space, sky, and many beautiful trees (one, in particular, 
is certainly one of the
most magnificent cherry trees in New York City). These are things to 
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be cherished. Not
things to be sacrificed to, yet another, enormous claustrophobia-
inducing high-rise.
When consent was given to build Silver Towers, we were promised that 
the open areas
surrounding them would remain untouched. That promise must be kept!

All of us who live in this area are constantly disheartened as we 
watch NYU gobble
up every bit of space they can get their hands on. I'm sure you would 
agree that
everything must not be about real estate and commerce. Already we 
constantly watch
as businesses close to be replaced by yet another high-priced 
boutique. Quality-of-life
matters greatly and we need our public representatives to protect us.

I sincerely and humbly request that you give this matter your most 
serious attention.

We need your help.

Warm Regards,

Cynthia O'Neal
292 Lafayette Atreet  #5E
Neew York, NY 10012



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 2:43:56 PM

 

From: Ponce, Carlos (FO-WFC) [mailto:carlos_ponce@ml.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 2:04 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M
 

May 31 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous
impact upon the Village, and I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover
many important areas. These include:

·       The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result
from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they will
construct if the rezoning is approved.

·       The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in
the area, better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s academic
space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on Friday, they could
increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

·       The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in
the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they already
have. NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver
Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in these complexes by
combining more and more existing units into a smaller and smaller number of larger and
larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices would significantly diminish the
university’s purported need for additional faculty housing.

·       The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on
surrounding historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District, the
NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible NoHo
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Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which the new developments would
cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development pressure upon them, and the
risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration from demolition, digging, and
construction.

·       The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on
the immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington Square
Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of these structures,
and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·       The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do so by
so drastically altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a single
institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted community.

·       The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing
development on some but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which
NYU has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Carlos Ponce

200 Mercer Street, Apt 2B

New York, NY 10012     

This message w/attachments (message) is intended solely for the use of the intended
recipient(s) and may contain information that is privileged, confidential or proprietary. If you
are not an intended recipient, please notify the sender, and then please delete and destroy all
copies and attachments, and be advised that any review or dissemination of, or the taking of
any action in reliance on, the information contained in or attached to this message is
prohibited. 
Unless specifically indicated, this message is not an offer to sell or a solicitation of any
investment products or other financial product or service, an official confirmation of any
transaction, or an official statement of Sender. Subject to applicable law, Sender may
intercept, monitor, review and retain e-communications (EC) traveling through its
networks/systems and may produce any such EC to regulators, law enforcement, in litigation
and as required by law. 
The laws of the country of each sender/recipient may impact the handling of EC, and EC
may be archived, supervised and produced in countries other than the country in which you
are located. This message cannot be guaranteed to be secure or free of errors or viruses. 

References to "Sender" are references to any subsidiary of Bank of America Corporation.
Securities and Insurance Products: * Are Not FDIC Insured * Are Not Bank Guaranteed *
May Lose Value * Are Not a Bank Deposit * Are Not a Condition to Any Banking Service or
Activity * Are Not Insured by Any Federal Government Agency. Attachments that are part of
this EC may have additional important disclosures and disclaimers, which you should read.



This message is subject to terms available at the following link: 
http://www.bankofamerica.com/emaildisclaimer. By messaging with Sender you consent to
the foregoing.



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Regarding: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 4:50:53 PM

 

From: Carl Schnedeker [mailto:carlo31b@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 4:04 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Regarding: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M
 
May 31, 2011
 
Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin:
 
I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous
impact upon the Village, and I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover
many important areas. These include:

The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result
from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they
will construct if the rezoning is approved.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in
the area, better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s
academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on
Friday, they could increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in
the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they
already have. NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village
and Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in these
complexes by combining more and more existing units into a smaller and smaller
number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices would
significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional faculty housing.

The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on
surrounding historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District,
the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible
NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which the new
developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development
pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration from
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demolition, digging, and construction.

The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington
Square Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of these
structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do
so by so drastically altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a
single institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted
community.

The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development
on some but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU
has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
 
Carl Schnedeker
183 East Second Street
New York, NY 10009
 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: SAVE THE RUN!
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 10:21:21 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Claudia Silver [mailto:claudiasilver@nyc.rr.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 29, 2011 9:35 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: SAVE THE RUN!

Dear Mr. Dobrus,

Please reject NYUs plan to destroy our run at Mercer and Houston   This public space is vital for our
community.  It is GREEN space as well and we don't want to see it destroyed by NYUs plan for
development.

Thank you. 

Claudia Silver
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Mercer-Houston Dog Run
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 11:35:39 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Charles [mailto:travelmagnate7@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 9:38 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Mercer-Houston Dog Run

Dear Mr. Dobruskin,

As a SoHo resident and member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run, I am writing to urge you to rethink
the proposed NYU expansion.  I am sure you have and will be told many times the nuts and bolts of
why that expansion is a poor idea (as well as its opposing arguments).  I don't know if anything else
might be of importance to you as you weigh this decision, but I thought I would explain why I
personally am on the side of the MHDR. 

The Run itself is a haven where like-minded dog owners, people of every background imaginable, can
meet and socialize.  This is to say nothing of what it does for the dogs themselves who relish the
chance to run, play, and interact safely with other dogs.  While there are other dog parks in the New
York, the MHDR stands alone.  The owners must apply, go through orientation, pay a fee, and take
personal responsibility for the upkeep of the run itself.  This means that members not only take pride in
that area and the neighborhood in general, but care deeply for their animals.  It's a very particular (and
valuable) community of people who find common ground going above and beyond for their pets. 
Destroying that community goes against the very core of what this neighborhood has always
represented. 

Beyond that, the open space on Mercer makes that street a relative breath of fresh air.  As SoHo
continues its gentrification and the pedestrian population density continues to rise, the chance to walk
unencumbered both physically and visually diminishes.  Developing the open areas on that block would
starve the neighborhood of one of the last reprieves from urban life.  Not only would it change the
character of the neighborhood for the worse, it would lessen the morale of some of the area's most
vibrant citizens.

On any given day, thousands of people stop outside the Dog Run to simply watch the animals play. 
They do this with a sense of joy and enthusiasm.  Why?  Because it's positive and there's nothing else
like it anywhere around. 

The neighborhood needs the dog run.  It's a fixture, as much a cultural pillar as The Angelika theater
across the street.  People go out of their way to attend the MHDR the same way they do The
Anglelika..  Why is that?  I believe both represent something wonderful about New York, and this part
of New York in particular: people are having a unique shared experience they can't have anywhere
else. 

Surely these are things that must be considered when weighing a decision this vast.  I have no doubt
there are very tangible benefits to the development of this area.  However, there is also the intellectual,
social, and intangible human capital that makes this part of the city thrive.  The MHDR is very much a
part of that intangible human (and canine) capital. 

I urge you to take this into consideration.

Thank you for your time.

Best,
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Charles Wooten 









From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:52:25 AM

 

From: dan oberlander [mailto:dan@oberlanderassociates.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:18 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 

May 23 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood resident, I am
writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal would have an enormous--and
negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the NYU's draft review utterly fails to
adequately address the following areas:

· The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog Run is
connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances the unenclosed,
green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-Houston Dog Run to a
smaller, virtually hidden space.

· The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments
would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood. Presently, we have a diverse
and multi-faceted community. The planned development would drastically alter the
neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A direct effect of the proposed NYU
project would be that the use of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run would be so changed that the
open space no longer serves the same user population. People simply would be less likely to
know that there is a local dog run. Public access would be severely limited. Visually, the run
must be accessible. To virtually hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in
simply passing by. People, who do not know it exists, would never find it unless they walked
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between the buildings. New members are first attracted by their immediate visual experience
as they walk by. 

· The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated from the
relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would significantly
impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this ultimately might cause
the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 

Dan Oberlander

202 Thompson St #1

N.Y.  N.Y. 10012

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Cc: CELESTE EVANS
Subject: Fw: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Friday, June 03, 2011 8:01:21 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image009.png

 
From: Travis, Dianne [mailto:Dianne.Travis@corcoran.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 02:59 PM
To: rdubrus@planning.nyc.gov <rdubrus@planning.nyc.gov> 
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin:
 
As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood resident, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for
NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal would have an enormous--and negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the NYU's draft review utterly fails to adequately address the  ng
areas:
 
• The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog Run is connected to a series of
open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances the unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-Houston Dog Run to a smaller, virtu  den space.
 
• The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood. Presently, we have a diverse and multi-
faceted community. The planned development would drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A direct effect of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of the
Mercer-Houston Dog Run would be so changed that the open space no longer serves the same user population. People simply would be less likely to know that there is a local dog run. Public access
would be severely limited. Visually, the run must be accessible. To virtually hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in simply passing by. People who do not know it exists, would never
find it unless they walked between the buildings. New members are first attracted by their immediate visual experienc   y walk by.
 
• The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated from the relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would significantly impact them. After 30 years as
a vibrant facet of the community, this ultimately might cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Sincerely,
Dianne Travis

60 E 8th Street
New York, NY 10003

__________________
Dianne Travis 
Associate Broker 
Corcoran
d: (212) 500-7002 
f: (212) 230-7343
c: (646) 522 7894
36 East 12th Street, New York NY, 10003
dtravis@corcoran.com

 
 
*********************************************************************************************************************************************** All material
herein is intended for information purposes only and has been compiled from sources deemed reliable. Though information is believed to be correct, it is presented subject to errors, omissions,
changes or withdrawal without notice. The information in this electronic mail message is the sender's business confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the
addressee(s). Access to this internet electronic mail message by anyone else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or
omitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and may be unlawful. The sender believes that this E-mail and any attachments were free of any virus, worm, Trojan horse, and/or malicious
code when sent. This message and its attachments could have been infected during transmission. By reading the message and opening any attachments, the recipient accepts full responsibility
for taking protective and remedial action about viruses and other defects. The sender's employer is not liable for any loss or damage arising in any way from this message or its attachments.
The Corcoran Group is a licensed real estate broker. Owned and operated by NRT LLC.
***********************************************************************************************************************************************
***********************************************************************************************************************************************
All material herein is intended for information purposes only and has been compiled from sources deemed reliable. Though information is believed to be correct, it is
presented subject to errors, omissions, changes or withdrawal without notice. The information in this electronic mail message is the sender's business confidential and may
be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to this internet electronic mail message by anyone else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended
recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and may be unlawful. The sender believes that this E-
mail and any attachments were free of any virus, worm, Trojan horse, and/or malicious code when sent. This message and its attachments could have been infected during
transmission. By reading the message and opening any attachments, the recipient accepts full responsibility for taking protective and remedial action about viruses and other
defects. The sender's employer is not liable for any loss or damage arising in any way from this message or its attachments. The Corcoran Group is a licensed real estate
broker. Owned and operated by NRT LLC.
***********************************************************************************************************************************************
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Need for preservation of our Greenwich Village Community.
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:54:16 AM

 

From: Eileen Ain [mailto:dreileenain@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 8:59 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: gvshp@gvshp.org; EileenAin
Subject: Need for preservation of our Greenwich Village Community.
 

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR
No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

 

I am a flutist and psychotherapist, and
my garden on LaGuardia Place is my hope
for the neighborhood. As people pass by,
hear the music, and take time to smell
the roses (I have yellow Golden roses)
they are  finally having the peace they
need to think clearly and compassionately
in a city that is hoping to have more
trees. Over the years, I do not
understand why the sense of expansion
here is so important when there are other
places, close by to the Village, my
neighborhood, that need the boost and
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traffic to stimulate their business, one
example being the Financial District that
caters to the working environment, rather
than a neighborly sense of being. 

Thus, I write to urge that revisions be
made to the scope of work for draft
Environmental Impact Statement for
NYU’s project. This proposal, if
implemented, would have a tremendous
impact upon the Village, and I believe
that the NYU’s draft review fails to
adequately cover many important areas.
These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of
any and all developments which could
result from the rezoning NYU is
requesting, not simply the
developments they now say they will
construct if the rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an
alternative to NYU building more
academic space in the area, better
utilizing the space which they
currently have. Much of NYU’s
academic space goes unused on
Fridays. Thus by simply making use of
the space on Friday, they could
increase their effective available
space by up to 25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an
alternative to NYU building more
faculty housing in the area, better



utilizing the faculty housing in the
proposed rezoning area which they
already have. NYU has been
warehousing apartments in
Washington Square Village and Silver
Towers, and over the years has
decreased the number of apartments
in these complexes by combining
more and more existing units into a
smaller and smaller number of larger
and larger units. Reversing or even
ending these practices would
significantly diminish the university’s
purported need for additional faculty
housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact
that the proposed rezonings would
have on surrounding historic
resources, including the proposed
South Village Historic District, the
NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and
the State and National Register-
eligible NoHo Historic District
Extension. That should include
shadows which the new developments
would cast upon them, blocked views
of them, increased development
pressure upon them, and the risk of
physical damage to them by years of
vibration from demolition, digging,
and construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of
the proposed rezoning and



developments on the immediate
historic resources of Silver
Towers/University Village and
Washington Square Village and their
open space. That should include
compromised views of these
structures, and shadows cast upon
the little remaining open space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon
neighborhood character, as the
planned developments would
undeniably irreversibly alter
neighborhood character. It would do
so by so drastically altering the
balance of institutional uses, and uses
connected to a single institution, in
what is an otherwise currently diverse
and multi-faceted community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives
which include zoning changes
allowing development on some but
not all of the proposed sites, and at
densities lower than that which NYU
has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this
matter.

Sincerely,

Dr. Eileen J. Ain

28 East 10th Street
  



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 10:24:38 AM

 

From: Ellen Horan [mailto:horanel@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 7:24 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: Ellen Horan
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
 

May 23, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

-- The EIS must study the effects of Parkland Alienation in the 
transfer of any portion of the NYC owned property to NYU, 
specifically that of Mercer, LaGuardia and Bleecker street strips, 
currently used as community green and recreational open spaces. 

Please read this letter that was forwarded to your Director 
with no response, in August 2010. 

CAAN Community Action Alliance on NYU 2031, August 26, 2010
 
Re; City Owned Property, Open Space as Parkland on Mercer Street, LaGuardia Place, 
and Bleecker Street
 
Dear Mayor Bloomberg, Borough President Stringer, Director Burden, Commissioner 
Benepe, Gommissioner Sadik-Khan, and Chair Hamilton:

We formally request the transfer of the four city-owned strips along Mercer Street and 
LaGuardia Place, as well as the strips between Mercer and LaGuardia on Bleecker Street and 
on West Third, to be completed by remapping the land from roadbed to parkland. The future 
jurisdiction would be New York City Department of Parks and Recreation.

 
This transfer process was voted and approved as early as 1967 by the City Planning 
Commission, the Manhattan Borough President and Community Board 2. Because the 
approved transfer was never completed, documentation shows subsequent resolutions in 1979, 
1995, and 2004. According to past Parks Commissioner Henry Stern, “NYU won’t grant 
consent and is blocking the move.” The Villager, “Strip Poker on superblocks, does NYU hold 
the cards?” 6/23-29, 2004
 
These strips supplement the only nearby public park and playground at Washington Square. 
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Central downtown Manhattan is underserved by park space, with Community Board 2 having 
only .04 acres of open space per thousand people, the second lowest amount of open space in 
Manhattan, well below the benchmark of 2.5 acres per thousand people.*
 
These strips are approximately 2.4 acres of open green space, covered by parks, playgrounds, 
a community dog run and community created gardens. Over a period of 30 years, community 
residents banded together to create and maintain these public facilities. They are used by 
thousands of community residents and visitors each year. Besides amenities such as a dog run 
and children’s play areas, they offer a mature overhang of foliage, fruit trees and urban wildlife. 
School children from nearby Children's Aid Society, Little Red Schoolhouse, PS 41, Cooke 
Academy, and Blue Man School are taught about food production in a program offered by 
volunteer community gardeners. 
 
We fear that the city intends to sell this land to NYU, or use the roadbed for construction 
hosting areas, or ‘trade’ these strips for community amenities elsewhere. None of these options 
is acceptable.
 
Instead the City of New York should embrace this request for protection as consistent with 
Mayor Bloomberg’s visionary urban-environmental plan: PlaNYC--A Greener, Greater New 
York, and preserve this greenbelt with 60+ mature trees. The strips were created with the 
sweat equity of a neighborhood, and are a tribute to the principles of Jane Jacobs and many 
urban planners who have followed.
 
We request that the Mercer and LaGuardia and Bleecker strips be swiftly transferred to 
permanently protected parkland and open space.

 
 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 10:24:21 AM

 

From: Ellen Horan [mailto:horanel@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 7:40 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: Ellen Horan
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
 

May 23, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

-- The EIS must study the effects of Parkland Alienation in the 
transfer of any portion of the NYC owned property to NYU, 
specifically that of Mercer, LaGuardia and Bleecker street strips, 
currently used as community green and recreational open spaces. 

Please read this letter that was forwarded to your Director 
with no response, in August 2010. 

CAAN Community Action Alliance on NYU 2031, August 26, 2010
 
Re; City Owned Property, Open Space as Parkland on Mercer Street, LaGuardia Place, 
and Bleecker Street
 
Dear Mayor Bloomberg, Borough President Stringer, Director Burden, Commissioner 
Benepe, Gommissioner Sadik-Khan, and Chair Hamilton:
 

We formally request the transfer of the four city-owned strips along Mercer Street and 
LaGuardia Place, as well as the strips between Mercer and LaGuardia on Bleecker Street and 
on West Third, to be completed by remapping the land from roadbed to parkland. The future 
jurisdiction would be New York City Department of Parks and Recreation.

 
This transfer process was voted and approved as early as 1967 by the City Planning 
Commission, the Manhattan Borough President and Community Board 2. Because the 
approved transfer was never completed, documentation shows subsequent resolutions in 1979, 
1995, and 2004. According to past Parks Commissioner Henry Stern, “NYU won’t grant 
consent and is blocking the move.” The Villager, “Strip Poker on superblocks, does NYU hold 
the cards?” 6/23-29, 2004
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These strips supplement the only nearby public park and playground at Washington Square. 
Central downtown Manhattan is underserved by park space, with Community Board 2 having 
only .04 acres of open space per thousand people, the second lowest amount of open space in 
Manhattan, well below the benchmark of 2.5 acres per thousand people.*
 
These strips are approximately 2.4 acres of open green space, covered by parks, playgrounds, 
a community dog run and community created gardens. Over a period of 30 years, community 
residents banded together to create and maintain these public facilities. They are used by 
thousands of community residents and visitors each year. Besides amenities such as a dog run 
and children’s play areas, they offer a mature overhang of foliage, fruit trees and urban wildlife. 
School children from nearby Children's Aid Society, Little Red Schoolhouse, PS 41, Cooke 
Academy, and Blue Man School are taught about food production in a program offered by 
volunteer community gardeners. 
 
We fear that the city intends to sell this land to NYU, or use the roadbed for construction 
hosting areas, or ‘trade’ these strips for community amenities elsewhere. None of these options 
is acceptable.
 
Instead the City of New York should embrace this request for protection as consistent with 
Mayor Bloomberg’s visionary urban-environmental plan: PlaNYC--A Greener, Greater New 
York, and preserve this greenbelt with 60+ mature trees. The strips were created with the 
sweat equity of a neighborhood, and are a tribute to the principles of Jane Jacobs and many 
urban planners who have followed.
 
We request that the Mercer and LaGuardia and Bleecker strips be swiftly transferred to 
permanently protected parkland and open space.
Signed by members of CAAN2031

 
comments submitted by 
Ellen Horan
Vice Chair,  
La Guardia Corner Gardens
Bleecker  Street  and LaGuardia Place
 
home address:
50 Battery Place 5F
New York,  NY 10280
horanel@aol.com
212-982-2884
917-742-2370
http://www.31BondStreet.com     
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M 
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 10:24:05 AM

 

From: Ellen Horan [mailto:horanel@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 8:34 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: Ellen Horan
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
 

May 23, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

Please incorporate these comments in your Study for NYU Core ULURP. 

 
Natural Resources:
STUDY effect of pit excavation and soil removal in Superblocks:
--absorption of rainwater and storm water runoff
--diversion and impact on underground streams and groundwater.
--effect of mature trees and root systems destroyed on rainwater diversion.
--effects to air quality from removal of mature canopy of trees.
--effect of deep earth removal, pit construction, on all natural resources in a 500’ radius from 
--effect on Mature trees, plantings, wildlife, springs, groundwater)
 
Natural Resources: Effect of removal of existing natural landscape and flowering plantings 
and trees on Monarch Butterfly migration paths. 
 
Natural Resources: Effect of wind tunnels created by newly proposed buildings to 
Community Gardens, and other natural resources and plantings within 500’ radius of each 
building.
 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy:
Study the effect of the ratio and overcrowding of current Parks as exists in current 
configuration.
 
Study the effect of proposed increase of student and university populations  to daily projected 
visitors to NYC Public Parks, specifically Washington Square Park.
 
 
Study the effect of proposed increase of Public School students, (900students + 75 staff) on 
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daily usage and crowding of NYC Public Parks. (Specifically Washington Square Park).
 
Study the numbers of children and elderly, per capita, in area of Washington Square Park, 
and effect of reduced park access due to additional daily populations.   
 
Shadows:
Conduct Shadow studies to map Effect of shadows from new construction and obstructing sunlight 
to all current open space areas.
 
Conduct shadow studies to map effect of shadows: in particular upon currently designated 
public open space areas, Community Gardens, and play areas and study effect on seasonal growth 
pattern to existing trees and perennial plantings.
 
Study shadow effects on all plants on Community strips along LaGuardia Place, Mercer Street, 505 
LaGuardia Gardens, Bleecker Street and West Third Street.
 
Air Quality
Study of Air quality, summer and winter, from Increased congestion, traffic and human, on 
Ground-level ozone levels (a highly reactive form of oxygen that is formed from pollutants 
reacting with sunlight) -- which also worsens asthma and can lead to premature mortality.
 
Air Quality studies, Both Summer and Winter from increase of particulate matter during 
construction term. (pollen, dust, elemental carbon.)
 
Both Summer and Winter studies of air quality from permanently proposed buildings to emissions 
increases of increases of particulate matter, elemental carbon, dust (air pollution)
 
Both Summer and Winter studies of air quality from proposed increase of daily human traffic 
(crowds) and all vehicular traffic, of particulate matter, elemental carbon, dust (air pollution)
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Effect of removal of 171 Trees on ability to convert pollution and 
green house gas emissions and filter carbon dioxide from air. 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Effect of increase of vehicles during construction period to increase 
of current Greenhouse emissions.
 
Socionomic Conditions:
REPORT on the exact number of elderly persons/person's with disabilities that reside in the 
residences within a 500' - 1 mile scope of the construction.
 
STUDY Effect of long term construction on the impact of elderly, and person's with disabilities, 
including reduced mobility due to transportation disruption, sidewalk closings, passageway 
closings, thruways, street closings. 
 
 
Ellen Horan
50 Battery Place 5F
New York,  NY 10280
horanel@aol.com
212-982-2884
917-742-2370
http://www.31BondStreet.com   
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 10:23:47 AM

 

From: Ellen Horan [mailto:horanel@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 9:02 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: Ellen Horan
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 

May 23, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

Please incorporate these comments in your Study for NYU Core ULURP. 

 
Re: LMDC’s World Trade Center’s Memorial Project’s Green Guidelines: 
http://www.renewnyc.com/content/pdfs/Memorial_Sustainable_Design_Guidelines.pdf
and New York State Battery Park City Authority’s Commercial / Institutional Environmental Guidelines
 
The Standards of Environmental Study in Greenwich Village should meet these State 
and New York City extended guidelines: 
 
 Please include the following:
 
Site Management:
1.2 Landscape and Roof Design to Reduce “Heat Islands”
1.3 Alternative Transportation
 
2.0 Water Conservation
2.1 General Provisions
2.2 Storm Water Management
2.3 Water Use Reduction
2.4 Innovative Water Technologies
2.5 Water Efficient & Responsible Landscaping Practices
 
3.0 Energy Efficiency
3.1 General Provisions
3.2 Maximize Energy Efficiency
3.3 Modeling for Energy Performance
3.4 Renewable Energy
3.5 Green Power Sources
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4.0 Conserving Materials and Resources
4.1 General Provisions
4.2 Storage & Collection of Recyclables
4.3 Construction Waste & Resource Reuse
4.4 Recycled Content
4.5 Local/Regional Materials
4.6 Renewable & Rapidly Renewable Materials
4.7 Forest Management
4.8 CFC Elimination
 
5.0 Enhanced Indoor Environment Quality (IEQ)
5.1 General Provisions
5.2 Indoor Air Quality (IAQ)
5.3 Select Low Emitting Materials
5.4 Controllability of Systems
5.5 Lighting & Daylighting
 
 
 
 
Ellen Horan
50 Battery Place 5F
New York,  NY 10280
horanel@aol.com
212-982-2884
917-742-2370
http://www.31BondStreet.com     
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT re: NYU 2031 proposal
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 10:40:55 AM

 

From: Emily Howell [mailto:ebnewell1@me.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 10:39 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT re: NYU 2031 proposal
 

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:
I was unable to attend yesterday's City Planning meeting concerning NYU 2031
proposal, but I would like to voice my concern as a resident.

I would like to add support for an Environmental Impact study of NYUs proposed
construction.  I wonder if you are considering all ramifications of such a large scale
project on our neighborhood? There are several key areas which have been
addressed by other neighbors; however, there is one that effects the lives of those
who live, sleep, and work in the village - it is noise.
 
Noise Pollution should be added to the enviromental impact study as it will increase
during the construction of this project and after the buidling/s are completed. 
 
In order to maintain a neighborhood, we seek to maintain a peaceful santuary for a
few hours a day, and with this project it will add more noise from machines to dump
trucks to exhaust fans.
 
Thanks for your time and dedication to New York City.
 
Warm Regards,
Emily Howell
 
Emily B. Howell
309 East Fifth Street #15
NY, NY 10003
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M 
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 12:37:55 PM

 

From: Elyn Zimmerman [mailto:elynzimmerman@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 12:00 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
Mr. Dobruskin,

As a neighborhood resident and a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run 
Association, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for the 
draft of the  Environmental Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this 
proposal would have an enormous--and potentially negative-- impact on the 
neighborhood. The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the 
planned developments would alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood. 
Presently, we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The new development 
would drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use.
 
Among many other issues, I believe that the NYU's draft review fails to adequately 
address the following issues in regard to the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.
 
•  Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog Run is connected to a series of  public spaces, 
continuing up the block. This enhances the pubic, open feeling along the pedestrian 
streets. The proposed development moves the Mercer-Houston Dog Run - already a 
very small dog run compared to others in the city - to an even smaller, confined 
space.  The dog run is of course for dogs... but just as important, it is for their owners 
who enjoy the sense of open space, light and air as much as their animal companions.

•  One direct effect of the proposed NYU project would be that the new location of the 
Mercer-Houston Dog Run would NOT be public. Public access would be severely 
limited. To virtually hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in 
simply passing by.  New members are first attracted by their immediate visual 
experience as they walk by. 

• The EIS should study the potential for the negative effects of noise generated 
from the relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers. After 30 years as a vibrant 
facet of the community, noise was never a factor because of the current location of 
the dog run. Moving it to a location that might compromise it's neighbors could 
ultimately cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.
 
The many changes in NYC's character by the Bloomberg administration have made 
the city more livable... bike lanes, traffic
islands turned into seating areas, new parks, tot lots and open spaces, reduced car 
traffic on the narrow, crowded downtown streets.  
Surely these amenities should also be extended to New Yorkers who enjoy the company of 
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their companion animals and the
exercise and  coming together that a dog run brings to both the dogs and their responsible 
owners.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
 
Elyn Zimmerman
____________________
elynzimmerman@gmail.com
www.elynzimmerman.com
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Save the Mercer Houston Dog Run Please!
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 10:23:03 AM

 

From: Faye Armon [mailto:fayedazzle@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 10:12 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Save the Mercer Houston Dog Run Please!
 
May 24, 2011
 
Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR
No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood
resident, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft
Environmental Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal
would have an enormous--and negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the
NYU's draft review utterly fails to adequately address the following areas:

· The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on
the diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog
Run is connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances
the unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run to a smaller, virtually hidden space.

· The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood.
Presently, we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The planned development
would drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A
direct effect of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of theMercer-Houston
Dog Run would be so changed that the open space no longer serves the same user
population. People simply would be less likely to know that there is a local dog run.
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Public access would be severely limited. Visually, the run must be accessible. To
virtually hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in simply passing
by. People who do not know it exists, would never find it unless they walked between
the buildings. New members are first attracted by their immediate visual experience as
they walk by. 

· The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated
from the relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would
significantly impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this
ultimately might cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Faye Armon
146 Mulberry Street, #4
New York, NY 10013

 





         160 Bleecker Street, Apt 6KE 
         New York, N.Y.  10012 
         24 May 2011    
 
 
Robert Dobruskin   
Environmental Assessment and Review  
Department of City Planning 
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor 
New York, NY 10007 
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov 
 
Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP,  
CEQR No. 11DCP121M 
 
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin: 
 
As a resident of The Village since 1972 and formerly the Resident Chair of the Bleecker Area 
Merchants’ and Residents’ Association for the past 3 years – the block association which includes the 
Superblocks – I have serious concerns for our neighborhood…concerns which result in the following 
requests for detailed environmental analyses. 
 
1.  The effect the excessive increase in population will have on the existing community 
  

Can the Support Services (the First Responders) maintain the same level of public safety with the 
increase in population (approximately double the population within the 2 block area). 
 
        first responders - 
            ability to accommodate the increase in population    
            lack of access to the tenants of Washington Sq. Village, 505 LaGuardia and Silver Towers'  
 
        safety - 
            increase in student population 
            crime - underage drinking, drugs 
            increase in pedestrians 
 
        medical 
            NO Hospital  

 
2.  The effect the constant construction will have on the existing community 

      The effect of the loss of quality of life on the population 
 
         environment- 
            pollution - air quality 
            congestion, detours 
            health of residents 
                i.e. allergies, asthma, emphysema, compromised lungs 
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Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, 
CEQR No. 11DCP121M 

(continued) 
 
 

            depletion of the underground water levels 
            building foundations, trees 
            vermin 
 
            noise- 
                detours, congestion (both vehicles and pedestrians), horns honking 
 
            safety/first responders 
            ability to respond to emergencies from Bleecker and Mercer Streets and from LaGuardia Place 
 

3.  The effect on the Neighborhood 
 
         relocation of supermarket  
            hardship on the elderly and physically challenged members of the community 
 
         change in demographics 
            change in community, businesses 
            change in character of neighborhood 
      the effect it will have on the existing merchants 
      the effect it will have on the tourist trade and the City’s revenues 
 
         school 
            pollution - idling buses 
            safety 
 
 
Stringent studies must be conducted to ascertain the impact NYU’s 2031 Plan will have on a 
community whose population will be nearly doubled within a 2 block area and which is already 
overburdened with vehicular and pedestrian traffic and that is already endangered by existing without 
fully staffed police and fire departments and without a fully operation hospital and trauma center to 
service lower Manhattan. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Judith Callet 
212-475-1852 

 
-2- 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: NYU
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 2:44:16 PM

 

From: Janis Donnaud [mailto:jdonnaud@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 1:45 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: gvshp@gvshp.org
Subject: NYU
 
 
                                                                                                                         Janis A. Donnaud
                                                                                                                        22 Grove St. #1B
                                                                                                                     NYC, NY 10014 

May 31, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendously
negative impact upon the Village, and I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to
adequately cover many important areas. These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result
from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they
will construct if the rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in
the area, better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s
academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on
Friday, they could increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in
the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they
already have. NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village
and Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in
these complexes by combining more and more existing units into a smaller and
smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices

mailto:/O=CSC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=RDOBRUSKIN
mailto:DMCCART@planning.nyc.gov
mailto:HFISCHE@planning.nyc.gov
mailto:rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov


would significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional faculty
housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on
surrounding historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District,
the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible
NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which the new
developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development
pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration
from demolition, digging, and construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington
Square Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of
these structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do
so by so drastically altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a
single institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted
community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development
on some but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU
has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I urge you to consider all aspects of NYU's
proposed changes to our neighborhood, many of which will have an incredibly negative
impact on all who live, work, and play in Greenwich Village.

Sincerely,

Janis A. Donnaud
        
22 Grove St. #1B
NYC, NY 10014
 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: NYU expansion plan
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:56:51 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: jtdinnyc@netzero.net [mailto:jtdinnyc@netzero.net]
Sent: Friday, May 20, 2011 6:59 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: gvshp@gvshp.org
Subject: NYU expansion plan

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement
for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and
I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many important areas. These include:

The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result from the rezoning
NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they will construct if the rezoning is
approved.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in the area, better
utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes unused on Fridays.
Thus by simply making use of the space on Friday, they could increase their effective available space by
up to 25%.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in the area, better
utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they already have. NYU has been
warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver Towers, and over the years has
decreased the number of apartments in these complexes by combining more and more existing units
into a smaller and smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices
would significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional faculty housing.

The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on surrounding historic
resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts,
and the State and National Register-eligible NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include
shadows which the new developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased
development pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration from
demolition, digging, and construction.

The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the immediate
historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington Square Village and their open
space. That should include compromised views of these structures, and shadows cast upon the little
remaining open space.

The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments would
undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do so by so drastically altering the
balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a single institution, in what is an otherwise
currently diverse and multi-faceted community.

The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development on some but not
all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU has proposed. 
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Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

John T. Doyle
303 W 11 St  3E
NY, NY  10014
212-691-4097



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Cc: CELESTE EVANS
Subject: Fw: Mercer Houston Dog Run
Date: Friday, June 03, 2011 8:02:19 PM

 
From: JAMES GIBBS [mailto:james@nabo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 12:00 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN 
Cc: Beth Gottlieb <info@mercerhoustondogrun.org> 
Subject: Mercer Houston Dog Run 
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin

I am writing to ask you to please reject the NYU plan to take back the public space
along Mercer Street north of Houston.  I am a member of the Mercer Houston Dog
Run, and it is a key part of my quality of life; I use the run every day, usually twice
a day.  The run is a unique partnership that provides service to and oversight
of resident dog owners through an involved, all-volunteer board that manages the
run and run membership.  This allows the run to keep records and ensure that all
dogs are vaccinated and licensed according the NYC laws, that they stay healthy,
and that problem dogs or dogs that might become aggressive are treated and
trained.  

I have seen the board many times guide an owner to have their dog re-trained to
make them safe and courteous canine members of the community.  In addition,
dogs that become sick with contagious diseases like Giardia (which can be
transmitted to humans) are immediately identified and treatment is required by the
board.  This is unlike the other city-run dog parks, which provide a space for
exercise but do not have the organization to enforce such rules or wield such a
positive influence among their users.  Nearly every dog owner in the neighborhood
mentions that when they take their dog to the washington square run, the dog gets
ill.  The MHDRA should be a model for other dog runs, and not made a sacrifice to
NYU's agenda of continuous, never-ending expansion.

If NYU succeeds in their attempts to reneg on the space along Mercer Street with
the promise of some future space being developed elsewhere, this unique
organization may not survive.  At best, if NYU follows through on their promises this
time (if, and if) we may end up with another generic dog run, and lose this valuable
model and part of our community.  Even this might not be guaranteed as their plans
'evolve' over time.

In addition, the park spaces to the north of the dog run have been allowed to fall
into disrepair by NYU in violation of their agreement to maintain them.  These
spaces are used daily despite the disrepair, but they would be an even better asset
to the community if NYU had fulfilled its promises to keep them clean and maintain
them.

Finally, as a resident and community member generally, and aside from my love for
the dog run, I feel that NYU must not be allowed to expand further in our
neighborhood.  Greenwich village is very close to becoming simply a "college town"
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as it is.  This unique part of our city is collapsing into the single demographic of
students, with their particular needs and desires being served to the exclusion of
much else.  Ultimately this is not a benefit to even the students; did they really
choose to study in our great city only to find the same chain stores they would find
in any mid-size city in America?  

If NYU needs to continue expanding, they should be encouraged to do it in areas of
the city that need and want the development, and not in the already vibrant, busy,
historic village.  If they succeed in gaining approval for this plan, they will present
another in a few years, and then another.  I believe NYU will not stop expanding
until they are stopped by the city.

Thank you for your time, attention, and your service to New York,

Sincerely,

James Gibbs
178 Prince Street, #2
New York, NY 10012







From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Mercer Houston Dog Run
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 12:07:03 PM

 
 

From: Whalen, Julia (NYC-RC) [mailto:Julia.Whalen@mccann.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 11:04 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Mercer Houston Dog Run
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood resident,
I am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental
Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal would have an
enormous--and negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the NYU's draft review
utterly fails to adequately address the following areas:

· The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog Run is
connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances the
unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-Houston
Dog Run to a smaller, virtually hidden space.

· The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood. Presently,
we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The planned development would
drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A direct effect
of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run
would be so changed that the open space no longer serves the same user population.
People simply would be less likely to know that there is a local dog run. Public access
would be severely limited. Visually, the run must be accessible. To virtually hide the dog
run would reduce the community's enjoyment in simply passing by. People who do not
know it exists, would never find it unless they walked between the buildings. New
members are first attracted by their immediate visual experience as they walk by. 

· The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated from the
relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would significantly
impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this ultimately might
cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Julia Whalen
 

Julia Whalen
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VP, Account Group Supervisor
Regan Campbell Ward
Ideas that Go Everywhere
150 East 42nd Street, 16th Floor
New York, NY 10017
646-742-2108 office
917-553-4712  cell
 
This message contains information which may be confidential
and privileged. Unless you are the intended recipient (or
authorized to receive this message for the intended
recipient), you may not use, copy, disseminate or disclose to
anyone the message or any information contained in the
message.  If you have received the message in error, please
advise the sender by reply e-mail, and delete the message. 
Thank you very much.



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M 
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 2:22:51 PM

 

From: Kathryn Grooms [mailto:kathryngrooms@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 2:23 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
5/23/11
Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood 
resident, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal 
would have an enormous--and negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the 
NYU's draft review utterly fails to adequately address the following areas:

· The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on 
the diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog 
Run is connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances 
the unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run to a smaller, virtually hidden space.

· The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned 
developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood. 
Presently, we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The planned development 
would drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A 
direct effect of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run would be so changed that the open space no longer serves the 
same user population. People simply would be less likely to know that there is a local 
dog run. Public access would be severely limited. Visually, the run must be 
accessible. To virtually hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in 
simply passing by. People who do not know it exists, would never find it unless they 
walked between the buildings. New members are first attracted by their immediate 
visual experience as they walk by. 
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· The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated from 
the relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would 
significantly impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this 
ultimately might cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Kathryn Grooms
60 E 8th Street Apt 18D
New York, NY 10003

 

 





From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: NYU
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:51:25 AM

 

From: Laurel Elliott [mailto:laurel@dvbny.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:40 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: gvshp@gvshp.org
Subject: NYU
 

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous
impact upon the Village, and I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover
many important areas. These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result
from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they
will construct if the rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in
the area, better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s
academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on
Friday, they could increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in
the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they
already have. NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village
and Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in
these complexes by combining more and more existing units into a smaller and
smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices
would significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional faculty
housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on
surrounding historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District,
the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible
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NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which the new
developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development
pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration
from demolition, digging, and construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington
Square Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of
these structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do
so by so drastically altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a
single institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted
community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing
development on some but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that
which NYU has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Laurel Elliott
59 West 12t St.
New York, NY  10011
 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: NYU
Date: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 11:01:30 AM

 

From: L L [mailto:lisa1ray1@verizon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 1:54 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: NYU
 
May 30, 2011
 

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I am a resident for over 30 years and was extremely active in reclaiming the vitality of this neighborhood  in 
the early 1990's. I am also a graduate of NYU. Many promises and "community" spaces were never fulfilled 
or maintained by NYU as they agreed to, and that were stipulations for other agreements and special 
privileges that were granted. This fact alone should prevent the granting of any additional special 
considerations. The residents in this neighborhood have put up with constant construction bombardment 
(such as-noise,vibration, street closures, filthy air, traffic, lost parking) for years at our expense and their 
benefit. The city infrastructure for water, electric and telephone lines is already stressed here. We are a 
diverse neighborhood. We are not an institution or solely a busy business district. Yes, our local 
businesses do benefit from people being here. BUT, the sidewalks can not handle more pedestrians at night, 
and the streets (ESPECIALLY BLEECKER ST.) frequently get backed up with traffic from Broadway west to 
7th Avenue by day. For years the public playgrounds are mostly under construction, keyed or in ill 
maintained by NYU. We have 1 supermarket remaining for Village South and SOHO and NYU wants that 
gone. Our hospital complex was taken away (and is available, space that did house an institution!). For 
many years NYU, local businesses and residents co-habitated. Voices and concerns were listened to. The 
childrens toddler swimming pool on Thompson St. is cold late in the day from the unforseen shadows upon it  
created by the SOHO Trump Hotel built last year to its west. Does a decent quality of life no longer have a 
value in this city? 

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and I 
believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many important areas. These include:

The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result from the 
rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they will construct if the 
rezoning is approved.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in the area, better 
utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes unused on 
Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on Friday, they could increase their effective 
available space by up to 25%.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in the area, better 
utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they already have. NYU has been 
warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver Towers, and over the years has 
decreased the number of apartments in these complexes by combining more and more existing 
units into a smaller and smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these 
practices would significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional faculty housing.

The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on surrounding historic 
resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo Historic 
Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible NoHo Historic District Extension. That should 
include shadows which the new developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, 
increased development pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of 
vibration from demolition, digging, and construction.

The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the immediate 
historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington Square Village and their open 
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space. That should include compromised views of these structures, and shadows cast upon the little 
remaining open space.

The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments would 
undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do so by so drastically altering the 
balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a single institution, in what is an otherwise 
currently diverse and multi-faceted community.

The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development on some but 
not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

        Lisa Goldberg

        184 Thompson St.  NYC, NY 10012

 
 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY
Cc: HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Environmental Impact statement for NYU
Date: Friday, May 20, 2011 5:02:30 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: linda lusskin [mailto:ljlus@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, May 20, 2011 4:26 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Environmental Impact statement for NYU

May 20, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, 
CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if 
implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and I 
believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many 
important areas. These include:

The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which 
could result from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the 
developments they now say they will construct if the rezoning is 
approved.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more 
academic space in the area, better utilizing the space which they 
currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes unused on Fridays. 
Thus by simply making use of the space on Friday, they could increase 
their effective available space by up to 25%.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more 
faculty housing in the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in 
the proposed rezoning area which they already have. NYU has been 
warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver 
Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in 
these complexes by combining more and more existing units into a 
smaller and smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or 
even ending these practices would significantly diminish the 
university’s purported need for additional faculty housing.

The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would 
have on surrounding historic resources, including the proposed South 
Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and 
the State and National Register-eligible NoHo Historic District 
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Extension. That should include shadows which the new developments 
would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development 
pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years 
of vibration from demolition, digging, and construction.

The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and 
developments on the immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/
University Village and Washington Square Village and their open 
space. That should include compromised views of these structures, and 
shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the 
planned developments would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood 
character. It would do so by so drastically altering the balance of 
institutional uses, and uses connected to a single institution, in 
what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted community.

The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes 
allowing development on some but not all of the proposed sites, and 
at densities lower than that which NYU has proposed.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Linda Lusskin

61 Jane Street #1A

New York, NY 10014



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: NYU Environmental Impact Study
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 2:38:06 PM

 

From: Michael R. Fisher [mailto:openny@rcn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 2:33 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: gvshp@gvshp.org
Subject: NYU Environmental Impact Study
 

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous 
impact upon the Village, and I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover 
many important areas. These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result 
from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they 
will construct if the rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in 
the area, better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s 
academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on 
Friday, they could increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in 
the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they 
already have. NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village 
and Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in 
these complexes by combining more and more existing units into a smaller and 
smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices 
would significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional faculty 
housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on 
surrounding historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District, 
the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible 
NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which the new 
developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development 
pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration 
from demolition, digging, and construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the 
immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington 
Square Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of 
these structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned 
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developments would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do 
so by so drastically altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a 
single institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted 
community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development 
on some but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU 
has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

 
Michael R. Fisher
45 Christopher Street, #16-C
New York, NY 10014-3587



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:53:22 AM

 

From: mcoffey123@gmail.com [mailto:mcoffey123@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Mo and Jeremy Coffey
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:05 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR
No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood
resident, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft
Environmental Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal
would have an enormous--and negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the
NYU's draft review utterly fails to adequately address the following areas:

The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on
the diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog
Run is connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances
the unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run to a smaller, virtually hidden space.

The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood.
Presently, we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The planned development
would drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A
direct effect of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run would be so changed that the open space no longer serves the
same user population. People simply would be less likely to know that there is a local
dog run. Public access would be severely limited. Visually, the run must be
accessible. To virtually hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in
simply passing by. People who do not know it exists, would never find it unless they
walked between the buildings. New members are first attracted by their immediate

mailto:/O=CSC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=RDOBRUSKIN
mailto:DMCCART@planning.nyc.gov
mailto:HFISCHE@planning.nyc.gov
mailto:rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov


visual experience as they walk by. 

The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated from the
relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would significantly
impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this ultimately might
cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Moschell & Jeremy Coffey
89 Bleecker St. - Apt. 1E
New York, NY 10012



Submitted Statement on Draft Scope 1 of 3
06 JUN 2011

Mo 06 JUN 2011 mjk Mon 06 JUN 2011 -- 04:08 pm

Miriam Kaplan
3 Washington Square Village

New York, NY 10012

06 JUN 2011

Mr Robert Dobruskin, AICP, Director
Environmental Assessment and Review Division
NYC Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Room 4E
New York, NY 10007-1216

RE: NYU Core
CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Comments on Draft Scope of Work

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

On the following pages is an expansion of the comments I made
at the 24 MAY 2011 Public Scoping Hearing on NYU's Draft Scope
for its EIS Statement.

Miriam Kaplan
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My name is Miriam Kaplan.
I live at 3 Washington Square Village.
I want to address several issues.

A. Purposes of Residential Districts

NYU is seeking to have the zoning of the two superblocks
changed from R7-2 to C1-7. C1-7 has an applicable
Residential Zoning of R8, which permits about double the FAR
and requires about half the Open Space Ratio of R7-2.

Chapter 21 of the Zoning Resolution - General Purposes of
Residential Districts - addresses the reasons for having
Residence Districts and lists nine of the goals of such
districting.

One of the goals is
"to protect residential areas . . . against congestion by
regulating the density of population and the bulk of
buildings" (¶ d).

NYU is seeking the rezoning so that it can add structures and
residents to the two superblocks which would lead to an
increase in both congestion and human density.

This attempt to betray the intent and purpose of the Zoning
Resolution should not be allowed to proceed as it would set a
dangerous precedent for zoning in New York City.

Another goal (¶i) includes among other things
"to promote stability of residential development,
to protect the character of the district. . ."

Both of the superblocks which are the subject of this EIS were
built with an eye to matching the density of the residential
area to their west. And even though the buildings went high,
they never overwhelmed the adjacent neighborhood.

NYU's plans, with its eye on matching the character of the area
to the east, definitely would overwhelm the residential
neighborhood. Furthermore on the north block, the plan to
insert two large buildings between the existing buildings, to
eliminate the garden and to eliminate the driveways, would
totally destroy the residential character of the Washington
Square Village complex. On the South Block, the addition of a
1400 bed student dormitory would totally overwhelm the
character of the neighborhood.

Therefore, changing the effective residential zoning of the two
superblocks would contravene the goals of Residential
Districting.

How can NYU justify a request which would violate the stated
purposes of zoning ?

B. Purposes of Commercial Districts

Chapter 31 of the Zoning Resolution - General Purposes of
Commercial Districts - addresses the reasons for having
Residence Districts and lists eleven of the goals of such
districting.

Eight of these goals are concerned with providing space, etc,
and protection, etc for retail / commercial development. The
remainder are concerned with building development.

None of the goals suggest that commercial districting should be

or could be used as a ploy by an educational institution in
order
- to change the applicable residential zoning to the detriment

of the existing stuructures,
- to add mostly Community Facility structures rather than

Commercial,
- to add retail space to the lower floors of existing residential

buildings (as indicated by the intention to reclad the first
two floors of the WSV buildings (Draft Scope, p.7) and as
indicated in NYU Plan 2031: Chapter 6 - The Core, p.165).

- and to eliminate the need of providing garage space for the
planned additional residential units (C1-7 does not require
parking spaces
http://home2.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/zone/zh_c1_c2.shtml)

What NYU claims it needs is classroom space and student
housing. The hotel and the retail space are not essential to
those needs. Without the hotel and retail space, there is no
need for rezoning to commercial.

In the light of NYU's claimed true needs, how does the university
justify its request for a change of zoning from residential to
commercial in direct contravention of the purposes of
commercial districting ?

C. Open Space

The North Block was built before the Zoning Resolution was
enacted in 1961. But it was built according to the Tower-in-
the-Park paradigm which favored providing more open space
on a lot by allowing buildings to go high, provided the density
met some criterion. The South Block was built after the ZR
was enacted and strictly met the Open Space requirements as
specified in that document.

It would seem that the open space on the two blocks belongs to
the buildings. Just as the yard of a private home belongs to
the home. It is private open space.

NYU, in addition to trying to reduce the amount of open space
required for the buildings by seeking a change in zoning,
wants to completely deprive the buildings on the North Block
of their open space by converting that space into publicly
accessible open space.

This would not only take something away from the buildings that
belongs to them, but it would also expose the residents of the
buildings to noise, invasion of privacy, and lack of security.

On what grounds does NYU justify taking the open space away
from the buildings ?

D. Transient Parking

NYU plans to reduce the size of the garage in the North Block
and in the process to eliminate 200 transient parking spots.

There are only two other garages within the 400' study area:
- the garage on Broadway and Astor place which has a

capacity for 250 cars;
- the garage on Thompson Street between Bleecker and West

3rd Streets with a capacity of 235 cars.
Therefore, eliminating 200 transient parking spots would reduce

the availability of transient parking by almost 30% while at the
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same time the addition of residential housing and the hotel
would lead to an increased demand for parking.

NYU should provide an analysis of what the demand for transient
parking would be and a plan on how it is to be
accommodated.

E. General Large Scale Development (GLSD)

As the Zoning Resolution stands, a GLSD can only be built in a
commercial or a manufacturing district provided there are no
existing buildings on the lot - except in certain cases which do
not apply to a C1-7 district.

Clearly the Zoning Resolution requires amendment if NYU is to
get a GLSD for the two superblocks. We require that NYU
provide full and complete particulars of all planned
amendments to the Zoning Resolution and any other planned
changes, modifications or additions to existing legislation.

Furthermore, we are of the opinion that any such changes in the
definition of a GLSD or the formulation of some other kind of
Development would be counter to the intent and purpose of
the Zoning Resolution as it would facilitate the violation of the
goals of the Zoning Resolution.



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: NYU expansion
Date: Friday, May 27, 2011 10:21:12 AM

 

From: maryanne kuzniar [mailto:maryannekuzniar@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2011 8:52 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: NYU expansion
 
Good morning,  I would like to make you aware of how strongly the village community is
against the NYU expansion plan.  It is built on the assumption that the fat cat always wins.
 This is an abuse of power, and will ruin the village feeling that is so special.  I suggest you
take seriously this appeal by the village habitants.  Thank you   Maryanne Kuzniar, resident 

mailto:/O=CSC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=RDOBRUSKIN
mailto:DMCCART@planning.nyc.gov
mailto:HFISCHE@planning.nyc.gov


From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Cc: CELESTE EVANS
Subject: Fw: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Friday, June 03, 2011 8:04:36 PM

 
From: Necia Refes [mailto:maughter2@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 09:00 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN 
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M 
 
Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov
 
June 1, 2011
 
Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin:
 
As I born New Yorker I am deeply saddened to see how many beautifully crafted buildings from the
18th and 19th century are carelessly torn down to make room for new buildings that are soulless and
detract from the neighborhoods.  New York’s history crumbles before my eyes. 
 
In Europe and the Netherlands they cherish and glorify the beauty of their past by incorporating their
history into modern day life.  What happened to our can-do attitude and our willingness to embrace our
past?
 
I do not understand allowing NYU to obliterate neighborhoods with their dorm-buildings.  I strongly
request that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for
NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and I
believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many important areas. These include:
 

·         The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result from the
rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they will construct if
the rezoning is approved.

·         The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in the area,
better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes
unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on Friday, they could increase
their effective available space by up to 25%.

·         The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in the area,
better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they already have.
NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver Towers, and
over the years has decreased the number of apartments in these complexes by combining
more and more existing units into a smaller and smaller number of larger and larger units.
Reversing or even ending these practices would significantly diminish the university’s purported
need for additional faculty housing.

·         The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on surrounding
historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo

mailto:/O=CSC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=RDOBRUSKIN
mailto:DMCCART@planning.nyc.gov
mailto:HFISCHE@planning.nyc.gov
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Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible NoHo Historic District Extension.
That should include shadows which the new developments would cast upon them, blocked
views of them, increased development pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to
them by years of vibration from demolition, digging, and construction.

·         The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington Square
Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of these structures, and
shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·         The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments
would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do so by so drastically
altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a single institution, in what is
an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted community.

·         The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development on
some but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU has
proposed. 

 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
 
Necia Refes
67 E. 2 St.
New York, NY 10003



 
 

APA NY Metro Chapter Draft Statement on the NYU 2021 Master Plan, May 2011 
CEQR #: 11DCP121M
 

The New York Metro Chapter of the American Planning Association appreciates the 
opportunity to provide professional input on the proposed NYU Master Plan currently 
before the New York City Planning Commission.  We are a professional and educational 
association of more than 1,450 planners working in New York City, Long Island, 
Westchester, and the lower Hudson Valley.   The professional planners of the APA New 
York Metro Chapter support the growth of high quality educational facilities within the city 
and are interested in working with New York University on its expansion plans.   
 
The Chapter recognizes that expansion of higher education facilities in New York City 
has tremendous value in the range of expertise these institutions attract, their ability to 
contribute to a diversified workforce, and the long-term benefits from providing a pipeline 
of future talent.  The downside of a university’s presence can occur when that institution 
strives to be insular and wall itself off from the rest of the city, losing connection and 
context.  A particular strength of NYU is that it is an urban university, providing a unique 
and integral role within New York City and of the communities of Greenwich Village and 
Lower Manhattan. As planners, we look to NYU to continue its efforts to integrate its 
Main Campus within its Greenwich Village context, in terms of design, access, open 
space, sustainability, and commitments to its neighbors. 
 
The Chapter applauds NYU on its extensive public outreach to community associations, 
elected officials, and the general public, especially by providing a local space where 
anyone can see the plans and models, and provide input. To further support these 
efforts, the Chapter recommends NYU provide additional evidence of their need for a 
50% expansion of space in 25 years. While details about which departments are 
recommended for which locations are understandably in flux for such a long-term plan, 
the overall demand for such extensive expansion deserves additional explanation. 
 
The Chapter appreciates NYU’s efforts on the following elements (and offers additional 
considerations): 

 Reducing the height and mass of initially proposed buildings; 
 Prioritizing circulation from the corners into the super blocks; 
 Proposed reduction of on-site parking spaces from 620 to 380. (We recommend 

investigation into further reducing this supply in support of the City’s goals and 
NYU’s location in a transit-rich environment.); 

 Recognition that NYU’s goals must work within the context of an existing 
neighborhood.  (To further this objective, the lower 6th Avenue and Hudson 
Square manufacturing zones should be reconsidered for expansion if NYU truly 
wishes to have most of its facilities within a 10-minute walk.) 

 Acknowledgement that NYU’s plans require a long-term solution, but must not be 
overly disruptive in the short-term, and developing a phased plan that maintains 
all existing community facilities and services throughout implementation. (A 
schedule for community reporting should be established, to maintain open 
communication throughout the life of the plan’s implementation and minimize 
construction impacts.) 

APA New York Metro Chapter 
121 West 27th Street, Suite 705 
New York, NY 10001 
 
By Fax to NYCDCP: (212) 720-3219 
2 pages 



 
The New York Metro Chapter recommends NYU revisit the following elements to 
maximize integration within the neighborhood and re-present an updated plan to receive 
additional support: 

 A significant part of the justification for the expansion is the dire need for 
additional academic space, especially when compared with the space provided 
by universities of the same stature.  However, the university’s argument becomes 
weakened with the inclusion of a hotel as part of early phases.  We would have 
expected the addition of residential and academic spaces as the first priority and 
the hotel dilutes that effort.  Additionally, a university hotel tends to insulate the 
university by supplying all of their needs themselves, as opposed to relying on 
the community to provide some of those requirements and thereby fostering a 
higher level of interaction.  

 Buildings should be accessible from both the street as well as from internal 
space, assuring the high level of interaction with pedestrians.  The entrances to 
the “boomerang buildings” should be reevaluated in the context, ensuring at least 
that there will be an active streetscape along the public street frontage and 
active, transparent fenestration facing the central open space.   

 The height and bulk of the eastern “boomerang building” should also be 
reconsidered to ensure it will not overpower and shadow existing structures. 

 The massing of the “zipper building” and the hotel along Mercer Street is a cause 
of some concern as it seems to be excessive and tends to reinforce the fortress 
mentality separating school properties from others.  Additional time should 
devote to finding solutions which would assure that the massing is more gracious 
and possibly porous in how it relates to adjacent non-university spaces. 

 Consideration of potential impacts to Houston Street of vehicular access and 
loading for the proposed hotel. 

 Assurance that the "pergolas" at the Washington Square Village corridor 
entrances are removed to assure a more welcoming public walk to the central 
open space, and assurances that the entrances to the central open space along 
LaGuardia Place and Mercer Street will not be gated. 

 Design and use requirements should be memorialized (e.g. with the City) to 
ensure that the planned open spaces and public school remain a resource for 
both the city and university.  

 There are serious questions about the status and use of the publicly-owned open 
spaces along LaGuardia Place, and the small parcels on Bleeker and West Third 
Streets. Community Board 2 has raised questions about these parcels and a 
group of organizations has applied under Section 197-c to map these as park 
land.  Additional dialogue should be conducted to determine the outcome of 
these spaces with careful coordination with New York City of “publicly-accessible, 
privately-owned open space.” 

 The Plan specifies to achieve LEED Silver certification at a minimum and 
adaptive reuse when possible.  A more significant push for sustainability 
assurance at the building, block, and neighborhood level should be provided, 
with more significant requirements for energy efficiency.  

 Since the Plan is now in the CEQR phase on the Draft Scope of Work, it is 
important that adequate study be given alternatives including: a) a lower density 
alternative to consider the degree of impact of the proposed development; and b) 
mapping the current DOT strips as parkland instead of privatization. 

 
The APA New York Metro Chapter thanks New York University for the opportunity to 
provide this input.  We look forward to continue coordinating to result in a plan that works 
for both the University and New York City. 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:56:11 AM

 

From: Paolo Alippi [mailto:paolo.alippi@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 21, 2011 11:56 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: gvshp@gvshp.org
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU’s project.  This proposal, if
implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many
important areas. These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply
the developments they now say they will  construct if  the rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in the area, better utilizing the space which they
currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on Friday, they could
increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in the
proposed rezoning area which they already have. NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver
Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in these complexes by combining more and more existing units
into a smaller and smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices would significantly diminish the
university’s purported need for additional faculty housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on surrounding historic resources, including the proposed
South Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and the State and National  Register-eligible NoHo Historic District
Extension. That should include shadows which the new developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased
development pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration from demolition, digging, and
construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the immediate historic resources of Silver
Towers/University Village and Washington Square Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of these
structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments would undeniably irreversibly alter
neighborhood character. It would do so by so drastically altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a single
institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development on some but not all of the proposed sites, and
at densities lower than that which NYU has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Paolo Alippi

184 thompson street, atp 4T

10012 Manhattan
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: NYU expansion plans
Date: Friday, May 27, 2011 10:22:05 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Pamela Brown [mailto:pmb691@mac.com]
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2011 10:16 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: NYU expansion plans

It's like the university that ate the Village.
As a member of Laguardia Garden, I strongly
object to NYU's overdevelopment.  Besides
losing the garden, we will lose trees, light,
common space, and all the things that make
the Village the Village.  I sincerely hope you
will vote against NYU's proposals.

Pamela M Brown
458 West 23rd St. #1BR
New York, NY 10011

mailto:/O=CSC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=RDOBRUSKIN
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH MARCUS
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 4:11:44 PM

 

From: Patricia Colorio [mailto:Patricia.Colorio@saatchiny.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 3:44 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 
May 23rd, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR
No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood
resident, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft
Environmental Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal
would have an enormous--and negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the
NYU's draft review utterly fails to adequately address the following areas:

· The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on
the diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog
Run is connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances
the unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run to a smaller, virtually hidden space.

· The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood.
Presently, we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The planned development
would drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A
direct effect of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run would be so changed that the open space no longer serves the
same user population. People simply would be less likely to know that there is a local

mailto:/O=CSC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=RDOBRUSKIN
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dog run. Public access would be severely limited. Visually, the run must be
accessible. To virtually hide the dog run would reduce the community's enjoyment in
simply passing by. People who do not know it exists, would never find it unless they
walked between the buildings. New members are first attracted by their immediate
visual experience as they walk by. 

· The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noisegenerated from
the relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would
significantly impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this
ultimately might cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Patricia Colorio
152 Thompson Street
New York City, NY 10012

------------------------------------------------------------------------
Disclaimer 
The information in this email and any attachments may contain proprietary and confidential
information that is intended for the addressee(s) only. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, retention or use of the
contents of this information is prohibited. When addressed to our clients or vendors, any
information contained in this e-mail or any attachments is subject to the terms and conditions
in any governing contract. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately
contact the sender and delete the e-mail.



June 6, 2011 
 
Mr. Robert Dobruskin, AICP, Director  
Environmental Assessment and Review Division  
NYC Department of City Planning  
22 Reade Street, Room 4E  
New York, New York   10007-1216  
By Fax to: (212) 720-3495 
 
Subject: Scope of Work for “NYU Core Project” (CEQR No. 11DCP121M) 
 
I am writing to request that the City Planning Commission add a further task to the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for “NYU Core Project” (CEQR No. 
11DCP121M), a consequence of the project not addressed by NYU’s Draft Scope of 
Work, and overlooked by many community groups as well: the impact on local civic 
engagement from transferring to NYU lands and facilities that are currently managed by 
local community groups.   
 
NYU’s Project includes the demapping and transfer to NYU of several so-called “green 
strips:” along the west side of Mercer Street, between Houston and W. 4th St.; along the 
west side of LaGuardia Place, between Bleecker and W. 3rd, and along the south side of 
Bleecker, between LaGuardia Place and Mercer. Several community organizations have 
for many years raised funds for and managed the green strips under agreements with the 
Department of Transportation, which controls the lands for the city. For example: 

• The Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association manages the dog-run 
(http://www.mercerhoustondogrun.org/) 

• The Lower Manhattan Neighbors' Organization Inc., known as LMNO(P)) and 
Mercer Playground Association manages the playground on Mercer between 
Houston and West Third 
(http://www.nycgovparks.org/parks/M295/highlights/6491) 

• The Friends of Laguardia Place manages the park on LaGuardia Place, with now-
mature trees and a famous statue of Fiorello LaGuardia. 

 
These groups and many local residents have already expressed great concern about the 
potential loss of the community facilities (dog run, parks, playgrounds). In response, 
NYU has incorporated into its project some NYU-run parks, playgrounds, and a dog run, 
after NYU has built underground academic facilities beneath these strips. I and other 
community members are concerned, especially given NYU’s track record, that these 
commitments will eventually be rescinded, and that the community will lose access to 
these areas or they will not be properly maintained (e.g., terminated public access to 
Coles roof, locked and decrepit playground next to Coles, etc.). 
 
However, regardless of how well NYU preserves the quality and public accessibility 
of these facilities, NYU ownership will bring to an end the community organization 
and activity that has developed to support and manage them. This will be a 
tremendous loss to the community in terms of civic engagement and social capital, 



  2 

but it is one that might have been overlooked given everyone’s concern over the 
potential loss of the facilities themselves.  
 
As Harvard political scientist Robert Putnam argued in his celebrated 2000 book Bowling 
Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community (Simon and Schuster), in-
person social intercourse is a vital underpinning of democracy and public engagement. 
When people organize to support and oversee local facilities and activities like schools, 
Little League organizations, parks, or dog runs, this not only has the obvious positive 
effect on these local resources, it also brings people together in discussion, debate, and 
cooperative relationships that otherwise might never occur. Working with one’s 
neighbors on issues of common interest is not only very rewarding activity, it also has 
valuable spill-over effects, heightening public interest and knowledge about local politics, 
trust in their political system, and political involvement. Putnam calls these activities 
“civic engagement,” and Bowling Alone laments its long decline since the 1950s, and he 
attributes to it decreasing voter turnout and trust in government. Other research has found 
that civic engagement and a more knowledgeable citizenry also promote good 
government, lower corruption, and economic productivity.  
 
Even if NYU preserves the quality and accessibility of these community facilities, what 
will be the consequences of its ownership for the civic engagement that they have 
generated? Even if NYU offers to preserve local involvement, will citizens be as likely to 
donate their time and energy to facilities that they do not govern or that the city does not 
own? Will they be as likely to trust NYU in a partnership of oversight as much as they 
would trust the NYC city government? If not, will public engagement wither, along with 
the civic engagement and other positive effects from that engagement? 
 
Civic engagement falls under several of the  “task categories” of an EIS, but I thing the 
most relevant would be: 

• Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy 
• Community Facilities and Services 
• Open Space 
• Historic and Cultural Resources 
• Neighborhood Character 

 
I am grateful for your consideration of this issue, and inclusion of it in the EIS. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Peter Liberman 
505 LaGuardia Pl. #29D 
New York NY 10012 
liberman@qc.cuny.edu 
212 614-1801 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: NYU Scope Comment
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 2:43:40 PM

 

From: Randy Jones [mailto:nyc1961rtj@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 2:11 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject:
 
5.31.11 Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Dear Mr. Dobruskin:
I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement
for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and
I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many important areas. These include:

The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result from the
rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they will construct if the
rezoning is approved.
The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in the area,
better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes unused
on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on Friday, they could increase their effective
available space by up to 25%.
The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in the area,
better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they already have. NYU
has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver Towers, and over the
years has decreased the number of apartments in these complexes by combining more and more
existing units into a smaller and smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even
ending these practices would significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional
faculty housing.
The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on surrounding
historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo
Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible NoHo Historic District Extension.
That should include shadows which the new developments would cast upon them, blocked views
of them, increased development pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them
by years of vibration from demolition, digging, and construction.
The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington Square Village
and their open space. That should include compromised views of these structures, and shadows
cast upon the little remaining open space.
The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments
would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do so by so drastically
altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a single institution, in what is an
otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted community.
The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development on some
but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

mailto:/O=CSC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=RDOBRUSKIN
mailto:DMCCART@planning.nyc.gov
mailto:HFISCHE@planning.nyc.gov


Randy Jones
249 Sullivan Street #6
New York, NY 10012



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 10:20:56 AM

 

From: Roger Kim [mailto:rogerikim@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, May 29, 2011 3:41 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M
 
May 29, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood resident, I
am writing to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental
Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal would have an
enormous--and negative-- impact upon the Village. I believe that the NYU's draft review
utterly fails to adequately address the following areas:

· The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
diminishing open spaces of the Super Blocks. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog Run is
connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block. This enhances the
unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-Houston
Dog Run to a smaller space.

· The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would forever alter the idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood. Presently,
we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The planned development would
drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution's use. A direct effect
of the proposed NYU project would be that the use of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run would
be so changed that the open space no longer serves the same user population. People
simply would be less likely to know that there is a local dog run. Public access would be
severely limited. Visually, the run must be accessible. To virtually hide the dog run would
reduce the community's enjoyment in simply passing by. People who do not know it exists,
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would never find it unless they walked between the buildings. New members are first
attracted by their immediate visual experience as they walk by. 

· The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated from
the relocated dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how the noise would significantly
impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this ultimately might
cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Roger Kim

108 Wooster St, Apt 2C
New York, NY 10012
Email:  rogerikim@yahoo.com



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 3:31:11 PM

 

From: Rhoma Mostel [mailto:rhomam@mac.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 3:21 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 
11DCP121M
 
In advance of tomorrow's May 24, 2011 hearing, I wish to have the following comments on environmental impact 
considered by the panel.  
 
I  basically see the following overriding issues, however they're incorporated.
 
light
density
air quality and effect on respiratory rates
construction and noise
temperature adjustments
monolithic institution versus diversity of institutions
historic character of Village and its other, non-NYU  institutions
 
Here are my specific comments
 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy:
Effect of decrease of diversity among neighborhood institutions
Effect of monopoly on uses of existing land if given over to a single institution.
 
Socioeconomic conditions:
Effect of increase of transient population on our area
Increase in narcotics in neighborhood (NYU students have a track record)
Effect on loss of "neighborhood" and "neighborly" feeling
Effect on census count of decreasing permanent resident population and allocation of federal resources to the city
 
Community Facilities and Services:
Effect of increase in NYU-only community facilities and decrease in community-access facilities
 
Open Space:
Effect of loss of mature trees on air quality and general sense of livability
Effect of loss of mature plantings on sense of stability and community pride
Effect of loss of sky on general health and well-being
Effect on migrating bird population by increasing towers and windows and decreasing ledges and natural areas for 
hibernation
Effect of loss of historical memory of the seasons
Effect of inability for elderly and disabled residents to draw sustenance from mature local trees, community and other 
gardens
 
Shadows:
Effect on public safety of darker streets caused by shadows cast by taller, denser buildings
Effect on ability to grow vegetables, roses, and other flowers in community garden
Effect on flowering and fruiting cycle of more than 30-year old apple and crabapple trees
 
Historic and Cultural Resources:
Effect of concentration of all  resources in one monolithic entity
Effect of diminishing experiences, contributions, and pride of non-academic members of the community
 
Urban Design and Visual Resources:
Effect on historic character and mix and interplay of high-rise and low-rise
Effect on inadequate bedrock to support an increase in towers
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Natural Resources:
Effect on water supply and electric power grid
Effect on ability of have 20 minutes of Vitamin E daily by taking a walk in the neighborhood
Effect on air quality of destruction of mature trees and mature plantings during heat of summer
Effect on monarch butterfly population, dependent on certain host plants in community garden
Effect on endangered bee populations, necessary for pollination and cultivation of fruit crops elsewhere in the state, by 
destroying bee-loving plants in community garden.
 
Hazardous Materials:
Effect of breathing hazardous chemicals and materials during construction period
Effect of monitoring of air quality and air alerts on "civilian" population in neighborhood
Effect of potential breathing and asthma rates being exacerbated in a neighborhood which has shown higher respiratory 
problems than average after 9/11.
 
Infrastructure:
Effect on ease of ambulance and other emergency services to deliver adequate and timely care
 
Transportation:
Effect of raising density and undermining already underserved MTA local bus routes, compromised by MTA changes of 
June 27, 2011.
Effect of traffic congestion due to extra taxis, pedestrians, and subway riders.
Effect of increased population on already crowded streets, saturated with bikers, scooters, messengers, baby carriages, 
tourists, and residents
Effect on senior population of inability to navigate streets and provide own services such as grocery shopping due to 
increase in pedestrian and other traffic
 
Air Quality:
Effect on air quality, especially with global warming
Effect of raising local summer temperatures due to destruction of mature trees, taller and denser buildings
 
Noise:
Effect of noise pollution on area and surrounding area
 
Public Health:
Effect of increase in young, drinking-age population on other residents' ability to safely navigate streets.  See also issues 
of air quality and transportation
 
Neighborhood Character:
Effect of zoning change on neighborhood character
 
Construction Impacts:
Effect on elderly and disabled of blocked roadways, especially in winter's icy periods.
Effect of increasing distances to travel for grocery shopping
Effect of traveling for daily groceries through torn-up and treacherous streets and possibly dangerous air quality
Effect of increased accidents and lawsuits arising from too much construction in a small, concentrated space
Effect on local population of loss of sky through construction of additional high-rise buildings
 
 
I am firmly opposed to any construction on the superblocks, to any destruction of publicly owned greenspace, and to any 
further torture inflicted on a historic community which should treasure the very things that make this neighborhood of such 
cultural and present value.  An academic institution purporting to be an educational institution has no business destroying 
the very cultural and historic environment it feeds upon.
 
Rhoma Mostel
tidalflats@mac.com
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Friday, May 27, 2011 10:20:48 AM

 

From: Rhoma Mostel [mailto:rhomam@mac.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2011 7:44 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 
11DCP121M
 
Attention:  City Planning Commission
 
I have already testified in the afternoon session of May 24, and handed the committee a copy 
of my notes, but I wish to add some remarks to my testimony as a result of having spoken 
and attended that session.
 
It seems to me that the argument that NYU is good for the local economy bears close 
scrutiny.  It is always a mistake to turn a neighborhood into a company town.  Witness what 
is happening to CB1 right now, because of its over-reliance on the financial services industry.  
Also, when St. Vincent's Hospital closed, all the satellite businesses suffered and will 
eventually disappear.  When Toyota or GM closes a plant down in a place, that town is left 
with nothing.
 
Is NYU too big to fail already?  Isn't expansion its doom, and doom for Greenwich Village?  
It certainly is doom for a residential neighborhood where a multiplicity of institutions  co-
exist.  I cannot emphasize this enough.  Reliance on a single employer is dangerous for a 
community and a city.  That thought and those precedents should affect city planning 
decisions.
 
Thank you.
 
Rhoma Mostel
tidalflats@mac.com
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Cc: CELESTE EVANS
Subject: Fw: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, June 06, 2011 4:59:13 PM

 
From: b p [mailto:rplutzker@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 12:42 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN 
Cc: gvshp@gvshp.org <gvshp@gvshp.org> 
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M 
 
Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007

e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU’s
project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous impact upon the Village, and I believe that the
NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover many important areas. These include:

The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result from the rezoning NYU is
requesting, not simply the developments they now say they will construct if the rezoning is approved.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in the area, better utilizing
the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply
making use of the space on Friday, they could increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in the area, better utilizing
the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they already have. NYU has been warehousing
apartments in Washington Square Village and Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number
of apartments in these complexes by combining more and more existing units into a smaller and smaller
number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices would significantly diminish the
university’s purported need for additional faculty housing.

The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on surrounding historic
resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District, the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and
the State and National Register-eligible NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which
the new developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development pressure upon
them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration from demolition, digging, and
construction.

The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the immediate historic
resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington Square Village and their open space. That
should include compromised views of these structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open
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space.

The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments would
undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do so by so drastically altering the balance of
institutional uses, and uses connected to a single institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and
multi-faceted community.

The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing development on some but not all of
the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that which NYU has proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter

Sincerely,

Robert B. Plutzker

11 %th Avenue 

New York, NY 10003

The information contained in this message may be CONFIDENTIAL and is for the intended addressee
only. Any unauthorized use, dissemination of the information, or copying of this message is prohibited.
If you are not the intended addressee, please notify the sender immediately and delete this message.





From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Mercer-Houston Dog Run
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 12:06:47 PM

 

From: Burden, Steven [mailto:steve.burden@med.nyu.edu] 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 11:14 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Mercer-Houston Dog Run
 
May 23, 2011
Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
e-mail: rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR
No. 11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood
resident, I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft
Environmental Impact Statement for NYU's project. If implemented, this proposal
would have an enormous, negative impact upon Greenwich Village. I believe that the
NYU's draft review fails to adequately address the following areas:

1. The EIS should measure the real impact of the proposed rezoning and
development of the Super Blocks on the diminishing open space of Greenwich
Village. Presently the Mercer-Houston Dog Run is connected to a series of open
spaces that continue further up the block, which enhances the unenclosed, green
space feeling of the neighborhood. The proposed development moves the Mercer-
Houston Dog Run to a smaller, virtually hidden space, which would severely diminish
the quality of the area.

2. The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
development would forever and negatively alter the neighborhood. Presently, we
have a diverse and multi-faceted community, some of whom directly participate in the
dog run and others who enjoy the dog run simply by walking by, stopping and
enjoying the sight of frolicking dogs at play. This enjoyment is important and hard to
replace; diminishing the quality of this small open space, at the same time that other
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cities are expanding their open spaces, is the wrong direction to take. The planned
development would drastically alter the neighborhood to an imbalanced, single
institution's use, ignoring the needs of the larger community. A direct effect of the
proposed NYU project would be to irreparably alter the Mercer-Houston Dog Run and
diminish the open space that currently serves a diverse population of people in
Greenwich Village. By virtually hiding the dog run among high rise buildings the
quality of the space for the Mercer-Houston Dog Run would be dramatically
diminished, and this would inevitably lead to substantially fewer people using and
enjoying the Mercer-Houston Dog Run and decreasing the quality of life for many in
the Greenwich Village area. Moreover, their need for a dog run would not vanish but
spill over elsewhere, placing further demands and public cost for other dog runs in the
area. Moreover, as new members are usually attracted to the dog run by first strolling
by, hiding the dog run between high rise buildings will decrease the number of new
members, which will similarly place increased demand and public cost for other dog
runs.

3. The EIS should study the negative effects of noise generated from the relocated
dog run on residents of Silver Towers, and how this new noise would significantly
impact them. After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this neglected or
‘unforeseen’ consequence might ultimately cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston
Dog Run, further damaging the Greenwich Village neighborhood.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Steven Burden
37 Washington Square West
Apt. 8B
N.Y., N.Y. 10011
------------------------------------------------------------
This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s)
and may contain information that is proprietary, confidential, and exempt from disclosure
under applicable law. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution is prohibited.
If you have received this email in error please notify the sender by return email and delete
the original message. Please note, the recipient should check this email and any attachments
for the presence of viruses. The organization accepts no liability for any damage caused by
any virus transmitted by this email.
=================================
 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Mercer Houston dog run
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:52:02 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Saad Jallad [mailto:saadjallad@crepeaway.com]
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:33 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Mercer Houston dog run

Mr. Robert,

I have been living at 300 mercer for 9 years.  I have watched simba grow from a puppy to a father at
the mercer Houston dog run.

It would be a shame to lose that precious space for an Nyu building that's big enough already.

Regards,
Sj

Sent from my iPhone
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From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Environmental Impact Statement re: NYU 2031 proposal
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:55:37 AM

 

From: rackow@juno.com [mailto:rackow@juno.com] 
Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2011 12:22 AM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: chin@council.nyc.gov; erin.drinkwater@mail.house.gov; lisa.chletcos@c-ginc.com;
quinn@council.nyc.gov
Subject: Environmental Impact Statement re: NYU 2031 proposal
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  
Sylvia Rackow, 505 LaGuardia Place, NYC, 10012
May 24, 2011
 
 
As a longtime Villager, the area’s environment has been very important to my family.
We’ve experienced annual Halloween parades, annual Washington Square Art Shows,
visitors/tourists for the San Gennaro and other feasts, local street fairs, park closings,
Houston Street construction of many years, which brought car and truck and bus traffic down
Bleecker Street (and the traffic still continues) bicycle lanes, NYU facilities construction on
3rd Street which lasted for several years, NYU Washington Square Village facility problems
which required deep digging to empty an oil spill this year closing part of sidewalk, daily
tour buses crowding our streets every 10-15 minutes and now NYU proposes to build
millions of square feet on a two block area which is already crowded.
 
We Villagers request that the Environmental Impact study of NYU’s proposed construction
include the following;
 
How many years this proposed building plan will take to construct?
 
Environmental impact of the construction (on residents’ health, nearby residences, traffic
pollution, noise, air pollution, possible accidents, debris, garbage, rodents, insects, etc.)
 
How will landmarked green areas be protected during construction?
 
Impact of noise and pedestrian traffic from moving Dog Run near 100-110 Bleecker Street (if
permitted to take over public lands housing dog run on Mercer Street.)
 
Effect of Car, taxi and truck traffic on Bleecker and on Mercer during construction.
 
Increased pedestrian traffic on already crowded streets from new population.
 
Increased parking needs of hotel and other buildings’ occupants.
 
Impact on children in proposed public school (if built) of large crowds of older students.
 
Loss of parking garage in Washington Square Village and impact on streets.
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Cleanliness of the impacted area before, during and after construction.
 
Shadows cast by newly erected buildings on other properties.
 
Effect of any zoning change to both residential and commercial nearby entities .
 
Effect on Minetta Creek which flows beneath Washington Square Village to Houston.
Page 2 Environmental Impact Statement
 
Maintenance plan for the upkeep of the properties.
 
Impact on bus,subway and other transportation of increased population.
 
Effect on bike lanes.
 
And probably most important, disturbance of rodents (rats,mice,etc.) who live in the
skeletons of underground buildings
 
Certainly there are many more issues which need to be addressed in the Impact study. I am
sure there are others who can testify to those needs.
 
Thank you for all courtesies extended.
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  
 
May 24, 2011
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin:
 
As a longtime Villager, the area’s environment has been very important to my family.
We’ve experienced annual Halloween parades, annual Washington Square Art Shows,
visitors/tourists for the San Gennaro and other feasts, local street fairs, park closings,
Houston Street construction of many years, which brought car and truck and bus traffic down
Bleecker Street (and the traffic still continues) bicycle lanes, NYU facilities construction on
3rd Street which lasted for several years, NYU Washington Square Village facility problems
which required deep digging to empty an oil spill this year closing part of sidewalk, daily
tour buses crowding our streets every 10-15 minutes, on weekends we witness enormous
crowds enjoying the Village's bars and restaurants and littering our streets as out of state
licensed cars race down our narrow streets; and now NYU proposes to build millions of
square feet on a two block area which is already crowded.  What will they do to the character
of our neighborhood and our quiet enjoyment of our wonderful Greenwich Village?
 
We Villagers,therefore, request that the Environmental Impact study of NYU’s proposed
construction include the following;
 
How many years this proposed building plan will take to construct?
 
Environmental impact of the construction (on residents’ health, nearby residences, traffic
pollution, noise, air pollution, possible accidents, hazardous materials debris, garbage,



rodents, insects, etc.)
 
How will landmarked green areas be protected during construction?
 
Impact of noise and pedestrian traffic from moving Dog Run near 100-110 Bleecker Street (if
permitted to take over public lands housing dog run on Mercer Street.)
 
Effect of Car, taxi and truck traffic on Bleecker and on Mercer during construction.
 
Increased pedestrian traffic on already crowded streets from new population.
 
Increased parking needs of hotel and other buildings’ occupants.
 
Impact on children in proposed public school (if built) of large crowds of older students.
 
Loss of parking garage in Washington Square Village and impact on streets.
 
Cleanliness of the impacted area before, during and after construction.
 
Shadows cast by newly erected buildings on other properties.
 
Effect of any zoning change to both residential and commercial nearby entities .
 
Effect on Minetta Creek which flows beneath Washington Square Village to Houston.
 
Maintenance plan for the upkeep of the properties.
 
Impact on bus,subway and other transportation of increased population.
 
Effect on bike lanes.
 
And probably most important, disturbance of rodents (rats,mice,etc.) which live in the
skeletons of underground demolished buildings' foundations.
 
Certainly there are many more issues which need to be addressed in the Impact study. I am
sure there are others who can testify to those needs.
 
Thank you for all courtesies extended.
 
Sylvia Rackow
 
505 Laguardia Place-5C
New York, NY 10012
 
 
May 24,2011
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Cc: CELESTE EVANS
Subject: Fw: NYU Core, ULURP CEQR#11 DCP 121M
Date: Monday, June 06, 2011 11:32:28 AM

----- Original Message -----
From: Susan Taylorson [mailto:taylorson@me.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2011 11:28 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: NYU Core, ULURP CEQR#11 DCP 121M

Dear Sir or Madam:

I wish to comment on NYU's so-called 2031 Plans for the super-blocks 
bounded by 3rd Street, Houston Street, Mercer and LaGuardia Place.

My major concern is with the very bad effect that the plans will have 
on open space in the area.  The super-blocks are already densely 
populated and the plan that permits this - the tower in the park 
design - requires not just "towers" but also "the park" in which the 
towers are placed in order to be livable.  NYU claims that it is going 
to add open space.  But this claim is specious and is to be rejected 
as it fails to point out that the plans take away far more open space 
than they add and that the net effect of the plans would be to reduce 
the open space available to the thousands of residents of those 2 
blocks to a very meagre amount.
In addition, not only would net open space be severely reduced, but 
the space lost is culturally most important to the residents of the 
superblocks and beyond.  In particular, the "key park" playground 
would be lost to the community children and the Sasaki roof top garden 
- an oasis of green in the concrete surroundings - as well as the 
"green strips"  on LaGuardia and Mercer Streets that currently belong 
to D.O.T. would disappear under  massive concrete structures. These 
latter mentioned areas have been worked on by local residents over the 
last 30 plus years to be the attractive living breathing spots of 
green leaves and trees in an area that has much less open space and 
playgrounds than virtually any other part of New York. For this reason 
I am also very much against the use of the Key Park area space to 
build a 4 story "temporary" gym.  which will increase the noise, 
traffic and pollution for all the residents during the time of 
building as well as destroying one of the few good children's 
playgrounds north of Canal Street and south of 4th Street.  It is one 
of the few clean safe playgrounds for all the children of Soho and 
Noho as well as being essential for the children of the thousands of 
residents of the super-blocks themselves.

NYU does not care about open space and presents a very false image of 
how much would be lost  if its plans are allowed to go forward. This 
is evident not only from their plans, but also when one sees how they 
have "managed" by neglect the small park and playground immediately 
north of the Mercer Houston Dog Run.  The small playground there has 
been padlocked for years and the small park area is overgrown and 
dangerously uneven.  Also, has NYU even bothered to find out whether 
the meandering subterranean Minnetta Brook that has caused the quite 
severe subsidence in this area as well as in the fire lane immediately 
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north of 4 Washington SQuare Village would present a danger to any 
structure built over it?  The NYU plans will also cause many residents 
of Washington Square Village to lose their parking spots.

I am also most concerned about how the NYU plans for the northern 
super-block effect light in the interior apartments and noise levels.  
I am also concerned about the effect of the loss of the fire lanes and 
interior roadways will have on the ability of the emergency services 
to rapidly get to any emergency situation in those buildings.  In my 
view, the problems that could result from building over the fire lanes 
and roads in the interior of WSV could be fatal.  This should be 
examined closely.  If fire engines cannot get into the interior of WSV 
they will have to be on Bleecker Street, 3rd Street or Mercer Street 
and this could cause severe traffic back up.  This issue should be 
examined closely, as too should the traffic problem for moving times 
at the beginning and end of the semesters if the two way roads in the 
interior of WSV are to be removed.

The loss of light on Mercer Street that will result if the Zipper 
Building is allowed to go up closer to Mercer Street would also be 
significant.  At present, the paved area in front of the entrance to 
Coles Gym is big enough to allow visiting teams to draw up in big 
buses outside Coles Gym, but this could create a pedestrian nightmare 
if the plaza area in front of the entrance to Coles is lost.  This 
issue should be closely examined.

The part of the plan to move the Mercer Houston dog run closer to 
residential building is also very problematic.  The dog run should be 
allowed to stay where it is where the noise of dogs does not disturb 
any residents.  The effect of dogs barking on residents in the planned 
location nearer the "Silver Towers" buildings must also be examined 
closely.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns.

Sincerely,

Susan Taylorson Ziff



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2011 5:53:46 PM

 

From: suzanneweinstock@gmail.com [mailto:suzanneweinstock@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Suzanne
Weinstock
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 5:33 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Subject: Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M
 
5/26/11
Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin:
As a member of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run Association, and neighborhood resident, I am writing to urge that revisions be made to
the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU’s project. If implemented, this proposal would have an
enormous—and negative— impact upon the Village. I believe that the NYU’s draft review utterly fails to adequately address the
following areas:

·       The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the diminishing open spaces of the
Super Blocks. Presently, the Mercer-Houston Dog Run is connected to a series of open spaces, continuing up the block.
This enhances the unenclosed, green space feeling. The proposed development moves the Mercer-Houston Dog Run to a
smaller, virtually hidden space.
·       The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned developments would forever alter the
idiosyncratic sense of the neighborhood. Presently, we have a diverse and multi-faceted community. The planned
development would drastically alter neighborhood to an imbalanced, single institution’s use. A direct effect of the proposed
NYU project would be that the use of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run would be so changed that the open space no longer
serves the same user population. People simply would be less likely to know that there is a local dog run. Public access
would be severely limited. Visually,  the run must be accessible. To virtually hide the dog run would reduce the
community’s enjoyment in simply passing by. People who do not know it exists, would never find it unless they walked
between the buildings.  New members are first attracted by their immediate visual experience as they walk by. 
·       The EIS should study the effects of the negative effects of noise generated from the relocated dog run on residents of
Silver Towers, and how the noise would significantly impact them.  After 30 years as a vibrant facet of the community, this
ultimately might cause the closing of the Mercer-Houston Dog Run.

 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
 Suzanne Weinstock
311 W Broadway
New York, NY 10013

-- 
Suzanne Weinstock
Freelance Writer
Shopping and Fashion Editor, ABOVE
 
Work: 646-918-6172
Mobile: 646-725-8011
Email: suzanne@suzanneweinstock.com
Website: www.suzanneweinstock.com
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"Fashion is not something that exists in dresses only. Fashion is in the sky, in the street,
fashion has to do with ideas, the way we live, what is happening." -Coco Chanel
 



From: CECILIA KUSHNER
To: HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM; DIANE MCCARTHY
Subject: FW: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-645950327 Message to Agency Head, CHALL - OTHER
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 11:01:58 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: outgoing agency
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 9:57 AM
To: mtcsciq1@bb.nyc.gov
Subject: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-645950327 Message to Agency Head, CHALL -
OTHER

Your City of New York - CRM Correspondence Number is 1-1-645950327

DATE RECEIVED: 04/14/2011 09:55:47

DATE DUE: 04/28/2011 09:56:39

SOURCE: eSRM

RELATED SR# OR CASE#: N/A

EMPLOYEE NAME OR ID#: N/A

DATE/TIME OF INCIDENT:

LANGUAGE NEED:

The e-mail message below was submitted to the City of New York via NYC.gov or the 311 Call Center. It
is forwarded to your agency by the 311 Customer Service Center. In accordance with the Citywide
Customer Service standard, your response is due in 14 calendar days.

***********
If this message is to a Commissioner / Agency Head and needs to be re-routed to another agency or cc
to another agency, forward the email to outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov. Do not make any
changes to the subject line. Include any comments and it will be processed by the 311 Customer
Service Center.

All other web forms are to be handled by the receiving agency.

*************

-----Original Message-----

From:  PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov
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Sent:  04/14/2011 09:54:52
To:  sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov
Subject:  < No Subject >

From: kandroma99@yahoo.com (Terese Coe)
Subject: Message to the Mayor

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by
Terese Coe (kandroma99@yahoo.com) on Thursday, April 14, 2011 at 09:54:52
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

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

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

 <APP>CUSTOM
 <ISSUE>OTHER</ISSUE>
 <MSG>
I strongly urge you NOT to support NYU’s revised massive expansion plan in the Village, and not to
approve the precedent-setting approvals they are seeking to move ahead.  The revised plan is totally
wrong for this neighborhood.

NYU’s plan to add 2 million square feet of space around Washington Square Park and another 1 million
square feet throughout surrounding neighborhoods would have a devastating impact – oversaturating
neighborhoods which are already oversaturated with NYU facilities.

The means by which NYU is seeking to do this are equally disturbing. Lifting zoning requirements to
preserve open space in one of the most park-starved areas in New York City, changing residential
zoning to commercial, transferring public land to a private institution, and removing urban renewal deed
restrictions, as NYU is requesting, would be just plain wrong.

Community leaders in the Financial District have asked NYU to consider their area for expansion, where
NYU’s academic, cultural, and housing facilities would be welcome and are needed.

They have expanded enough! Let them go to the Financial District!

I hope you will protect the character of our neighborhood and not support NYU’s bid to overbuild.

Sincerely,

Terese Coe
</MSG>
 <PREFIX>Ms</PREFIX>
 <FIRST>Terese</FIRST>
 <LAST>Coe</LAST>
 <ADDR1>99 MacDougal St 13</ADDR1>
 <CITY>NY</CITY>
 <STATE>NY</STATE>
 <ZIP>10012</ZIP>
 <COUNTRY>United States</COUNTRY>
 <PHONE_B>212-777-0497</PHONE_B>
 <EMAIL>kandroma99@yahoo.com</EMAIL>
</APP>

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

REMOTE_HOST: 69.86.148.249

http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/mayor.html


HTTP_ADDR: 69.86.148.249
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS X 10.5; en-US; rv:1.9.2.16)
Gecko/20110319 Firefox/3.6.16
REMOTE_USER: null

***************************************************************************



From: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; HANNAH FISCHER-BAUM
Subject: FW: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
Date: Monday, May 23, 2011 10:56:28 AM

 

From: Terese Coe [mailto:kandroma@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 20, 2011 11:12 PM
To: ROBERT DOBRUSKIN
Cc: gvshp@gvshp.org
Subject: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No. 11DCP121M
 

May 20, 2011

Robert Dobruskin
Environmental Assessment and Review
Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street, Fourth Floor
New York, NY 10007

Re: Scope of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NYU Core ULURP, CEQR No.
11DCP121M

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

I write to urge that revisions be made to the scope of work for draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NYU’s project. This proposal, if implemented, would have a tremendous
impact upon the Village, and I believe that the NYU’s draft review fails to adequately cover
many important areas. These include:

·        The EIS should measure the impact of any and all developments which could result
from the rezoning NYU is requesting, not simply the developments they now say they
will construct if the rezoning is approved.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more academic space in
the area, better utilizing the space which they currently have. Much of NYU’s
academic space goes unused on Fridays. Thus by simply making use of the space on
Friday, they could increase their effective available space by up to 25%.

·        The EIS should examine, as an alternative to NYU building more faculty housing in
the area, better utilizing the faculty housing in the proposed rezoning area which they
already have. NYU has been warehousing apartments in Washington Square Village
and Silver Towers, and over the years has decreased the number of apartments in
these complexes by combining more and more existing units into a smaller and
smaller number of larger and larger units. Reversing or even ending these practices
would significantly diminish the university’s purported need for additional faculty
housing.

·        The EIS should measure the impact that the proposed rezonings would have on
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surrounding historic resources, including the proposed South Village Historic District,
the NoHo and SoHo Historic Districts, and the State and National Register-eligible
NoHo Historic District Extension. That should include shadows which the new
developments would cast upon them, blocked views of them, increased development
pressure upon them, and the risk of physical damage to them by years of vibration
from demolition, digging, and construction.

·        The EIS should measure the impact of the proposed rezoning and developments on the
immediate historic resources of Silver Towers/University Village and Washington
Square Village and their open space. That should include compromised views of
these structures, and shadows cast upon the little remaining open space.

·        The EIS should study the impact upon neighborhood character, as the planned
developments would undeniably irreversibly alter neighborhood character. It would do
so by so drastically altering the balance of institutional uses, and uses connected to a
single institution, in what is an otherwise currently diverse and multi-faceted
community.

·        The EIS should study alternatives which include zoning changes allowing
development on some but not all of the proposed sites, and at densities lower than that
which NYU has proposed. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

NYU seems to think it has some manifest destiny in this area, that is destiny to destroy the
little left of the Old Village in Noho. They're big enough already--they don't own Greenwich
Village! Part of the environment is the residents, and residents are against heir neverending
construction of behemoths for the luxury housing for this alleged "nonprofit." 

Sincerely,

Terese Coe
99 MacDougal St. Apt. 13

New York, NY 10012    



  
 

 

To:         Mr. Robert Dobruskin, AICP,  Director rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov 

Environmental Assessment and Review Division 

NYC Department of City Planning,  22 Reade Street,  Room 4E 

New York, New York 10007-1216 

 

From:    Concerned Residents of Washington Square Village Date: June 2, 2011 

 

Subject: NYU Plan 2031 

 
Concerned Residents of Washington Square Village oppose the building of the two massive NYU 
buildings within the current Washington Square Village Complex because the Garden, Children’s 
Playground, and Garage will be destroyed.  The vital importance of these structures are as follows: 
 
The Garden, a prize-winning one and one-half acre is a unique private Amenity providing an essential 
open space for the residents of Washington Square Village to enjoy, beautifully integrated within the four 
buildings. 
  
The Children’s Playground was built many years ago specifically as an Amenity for the families living 
in Washington Square Village, with later access granted to tenants in the nearby Silver Towers and 
individuals in the community.  The Playground, known today as the Key Park, was redesigned several 
years ago through the initiative of resident families, who also ensured retaining its mature tree plantings. 
 
The Garage was part of the original design of the complex and was built as an Amenity for the tenants 
living in Washington Square Village.  Through the cooperation of the WSVTA and NYU, a variance 
application was granted to allow transient parking. 
 
Concerned Residents of Washington Square Village - Reject New York University’s plan to destroy 
the GARDEN, this city’s unique urban landscape.  Appreciated by generations of tenants, it has also 
received worldwide landscape design recognition.   The Garden ensures air space and light for the 
enclosing apartment blocks and the buildings protect the Garden from winter and summer climate 
extremes, traffic noise and exhaust. 
 
Concerned Residents of Washington Square Village - Reject New York University’s plan to replace 
our KEY PARK Playground with a TEMPORARY GYM, as stated by Lynne Brown, a V.P. at NYU, 
reported in the Washington Square News, Monday, March 21, 2011.  There is no such thing as a 
TEMPORARY GYM.  Its foundation will be solidly built to support the 18+story kidney-shaped 
replacement building planned for this site.  
 
Concerned Residents of Washington Square Village  - Reject the proposed changes to the GARAGE, 
namely, the proposed single entrance and egress under 2 Washington Square Village and lessening the 
number of cars able to be parked there.  This change will eliminate access to all other buildings and cause 
a safety issue of walking through the NYU academic space to access residential buildings. 
 
Concerned Residents of Washington Square Village - Reject New York University’s plan to put a 10+ 
story kidney-shaped building on the LaGuardia side of Washington Square Village, thereby destroying 
the existing restaurants, stores, and LaGuardia Park.   Furthermore, these two massive buildings within 
the confines of Washington Square Village are said to include academic classrooms, science labs, a 
theatre complex with rehearsals and performances.  They will also bring thousands of individuals into a 
residential community, along with noise, lights 24/7, trash, and security issues.  
 

In summary, these are the reasons the Concerned Residents of Washington Square Village Reject 

the destruction of our unique residential community environment, abundant in light, air, space and 

beauty, which is our common Amenity. 
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May 24, 2011 

 

Mr. Robert Dobruskin, AICP, Director  
Environmental Assessment and Review Division 
NYC Department of City Planning 
22 Reade Street, Room 4E 
New York, New York   10007-1216 
 
RE: NYU Core 
 CEQR No. 11DCP121M 
 Comments on Draft Scope of Work 
 
 
Dear Mr. Dobruskin: 
 
Community Board No. 2, Manhattan (“CB2”), at its May 19, 2011 Full Board meeting, voted approval of 
the following testimony to be submitted to the New York City Department of City Planning at its May 24, 
2011, Public Scoping Hearing for the above project. 
 
New York University (“NYU”) has anticipated a significant expansion of its facilities and holdings in our 
community district for over six years.  CB2 held numerous public meetings with the University to learn 
about their stated needs, and offered, along with members of the community, meaningful input as to 
concerns about the appropriateness of the proposed development and potential impacts.  
 
In 2006, CB2 joined representatives from NYU, local elected officials, other community boards, and 
community groups in the Community Task Force on NYU Development (“Task Force”), convened by 
Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer.  The Task Force developed a set of unanimously accepted 
Planning Principles (attached as Appendix A), which were based on a premise first articulated by NYU 
President John Sexton in 2004, that Greenwich Village is a “fragile ecosystem” and the University must 
not overwhelm the historic neighborhood that is their home campus.  The Task Force met for over three 
years and made many specific recommendations about urban design, quality of life, sustainability, 
community planning process and accountability. 
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In July 2010, CB2 began its own review process of NYU Plan 2031.  Since that time, we have hosted 
eight public hearings and forums, and two public working meetings, in addition to receiving testimony 
from many hundreds of people about the University’s proposals.  This document derives from a careful 
consideration of this extensive input. 
 
We understand that NYU makes an important contribution to the economy and status of New York City, 
and that they want to grow in order to maintain their status as a premier institution of higher learning and 
internationally respected research.  However, this is the largest development project to ever come before 
CB2, and the overwhelming reaction from our board and the community has been that NYU’s proposal to 
add two and a half million square feet of new academic, dormitory, residential, retail and hotel uses in the 
heart of Greenwich Village, will forever change the character of this iconic neighborhood. 
 
Our comments here are limited to the scope of study for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(“DEIS”), to be prepared in advance of certification of a Uniform Land Use Review Process (“ULURP”).  
We begin with general comments and concerns about the actions being proposed, and then follow with 
specific requests for further study in each of the nineteen categories of potential impacts in the Project 
Area, as outlined in the NYC CEQR Technical Manual, and then end with a consideration of alternatives.   
 
 
I.  CONTEXT OF THE PROJECT  
 
New York University has been a part of Greenwich Village since their founding in 1831.  The University 
moved to the Bronx in the early decades of the 20th Century, but began a return to the neighborhood after 
World War II.  In the 1960’s they acquired the property between Mercer Street and La Guardia Place, 
West 3rd and Houston Streets, the “Proposed Development Area,” with zoning and deed restrictions that 
defined these blocks as residential, and made subsequent agreements to become the stewards of the 
auxiliary open spaces.  
 
In the 1970’s, NYU decided to make the Washington Square area its main campus, and started an 
aggressive campaign to buy properties in the Washington Square Park “core.”  Over the years, this has led 
to increasingly strained community/university relations.  Long time residents of what was once a vibrant, 
diversified neighborhood feel as if they live on a college campus.  Further, NYU has enlarged and 
modified many of the existing buildings, designed new buildings that are not in keeping with the historic 
quality of the area, taken over and then neglected public space, and ignored the damaging impact of 
incessant construction on the quality of life for residents and businesses. 
 
Currently the University owns or leases 10.8 million sf of space in the immediate Washington Square 
neighborhood.  This proposal seeks to increase their dominance by another 25%.  More alarming still is 
that all of the increase occurs in two residential superblocks, currently housing approximately 2000 
families.  Not only will these superblocks be asked to absorb two million sf in above-ground 
development, they will see the addition of an estimated 1400 dormitory students, 260 faculty families, 
150 transient hotel rooms, up to 800 public school children, and the thousands of visitors associated with 
a conference center, an expanded gym facility and over a million square feet of new academic space.  All 
of these new uses come at the cost of losing open space, light and air, historic view corridors and quality 
of life issues associated with increased noise, congestion and pollution. 
 
The prospect of a delicately balanced, stable neighborhood that is largely residential, intimate in 
character, and historical in context, being overwhelmed by the proposed influx of exceptionally tall, bulky 
buildings, additional and augmented campus uses, and swelled populations makes it essential that we 
carefully evaluate all of the potential impacts of this project.   
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II.  GENERAL COMMENTS  
 
In order to facilitate the increased bulk and density, and new uses that NYU is requesting in the Project 
Area (comprised of a Proposed Development Area and a Commercial Overlay Area), the city must 
approve a series of discretionary actions.  It is important to evaluate these requests in the context of the 
University’s stated goals. 
 
NYU says that it has grown precipitously in the period from 1990 to 2005, and that their “facilities are 
severely overburdened.”  Their goal is to ‘de-compress’ the strain on services in the Washington Square 
campus by embarking on a program of  “serious upgrade(s) and improvement(s) in facilities” in order to 
sustain the quality of its educational offerings.  Three actions help to facilitate this goal. 
 

1. Change in Zoning in Proposed Development Area 
 
The plan calls for a blanket re-zoning of the Proposed Development Area from R7-2 to C1-7.  
Our community is generally comprised of low-scale and low-density neighborhoods, and the 
existing R7-2 designation is one of the largest zoning envelopes in our district.  The height and 
bulk allowed by a C1-7 (an R8 equivalent) zoning may be appropriate in midtown or downtown, 
but not in the historic core of Greenwich Village.  Further, most of the uses being proposed in this 
area are allowable under the community facility bonus, and we have not heard an adequate 
explanation as to why their goals could not be accomplished with targeted commercial overlays.  
A hotel is a possible exception, but we are not convinced that a hotel is central component to the 
stated goal of ‘decompressing’ the core in order to maintain academic excellence. 
 

2. Large Scale General Development Special Permit 
 
The plan also calls for dissolving the current Large Scale Residential Development (LSRD) on 
the southern superblock in the Proposed Development Area, and replacing it with a Large Scale 
General Development Special Permit (LSGD) that covers both the northern and southern 
superblock.  We have not been able to determine from the Draft Scope the purpose of the LSGD, 
so it is difficult to comment.  The plans are undefined and vague, and sorely lacking in specific 
detail, so how can we responsibly evaluate the impact of the entire project?  We are especially 
concerned that the boundaries have not yet been determined, that the area covered is too large, 
and that the development would take place in two distinct phases over twenty years. 
 

3. Deed Restrictions 
 
The two superblocks in the Proposed Development Area were created under the Title I, Urban 
Renewal program to provide quality housing for the neighborhood.  The plan specified the 
amount of land that could be covered by buildings, with the understanding that the remaining 
open space would compensate for the height of the buildings.  Because of significant amendments 
to the plans, the Deed Restrictions are now set to expire 10 years from now, in 2021.  
Accelerating massive development violates the expectations of the residents and businesses in the 
area, who have made lifestyle and financial choices based on the terms of these restrictions.  
 

NYU also cites that “enhanc[ing] public recreational opportunities in the Proposed Development Area” is 
an another goal of the project.  They claim that there will be a “net increase in the amount of publicly 
accessible open space.”  However this is accomplished only by acquiring open space that is currently 
publicly owned, and very much in the public realm, as well as utilizing space that is already available to 
the public. 
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4.  Demapping and Disposition of City Owned Land 

 
For many years, CB2 has asked New York City to transfer the open space strips bordering La 
Guardia Place and Mercer Street from the Department of Transportation to the Parks Department.  
Recently we passed another resolution asking for this transfer, and received the support of all of 
our elected officials (see Appendices B and C.)  NYU has defaulted through the years on 
agreements with the City and the community to create and maintain public open space.  It makes 
no sense that one of the proposed amenities of the project is to take public parkland away from 
the public and instead offer access to space the community already has access to - but will now 
be surrounded by buildings, and to deprive an entire generation of access to parks and 
playgrounds.  We question whether there is an Open Space Ratio requirement that is not met 
without this action. 

 
NYU states that, in the Commercial Overlay Area, an additional goal is “to bring the existing retail uses 
into compliance and [to] allow for the development of . . . ground floor retail uses.”   
 

5.  Change of zoning in Commercial Overlay Area, east of Washington Square Park 
 
We do not accept this goal as a rationale for rezoning six square city blocks.  The existing retail 
uses are grandfathered, and are more than adequate to serve the needs of the community.  The 
area is surrounded by important commercial corridors, including Broadway, Lafayette, Eighth 
and Bleecker Streets.  Currently, there is a great deal of empty retail space in and around the area.  
Therefore the impacts of this action must be carefully considered.  The Draft Scope of Work says 
that the University has intentions to develop retail in only five locations.  This change could 
easily be accomplished by applying for Special Permits, rather than go to the extreme of an area-
wide rezoning. 

 
Finally, while not an explicity stated goal of the project, NYU has made the offer of 100,000 sf for a New 
York City Public School a very prominent part of the proposal. This will require specific city actions.   
 

6. Public Authorities Law Site Selection by the NYC School Construction Authority (SCA) 
 
Our district, like so many in the city, is struggling with a shortage of public school seats at the 
kindergarten, elementary and middle school levels.  This proposed facility could create 600-800 
seats and therefore it is an element of the plan that is very interesting to us.  However, the 
description of the process by which property would be made available to the SCA is 
disconcerting both because it is vague, and because it seems to be a great promise without a 
guarantee.  First, it is unclear what kind of school our district needs to meet projected populations 
in 10 to 20 years, or even if such an assessment will be available to us during this ULURP 
process.  Second, we have no assurances that SCA even wants this property, or if they have the 
resources in their capital plans to be able to develop it.  And third, the Draft Scope states that if 
SCA is not ultimately willing or able to take over the site, then it will revert to NYU.  This is of 
grave concern.  If there are no specific guarantees at the time of ULURP, then all the possible 
alternatives for this site must be studied. 
 
 

III.  STUDY METHODOLOGY    
 
We have three major concerns about the general approach of the scope for the proposed study.  
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1. First, the Draft Scope outlines a baseline of the year 2021 in the “Future Without the Proposed 
Actions,” and refers to two as-of-right projects in the Commercial Overlay Area.  We think it is 
more appropriate to analyze the plan in the entire Project Area as of 2031, when the University 
expects to complete all of their proposed development.  This will allow a more accurate 
comparison of the two scenarios, and facilitate a better understanding of the impacts. 
 
We are especially interested in an analysis of any potential community facility bonus or 
development rights currently available in the superblocks, any additional commercial square feet 
that could be built in the C1-5 overlays in the superblocks and any potential for further residential 
or community facility development.  Such an analysis should include the reasons limiting such 
development. 
 
As part of understanding all the implications of the “no-action” scenario, we insist on a more 
complete analysis of the “Reasonable Worst Case Development Scenario” (RWCDS).  
Throughout the report, the University refers to its ‘intentions’ when defining the parameters of 
studying the RWCDS.  This is unacceptable.  NYU must always look at the maximum potential 
development and change allowed under the actions they are requesting. 
 
For example, in the Commercial Overlay Area, the Draft Scope refers to NYU’s desire to 
maintain current (academic) second floor uses, and says that they intend to convert no more than 
23,236 sf to ground floor retail.  We should know the impacts of the maximum that would be 
allowed if the area was rezoned to C1-5. 

 
2. Second, we would like to see the Final Scope take into account both regional and local impacts 

when defining the study areas for each CEQR category. 
 
NYU describes the Washington Square Campus as the Hub of a Global Network University. 
“Each of the main global academic portals must have a home base at the Core that serves as a 
gateway for faculty, students and the wider public. Thus, even NYU’s plans that disperse its 
facilities at locations remote from the Washington Square campus burdens the Washington 
Square campus with additional space demands.”  This describes a major expansion of a regional 
facility.  Many of the categories for study should therefore consider the impacts in a wider 
context. 
 
At the same time, the bulk and density of the proposal will have intense impacts on the immediate 
Project Area.  As provided for in the CEQR Technical Manual, some categories should also 
identify subareas for study.  The current residents of the two superblocks will be the people who 
are most affected by the increased height, bulk, density and change of use.  A quarter mile or half 
mile study area radius could significantly dilute the potential impacts on open space, noise, air 
quality and traffic, to name a few categories. 
 

3. The character of Greenwich Village includes many intangibles related to its history, the people 
that choose to live and work here, its iconic stores, and vibrant arts scene.  We feel that this area 
is unique - in the city and country, and even worldwide.  We call on NYU to conduct an extensive 
quantitative and qualitative analysis to truly understand what this neighborhood represents.   
 
The Draft Scope states that the proposed methodology will simply “summarize the predominant 
factors that contribute to defining the character of the neighborhood, including land use, zoning 
and public policy; open space; historic and cultural resources; urban design and visual resources; 
transportation; and noise.”  The spirit of Greenwich Village is more than the sum of these items.  
It is essential to capture what this neighborhood means to residents and the millions of people 
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who come every year to be a part of this experience.  This study requires a strong sensitivity to 
the fact that the proposed project has the potential to overwhelm a neighborhood, in favor of a 
campus. 
 
In addition to a detailed demographic profile of the immediate neighborhood, and the core of 
Greenwich Village, we would like the University to expand their methodology to include surveys, 
in-depth interviews and focus groups with non-NYU-affiliated residents on the superblocks and 
in the Commercial Overlay Area, and to ensure that the results are all based on accepted research 
protocols for qualitative analysis. 

 

 

IV.  SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL AREAS 
 

1. LAND USE, ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY 
 
Community Board 2 notes that the Zoning Resolution’s intent is to establish development and use 
parameters appropriate to the applicable neighborhood or blocks. CB2 is concerned that the 
proposed zoning actions in the project area will result in unacceptable height, bulk and density that 
will change a residential neighborhood into an area with more buildings and people than the 
neighborhood was intended to support. 

Zoning : 

• The details of the Large-Scale General Development (LSGD) Special Permit are an essential part 
of this proposal.  The Draft Scope of Work does not properly describe the LSGD.  These details 
must be the basis of study for all impacts and environmental consequences.  Please provide the 
precise boundaries of the LSGD and describe the  waivers and/or Zoning Resolution text 
amendments (may include height and setback waivers and potentially floor area and open space 
redistribution across zoning lot boundary lines, and court and location of use regulations) that will 
be needed. 

 
• NYU’s proposal includes the re-cladding of the ground floor and second floor of the Washington 

Square Village apartment buildings to add transparency.  This seems to indicate a change of use 
on these floors.  Please describe in detail the purpose of recladding and study the potential 
impacts to current tenants, especially possible displacement. 

 
• Please provide an analysis of the current zoning requirements for open space and the open space 

requirements for the proposed action.  Please explain how the proposed demapping of public land 
impacts the open space requirements. 

 
• The proposed Commercial C1-5 Overlay District does not include a complete build out for the 

full amount possible of retail space.  Please provide an analysis of the Reasonable Worst Case 
Development Scenario for the C1-5 overlay, east of Washington Square Park.   

 
• Community Board 2 questions the appropriateness of a Commercial Overlay district that faces 

Washington Square Park.  Please provide an analysis of a RWCDS as to the impacts of potential 
retail on the eastern boundary of the Park. 
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Public Policy: 

• The Urban Renewal Plan that created the original superblocks, and its subsequent amendments, 
established a Public Policy that shaped these blocks.  This Policy was in effect for 50 years.  The 
proposed action significantly changes the original plan.  Please provide a comparative analysis of 
the requirements of the Urban Renewal Plan, including the Deed Restrictions, and the Proposed 
Action. 

 
• The Mitchell-Lama Program that created 505 LaGuardia Place established a Public Policy for 

affordable housing. Please provide an analysis of the potential impacts, including the potential for 
indirect displacement, that the proposed action may have. 

 
• Community Board 2 notes that the adjoining Historic Districts also constitute Public Policy.  Our 

concerns are addressed in the section below, Historic and Cultural Resources. 
 

 
PENDING: 

Future Projects 

The map of projects provided by NYU does not include all of the proposed projects in the Hudson Square 
Area.  A list of these projects will soon be available as part of the Draft Scope of Work for the pending 
Hudson Square Rezoning, and should be included.   

Zoning Projects 

CB2 notes the proposed Hudson Square Rezoning and pending zoning actions at former St Vincent’s 
Hospital site. 

Policy Actions  

CB2 notes the proposed SOHO BID and the planned expansion of the NOHO BID.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 

The No Action Alternative 

• Based on documents from City Planning it appears that there may be additional unused 
development rights available in the Proposed Development Area  The “No Action Alternative” 
should be fully explored.  Please provide a detailed description of the maximum “as-of-right” 
build-out (including development allowed by Special Permit) allowed under the current zoning, 
and the anticipated impacts. 

 
• The “No Action Alternative” in the Commercial Overlay District should also include the 

maximum “as-of-right” build-out.  NYU has noted the potential for additional construction in this 
area. 
 

Additional Alternatives: 



Page 8 

• As reasonable alternative for the proposed C1-7 District please provide a comparative analysis for 
a district that retains the current R7-2 zoning district and uses Commercial Overlay zoning, as 
needed. 

 
• As reasonable alternative for the proposed demapping and City disposition of portions of city 

streets. please provide an analysis of the proposed project without the demapped areas. 
 

• As reasonable alternative for the proposed actions please provide a plan to retain the current 
zoning, and instead relocate new development to other areas of the City that have expressed 
strong interest and invited development, for example Community Board 1, Manhattan.  Land-use 
and existing zoning regulations in areas such as the nearby Financial District would accommodate 
present and future expansion to and beyond 2031, and should be investigated.  (see Appendix D) 

 
• Within Community Board 2, many hotels have been built in recent years, and have indicated that 

they are not nearly at capacity.  As reasonable alternative for the proposed Hotel please provide a 
plan for using excess hotel space in CB2. 

 
 

• As part of the Reasonable Worst Case Development Scenario, please study the maximum 
allowable development in the event that the NYC SCA decides not to pursue a public school on 
the current Morton Williams supermarket site. 

 
 
 
2.  SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 
 
NYU’s Plan 2031 proposes a large number of changes that will affect existing residents and businesses as 
well as change the existing socioeconomic conditions. CB2 requests more detail on all aspects of this 
topic, especially including indirect displacement of residences and businesses. In addition to the studies 
required by CEQR and included in NYU’s Draft Scope, we ask that the following be studied.   
 

• Overall, CB2 asks that NYU provide a separate analysis of the existing demographic conditions 
in the Sub-Areas directly impacted by the proposed project, specifically Census Tracts 55.01 and 
59, and how the proposed changes will affect these Sub-Areas*. 

 
Direct Residential Displacement 
 

• NYU’s Draft Scope states that the proposed action will not directly displace any residents from 
the project site. However, page 23 of the Draft Scope states that 15 Washington Place will be 
converted from approximately 74,000-gsf residential into 129,000-sf academic use.  Please 
provide a full explanation of what will happen to 14 and 15 Washington Place and any other 
locations that will no longer be residential under either without or with the proposed actions, the 
number of residents affected and what plans are being made to accommodate them. 
 

• NYU’s Draft Scope states under the proposed actions that the bottom two floors of Washington 
Square Village may become retail. Please provide details of what will happen to the current 
residents on these floors. 
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• Study potential for and ramifications of displacement of rent-stabilized residents by a not-for-
profit University. 

 
Indirect Residential Displacement 

 
• Analyze the effect of increased land rent on the income-limited Mitchell-Lama housing known as 

505 LaGuardia Place.  A reset of the land lease occurs in 2014 which is within the proposed 
project period.  Will the increased land lease fees cause monthly charges to become too high for 
some residents, thereby causing displacement? 

o On the negotiations and final pricing of the Land Lease, analyze the potential effects of 
the: 

 proposed zoning change 
 removal of deed restrictions/covenants on the Urban Renewal Plan 
 dissolution of the existing LSRD 

 
• Analyze the effect of a more than 300% increase in the number of residents on the South 

Superblock on living conditions for those residing there – both the generally elderly population of 
505 LaGuardia Place and the families with small children in the two Silver Towers, as well as the 
immediate neighborhood including the North Superblock and the residents of the buildings 
adjacent to and having frontage on both Superblocks. Will changes in living conditions cause 
indirect residential displacement? 
 

• Analyze the potential for reduction in property values, causing indirect displacement and/or 
severe financial consequences to those who own co-operatives or condominiums adjacent to the 
proposed project area 

o during construction 
o after streetside green spaces have been transferred to NYU and potentially built on or 

under 
o after transient/community parking spaces have been removed 
o when up to 1,750 (per Draft Scope p. 26) young people with no ties or commitment to the 

neighborhood are added to the area 
o when a hotel facility with a transient population as well as 260 faculty residences (per 

Draft Scope p. 26) are added to the area  
o taking into account new shadows cast on these buildings by new NYU structures 
o across LaGuardia Place if the LaGuardia Corner Garden plants fail to thrive and/or die as 

a result of the shadows cast by the proposed building on the supermarket site. 
 

• Analyze the potential increase in crime due to the enormous increase in population including 
young students located at the far southeastern edge of the 6th Precinct, and its effect on property 
values on apartments in the buildings adjacent to the Superblocks. 
 

• Report on the square footage change in dedicated play space for toddlers and for children up to 
age 16, both programmed and unprogrammed, on the University Village and Washington Square 
Village Superblocks. Separately study both temporary and permanent replacement playground 
sites, and with and without the acquisition of the city-owned open space strips.  Report on how 
the changes will affect families on and adjacent to these blocks as well as property values. 
 

• Explain how a project that will affect so many residents in such a concentrated area can be 
justified, and what demographic changes can be expected when the population of students and 
faculty are dramatically increased thereby changing the proportions from that found in the 
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existing residential population. 
 

• Report on rent-stabilized or rent-controlled residents on both the Washington Square Village 
block and buildings East of Washington Square Park: 

o Do added buildings, commercial tenants and/or reduction in open space dedicated to 
these residents have the potential to reduce the number of these residents? 

o Is an overall reduction of this type of residents possible due to the proposed plan? 
 

• Provide an analysis of the number of mobility-impaired and elderly people that will be affected 
by the move of the supermarket, including whether they will lose the independence of being able 
to reach the supermarket unassisted, and possibly suffer indirect displacement. 
 

• Report on the square foot reduction of non-built space on the entire University Village and 
Washington Square Village Superblocks, both publicly and privately owned, since the total 
amount of open space is an important factor in the value of owned as well as rented housing. 
 

• Report the number of mature trees that will be destroyed as a result of the proposed plan, and its 
impact on the value of nearby rental and co-op housing. 
 

• Provide clear information on plans for 14 and 15 Washington Place and any indirect residential 
displacement or attrition plans. 
 

• Analyze the potential for underground water being diverted by the enormous “bathtubs” needed 
for the underground structures proposed for both Superblocks eroding the foundations of 
buildings near the Superblocks as well as possible water infiltration on sub-grade apartments and 
retail, and the potential for these causing a reduction in property values and/or displacement.   

 
Direct Business Displacement 
 

• Provide information on any retail facilities that will be removed as a result of this plan, including 
the existing Supermarket and the stores on the retail strip on the North Superblock, as well as any 
other existing businesses that will be removed or relocated. 

 
Indirect Business Displacement 
 

• Analyze the potential indirect displacement of existing community-oriented retail in favor of 
stores and other establishments serving the NYU population. 
 

• Report on the likely increase in food-and-drink establishments in the proposed additional retail to 
be added under the plan, and the effects of increased alcohol-serving establishments on residents 
and businesses in the area. 
 

• Analyze the potential for vacancies in the newly created retail if restrictions on liquor licenses, 
including both the 200-foot rule from the proposed school and the 500-foot rule from existing 
establishments, were to prevent new food-and-drink establishments from taking the new spaces. 
 

• Report on the current retail vacancy rate and analyze the potential effects of adding the proposed 
maximum retail on existing stores and vacant space on: 

o the area east of Washington Square Park including 8th Street - a major retail thoroughfare  
o Broadway which is currently zoned for and amply supplied with retail 
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o Bleecker Street from Lafayette to Avenue of the Americas  
o North/South streets from Houston Street to 8th Street 
o The SoHo area from Canal Street to Houston Street 

 
• Analyze the potential effect of new retail development on whether it would meet unmet needs for 

residents or compete with existing retail and longstanding iconic neighborhood merchants, and 
the effect on commercial rents on blocks including: 

o Washington Place and Waverly Place 
o Bleecker Street 
o on and near the Superblocks 

 
• Provide detailed information on the number, size and type of retail establishments that would be 

added if the proposed zoning were to be approved, both C1-7 on the Superblocks and C1-5 
overlay on the area east of Washington Square Park, and analyze the current and future retail 
market saturation and rents.  
 

• Study the need for car and truck parking and loading docks for the proposed facilities, and 
whether these will impact accessibility to buildings throughout the Superblocks and on adjacent 
streets and the area east of Washington Square Park, and how reduction in parking and increase in 
traffic will impact property values.  
 

• Study the potential effects – including indirect displacement – on nearby established industries 
and uses such as the manufacturing, retail and arts communities and facilities in SoHo and NoHo. 
 

*NOTE - From the CEQR Manual:   
For projects covering a large area, it may be appropriate to create subareas for analysis if the project affects different portions of 
the study area in different ways. For example, if a project concentrates development opportunities in one portion of the study 
area, and would result in higher increases in population in that portion, it may be appropriate to analyze the subarea most likely to 
be affected by the concentrated development.]   
 
 
3.  COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The Draft Scope for NYU’s Plan 2031 needs to include analyses of the potential direct and indirect 
impacts on a variety of areas included in this category.  Special attention should be paid to a careful 
comparison between the “No Action Alternative” and the “With Action RWCDS Alternative.”   
 
With regard to the space that NYU is offering for the public school, the language on p.6 of the Draft 
Scope, which states, “If SCA does not utilize the space for a public school by a yet-to-be-established 
date prior to 2031, NYU would utilize the 100,000 square foot space for its own academic purposes” 
must be revised.  As stated above, under General Comments, it is essential that all potential alternatives 
are fully studied. 

 
Public Schools 
 

• Analyze how increased population will impact CB2 schools. Specifically, how many families will 
NYU bring to our district as part of the Plan 2031 expansion?  
 

• Analyze and offer specific details as to how NYU is arriving at the 100,000 sq ft figure for a 
public school. 
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• Analyze what is the right level of public school (i.e., Elementary vs. Middle School.) Since 

Middle School is a district choice and not a zone choice, the need for a Middle School should 
include an analysis of district wide (D2) enrollment/school seats, but will largely be based on the 
growing Middle School population in the CB2 zone, and on the fact that parents and students do 
not have a Middle School choice in CB2. 
  
Analyze the appropriateness of housing an undergraduate college dormitory above a public 
school.  What are the School Construction Authority (SCA) and Department of Education 
protocols?  Provide a clear description of the proposed school building, and information as to how 
the SCA and NYU will coordinate construction. 

 
• Analyze the amount of outdoor space a state-of-the-art school would have and where it is best 

placed based on the grade-levels included. Per open space requirements, analyze if there is 
enough open space on the rooftop of the donated shell and core for a public school, and the 
appropriateness of a rooftop play yard. Rooftop play yards can be loud when they are filled with 
children.  Analyze noise impacts on nearby buildings. 

 
• Analyze the actual costs for NYU to provide both the ”Shell and Core” for a public school.  Are 

there differences in costs between an Elementary School, Middle School and/or High School. 
 

• Analyze the possibility of NYU financially supporting the renovations of P.S. 3 and P.S. 41, 
which have been, and continue to be, attended by children of NYU faculty, and which are 
desperately in need of upgraded infrastructures compared to other zoned public schools. One or 
both of these schools are in need of a larger outdoor play space, a new cafeteria, a separate 
gymnasium, an elevator, and permanent seating in the auditorium, and so these areas should be 
included in a cost analysis. 

• Analyze as an alternative to donating space within the core the costs of NYU financially 
supporting the purchase and construction of a new public school outside of the core.  
(e.g., 75 Morton Street which could potentially be used for both Middle and High School, Grade 
6-12.) 

 
• Analyze school completion timing. When would the school be completed, and will that coincide 

with the community’s needs? Analyze viable mitigations if it is proven the community needs a 
school now. The school is a deferred benefit, so what will NYU do for the community in the 
meantime?  

 
• Analyze as an alternative the costs of NYU financially supporting the construction of a 

community center fitted for a public school on the site in the core that the University has 
promised to the community. Analyze the costs to build classrooms, a book/reading area geared 
for children, a gym, a childcare center space, a senior center space, and a break room. 

 
• Analyze the costs of NYU donating space for a community center in existing, or  

yet-to-be constructed NYU buildings.  
 
• Analyze what protections the community has that a public school will actually be built, that SCA 

wants and can afford the space, and that the space will not revert back to NYU under any 
circumstances. Provide information on how the community will retain this mitigation even if 
DOE/SCA does not want to, or have the funds to, build the school. The DEIS states that NYU 
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will utilize this land if a public school is not built. What would be built there is currently 
unspecified. NYU’s Scope must provide alternatives that retain community ownership and use of 
this land promised by the University to the community. 

 
 

Fire and Ambulance 
 

• Analyze the fire access to the middle of Washington Square Village between the proposed extra 
buildings, playground and superblocks overall.  How will the apparent removal of the 2-way 
roads crossing the northern superblock and loss of access to the existing fire lanes there increase 
fire hazards? 
 

• Analyze how the removal of the N/S roads on the WSV block affect the ability of ambulances to 
get in, get their patients loaded, and get out. 
 

• Analyze the impact that an additional population of 1,750 young adult students (p.26) who will 
most likely be freshmen, 260 dwelling units for faculty members (p.26) and constant transient 
hotel guests will have on the delivery of NYPD services, specifically the already understaffed 6th 
Precinct, to the rest of the precinct. 

 
Hospitals 
 

• Analyze how the Proposed Action Plan and increased population will indirectly affect the 
community's access to services at the planned North Shore-LIJ Center for Comprehensive Care, 
which will have limited space and services compared to the full service St. Vincent’s Hospital it 
is replacing.  
 

Child Care 
 

• Analyze the impact on the displacement of the childcare facility, Creative Steps Playgroup on the 
ground level of WSV, which may be turned into retail, which would physically displace the 
childcare facility. If Creative Steps Playgroup were to be displaced, how would the displacement 
be mitigated by NYU?  
 

Physical Fitness Facilities 

• Report on how access to and egress from the proposed "temporary gym" will be achieved, 
especially by busloads of visiting basketball and volleyball teams, since there is no streetside 
access from Mercer Street and the porticos limit the height of the vehicles that can enter the 
"Greene Street" N/S roadway. 
 

• Report on the uses of the "temporary gym.” As this facility will be smaller than the existing 
Coles, will it be more of a field house than a gym? Will any community uses even be possible? 
Report on how the community’s access to the gym facilities will be coordinated with student 
access and analyze how NYU can provide increased access to the community to the “temporary 
gym” and, eventually, the permanent gym facility. 
 

Libraries 

• Analyze how the proposed action plan and increased population will indirectly affect the 
community's access to its Jefferson Market Library and Hudson Park Library. 



Page 14 

 
Places of Worship 

• Analyze the indirect effects that the proposed action plan will have on St. Anthony's Church and 
any other public places of worship identified to be within the study area. 

 
 
4.  OPEN SPACE  
 
Over a period of many years, access to parks and open space has been one of the most passionately 
expressed concerns among residents within the CB2 district.  Our board has actively and successfully 
promoted creation of new open spaces, large and small, at every opportunity, and has advocated for the 
improvement and good care and management of existing spaces.  This leadership has been consistently 
supported by all of our elected officials over the years.  The public open spaces currently within the 
project area are among the parks that have been created and cared for through intense and passionate 
public engagement.  They are part of the history and fabric of the immediate district.  So it is not a 
surprise that the response of the community to proposals to eliminate these spaces has been intense and 
passionate as well.  Please refer to appendices as follows: 

1. A Community Board 2 Resolution opposing de-mapping public lands in the project area and 
supporting transfer of these spaces to the Parks Department 

2. A press release to the same effect issued by elected officials for all districts in which the 
project area resides 

This request is for substantial expansion of the scope with regard to open space in the following areas: 

1. Alienation of Public Open Space 
2. Need for a Full Assessment of Direct Effects on Open Space 
3. Need for Special Assessments of Indirect Effects 
4. Special Considerations for the Need for a Detailed Assessment 
5. Staging Impacts 

 

1. Alienation of Public Open Space 
 

• A full review is required to evaluate legal issues related to alienation of public open space in the 
project area. 

Existing public open space in the project area is likely to require alienation legislation.  The 
CEQR Technical Manual advises that when a project eliminates “or involves certain changes in use of 
dedicated City-owned parkland or open space, the City must have the authorization of the New York 
State Legislature and Governor to alienate the parkland or open space.”  The project proposes transfer to 
NYU of City-owned land that is public open space.  Some of this land has been developed with 
government funds dedicated for improvement of public open space and also private funds accepted by 
New York City for the restricted purpose of developing this land for active and passive open space use.   

a. A public playground will be built this year in LaGuardia Park on the east side of LaGuardia 
Place between Bleecker and West Third Streets.  The area was dedicated for this purpose and 
the design for the park was approved through a process including review by the NYC Parks 
Department, Community Board 2, and the Public Design Commission, and City funds will be 
used for construction.   

b. Mercer Playground is public open space on Mercer Street between Bleecker and West Third 
Streets.  The NYC Parks Department web site states “In 1995 the Department of 
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Transportation gave Parks a permit to use the site. Two years later the site was formally 
transferred to Parks, and plans were made for capital improvements. The playground 
construction was funded jointly by Council Member Kathryn Freed and LMNO(P) at a total 
cost of $340,000. LMNO(P) raised an additional $100,000 for the construction of the fence.  
Supporters included New York University, the Robinson & Benham Charitable Trust, and the 
Archives Fund.”  

c. NYU recently built an underground co-generation plant on public land on Mercer Street 
between West Third and West Fourth Streets.  The easement allowing this use was part of an 
agreement dedicating the above ground use of this City-owned property to passive open 
space.  Neighbors, community board members, and elected officials participated in a design 
process resulting in a design for this public open space that was approved by Community 
Board 2 and the Public Design Commission.  The design includes gardens and seating areas. 
 

A full review is needed of all possible legal issues regarding transfer of public lands, including a 
review of whether the proposed land transfers and/or alternatively transfer of underground easements that 
might impact the public open space use of the properties would require state legislation.  Additionally, all 
prior development of public open space on these properties needs to be reviewed to determine whether 
there are issues regarding alienation of parklands that have received state or federal funding.   A report on 
this review should be made available to the lead agency, the NYC Parks Department, local elected 
officials, and Community Board 2.  
 

2. Need for a Full Assessment of Direct Effects on Open Space 
 

• Determine the users of existing public open space and evaluate how the project may reduce the 
usability of these spaces, detract from their aesthetic qualities or impair their operation. 

The Draft Scope states that “a detailed assessment of the Proposed Actions’ direct effects on open 
space will be provided that considers the types, quantities, and quality of displaced publicly accessible 
open spaces as compared to the new publicly accessible open spaces that would result from the Proposed 
Actions.”  This suggests that the assessment will be limited to what the CEQR Technical Manual calls “a 
simple comparison of conditions with and without the project and a discussion of the users affected.”  But 
the Technical Manual states that this may be insufficient when “more information on users of that open 
space may be appropriate or there is ambiguity as to whether the project would reduce the usability of an 
open space, detract from its aesthetic qualities, or impair its operation.”   As discussed in detail herein, 
there are reasons why replacement spaces provided by the project are not comparable to spaces that will 
be eliminated or significantly impacted. 
 

• Evaluate whether proposed replacement space within a campus environment will provide a 
welcoming alternative to current users.  Include surveys and interviews of current users. 

Because the project will locate replacement open space away from the public streets in a manner 
that will surround the space with large NYU buildings and may create a campus feel, students and 
workers may displace residents and more information is needed regarding current open space users and 
the availability of other space.  The relocation of active space to a more shaded area may have a negative 
impact on its usability and the loss of many mature trees will have a long term or even permanent impact 
on aesthetic qualities. 

The Draft Scope indicates that there is justification for limiting the assessment of direct effects 
because “the proposed project intends to enhance public recreation opportunities in the Proposed 
Development Area by providing new and replacement open space.”  However, the following 
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considerations indicate the need for a full review of the direct effects on the entire study area, and not just 
the proposed comparative analysis of existing and replacement spaces. 
 

• Study the basis for strong community support for existing outward facing public space on public 
land including consideration of the importance of the history of these spaces.  (See appendices: 
Community Board 2 Resolution and Press Statement by Elected Officials.) 

There is strong public support for retaining the existing open spaces.  There has been a strong 
negative public response to the proposal to eliminate the existing open spaces on City-owned land and 
there has been little or no public expression of support.  More than 200 people attended a Community 
Board 2 public hearing on October 18, 2010, where 36 people spoke against replacement of the existing 
open spaces and no one spoke in favor.  A subsequent resolution (appended hereto) was passed opposing 
transfer of these spaces to NYU and supporting transfer of these properties to the Parks Department.  A 
press release (appended hereto) opposing the transfer of these spaces to NYU and supporting transfer of 
these properties to the Parks Department included statements from all the local elected officials: United 
States Congressman Jerrold Nadler, Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer, State Senator Tom 
Duane, State Assembly Member Deborah Glick, and City Council Member Margaret Chin. 
 

• Describe and evaluate the aesthetic character, user groups, and public accessibility of existing 
open space as conditioned by its placement along the streets and outside university property. 

The proposed replacement open space is substantially different in aesthetic character, user groups 
served and public accessibility.  The existing open space on public land has direct access for 
neighborhood streets while the replacement space will be surrounded by large NYU campus buildings.   
Therefore, even without consideration of the dramatic increase of new resident students, non-resident 
students, and NYU faculty, employees, and visitors, the uses will likely be more associated with the 
campus than with the neighborhood, creating a feel more responsive to the University than to the broader 
community.  The existing open space is connected to the adjacent streets and provides a relief to the urban 
grid typical of the attractiveness of other “park blocks.”  Building new towers where the parks are 
currently located is a drastic change to the aesthetic impact of the open space.  Existing open spaces, 
including spaces on public land and the publicly accessible Children’s Playground/Key Park are built on 
natural ground and support large species mature trees.  These trees, as well as dozens of smaller species 
mature trees in other areas will be removed and the hardscape replacement spaces will support fewer trees 
of smaller species because all the replacement spaces will be built above occupied space and not on 
natural land.  The gardens above the garage at Washington Square Village were designed by Sasaki, 
Walker and Associates and completed in 1959.  They are eligible for listing in the State and National 
Register of Historic Places.  The tranquility and historic importance of these gardens will not be 
replaceable in the middle of a complex of large campus towers. 
 

• Evaluate the location of the existing playgrounds and dog run in consideration of warmth 
provided by the sun, the benefit of mature, large species trees, and distance from residential 
windows. 

The proposed replacement open space has limited usability. The addition of new buildings and 
the relocation of existing open space including children’s playgrounds and spray showers to more shaded 
areas will reduce the usability of these spaces.  A replacement for the existing dog park at Mercer and 
Houston Streets is sited adjacent to one of the Silver Towers residential buildings.  NYC Parks 
Department policy does not allow placement of dog runs where noise and odor will create conflicts with 
residents.  The location will at least limit the hours of use of the dog run which is currently used at all 
hours. 
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• Study the importance of sun exposure to the Community Garden. 

Tall new buildings in the project area will increase the shading in existing spaces, with 
particularly harmful impacts on the Community Garden on LaGuardia Place south of Bleecker Street.  
This extraordinary space is an important resource to its participating gardeners, and also stands as a 
symbol of urban resiliency and civic pride.  The garden provides immense pleasure to its gardeners, 
visitors, and passers-by.  The success of the garden is threatened by shading from new towers to its east, 
by the intensity of new uses in the project area, and by the inevitable construction impacts. 
 

• Review the history of NYU stewardship of public and publicly accessible open space and evaluate 
the causes of admitted shortcomings. 

NYU has agreed that it has a poor track record in maintenance, management and operation of 
public access to open space on their property.  While they have stated that they have “turned over a new 
leaf,” the difficulty of enforcement of public access to privately owned public space has been a 
widespread concern in areas such as urban plazas throughout the city.  NYU would have latitude to make 
unilateral decisions regarding hours of access and other rules affecting campus security and institutional 
liability.  NYU would have control over the look and feel of the open space, potentially affecting the level 
of public use.  Access to open space for freedom of expression could be restricted on privately held land. 
 

• Provide qualitative and quantitative information regarding existing publicly accessible NYU-
owned property including the Sasaki Garden and the Key Park. 

The Introduction section of the Draft Scope states that the project would add four new acres of 
publicly accessible open space.  However, the Draft Scope provides insufficient quantitative analysis of 
the amount of added open space compared to the amount of eliminated open space.  Specifically, while 
the Draft Scope includes in its analysis proposed publicly accessible private land to be added, it appears 
not to include existing publicly accessible private land that would be eliminated.  The north superblock 
includes two very large publicly accessible areas.  The “key park” children’s playground is an active open 
space in Washington Square Village, directly adjacent to Mercer Playground.  While NYU has restricted 
the degree of public access to varying degrees over the years by limiting the number of keys available to 
the broader community, this area is the largest and one of the most heavily used children’s playgrounds in 
the study area.  The Sasaki Garden, located above the parking garage in Washington Square Village, is 
the largest passive open space in the study area other than Washington Square Park.  NYU has had an 
inconsistent policy with regard to public access, but the area is now publicly accessible without 
restriction.  The Coles Athletic Center was approved in 1979 based on an agreement that included public 
access to an acre or more of rooftop space, although NYU has failed to honor the commitments in this 
agreement.  The loss of publicly accessible private space should be included in a quantitative analysis that 
also includes the addition of new publicly accessible space.  This loss was not included in the analysis for 
the draft scope and should be corrected in the final scope.  (If the space is not included in the quantitative 
analysis, it still should be included in the qualitative assessment of the loss of open space, and the final 
scope should include a full review of any conditions affecting public access to these spaces and the 
displacement of current uses, including during construction phases, should be part of the comparative 
review.)   
 

• Evaluate the current availability of open space in the project area for active and passive uses 
including division of active uses by age group. 

The project will bring large new populations of residential and non-residential young adults to an 
area underserved by active recreation facilities.  Assess the needs of this group for open space suitable for 
active recreation, and assess the availability of such space in the study area.  
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• As described above, the project may result in physical losses of highly used public open space and 
changes in usability of existing open space, will limit public access to open spaces, will result in 
increased noise and shadows in public spaces, while also increasing the demand for open space.  
Therefore, a simple comparison of conditions with and without the project is not sufficient.  The 
direct impacts require a full assessment under the procedures outlined in the CEQR Technical 
Manual.   

 

3. Need for Special Assessments of Indirect Effects. 

• Assess the true public accessibility to open space in the project area given the intensity of 
university activity in the project area, including a comparative analysis of per capita area as 
compared to current conditions.   

The project will have an enormous indirect impact on open space in parts of the study area close 
to the project area.  There will be 1400 new dormitory residents and a large number of students attending 
classes and other university activities as well as many university employees.  Given the intensity of 
university expansion in the area, it seems likely that on nice days between classes, at lunch hour, and at 
the end of the school day, students will overwhelm open space in the project area and spread into nearby 
open space. The replacement open space in Washington Square Village may not be useable for other than 
NYU populations, especially during weekday hours when NYU is in full session. 

 
• Assess the impact of the project on Washington Square Park, including impacts of overuse on 
lawn areas and the effect on current users and uses of a substantial increase of use by new 
residential and non-residential occupants of the project area. 

The project may have an especially significant impact on nearby Washington Square Park, a 
landmark open space resource of special importance for neighborhood residents as well as visitors that 
also has significance as a historical, cultural, and socio-economic resource.  The students who will live in 
dormitories are in an age group that will be attracted to the special spaces in Washington Square and will 
create new use pressures in this overcrowded park, potentially pushing out current users and having a 
significant effect on current and historical uses.  This age group will also seek opportunities for active 
uses that pose a threat to damage the newly renovated lawns in Washington Square that are intended for 
passive use only. 

 
• Assess the impact of the project on NoHo, an underserved area for public open space. 

The indirect effects on open space will have an especially significant impact on residents of 
NoHo, an underserved area, and on current residents in the project area and in immediately adjacent 
areas.  Residents who depend on access to existing open space within the project area will be particularly 
vulnerable to the pressures caused by large numbers of new residents and new daytime visitors who will 
use the proposed replacement open spaces. 

 
• Assess the impact of the project on the availability of existing active recreation facilities in the 
study area.  Evaluate current availability of active open space, including separate analysis by ages 
served, and assess the effect of the project. 

The indirect effects on open space will have an especially significant impact on active open space 
in the project area.  The areas surrounding the project area have very limited access to active recreational 
space such as ball fields and basketball courts. Passanante Park, just three blocks away, is the only large 
hard surface play area in the study area and is a vital resource for neighborhood residents, including 
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families with children, and for nearby schools.  With no other nearby facilities suitable for activities such 
as Frisbee games, project occupants may cause pressures that reduce access of neighborhood residents to 
active recreation. 

 

4. Special Considerations for the Need for a Detailed Assessment.   

A simple quantitative preliminary assessment should not be used to obviate the need for a 
Detailed Assessment because 

a. There will be especially significant impacts on NoHo, an underserved residential area 
with no nearby alternative open space if use of open space in the project area is 
reduced. 

b. There will be especially significant impacts on residential areas in and immediately 
adjacent to the project area with no nearby alternative open space if use of open space 
in the project area is reduced. 

c. The user group composed of students residing and attending classes in the project 
area has higher than average needs for open space area and their use of open space 
will be highly focused in the project area and very nearby. 

d. The relatively high current open space ratio in the project area as compared to the 
study area means changes to open space use in the project area have a 
disproportionate effect on open space use near the project area as compared to their 
effect on the study area.  

e. Inadequacy of open space within the intensively used project area will have a 
cascading impact on nearby open space greater than the impact of the increased 
number of students on the open space ratio for the entire study area. 

The project represents a major growth of NYU within its current core area.  This is identified by NYU 
as one of four planning principles.  The result will be a significant increase in the intensity of NYU 
activities in the project area, leading to a substantially increased presence of students in the project 
area as well as a greatly increased flow of students in and out.  The project will also greatly increase 
the number of NYU visitors in the area as well as the volume of commercial activity in the area, and 
will create special new open space needs for students of a new elementary school, needs which may 
be in conflict or competition with the needs of NYU students. 
 

• Perform detailed evaluations of current resources including surveys and interviews.  Field 
surveys, performed while NYU is in full session, should assess the current active and passive use 
of nearby open space by NYU students. 
   

• Provide detailed analysis of the impact on Washington Square Park, a special resource with 
enormous value to residents, nearby and citywide, and visitors 

With respect to Washington Square Park, surveys should be done after areas of the park closed 
for Phase 2 reconstruction are reopened.  Assessments should focus on park use during weekday 
hours when students are moving between classes or leaving educational activities for the day and 
evaluate user groups within the park as well as the impact of university and project related crowds on 
the perimeter of the park, e.g. with respect to the common use of the park perimeter for jogging and 
walking.  Also, in Washington Square Park, data should be collected on active use by NYU students 
of lawns intended for passive use to help assess the extent of need for more active open space areas as 
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student activity is intensified in an area. 
 

• Compare existing use of publicly accessible open space in the campus setting to existing public 
space in the project area. 

The impact of large numbers of students and employees within the project area requires detailed 
evaluation including study of the total number of people from the project area likely to use and walk 
through the space.  The assessment should include surveys of publicly accessable campus-like spaces 
such as Gould Plaza to evaluate their usability for public access.  Surveys during weekdays when 
NYU is in full session should be included, especially at class-change times.  The total number of 
resident and non-resident students anticipated in the project area, as well as employees and visitors, 
should be used in determining whether replacement open space surrounded by large university 
buildings will function well as publicly accessible open space. 
 

• Provide detailed analysis including  field surveys and interviews to determine the impacts of 
the loss of the “key park” and Sasaki Garden as currently located. 

If a survey of an open space determines a space is under-utilized, the cause of disuse should be 
evaluated to determine if it is associated with a lack of demand or with an historical or administrative 
cause.  For example, the residents in surrounding communities should be interviewed to determine the 
level of awareness regarding public access to current publicly accessible spaces such as the Sasaki 
Garden. 
 

• Perform surveys and interviews to evaluate comparative value to non-NYU residents of 
inward versus outward facing open space. 

NYU states in its draft scoping document that they seek “to design publicly accessible open space 
to be an integrated network of attractive spaces that are welcoming to the general public.”  The 
project intentionally eliminates public open space on the street sides of the project area in favor of a 
large central hardscape surrounded by NYU educational and residential buildings.  The hypothesis 
that this will improve public usability of open space is counter-intuitive and needs assessment.  Field 
surveys should be designed to evaluate current user groups for open space with in-facing orientation 
such as Schwartz and Gould Plaza as compared to those with out-facing orientation such as the Co-
Gen plaza and the sitting area outside Coles. 

Users in particular groups, such as seniors, who are particularly subject to dislocation, should be 
interviewed to determine whether proposed replacement open space will serve their special needs. 
 

• Provide a detailed assessment of the comparative value of the public spaces on Mercer Street 
between Houston and Bleecker Streets versus the proposed relocation of uses to the other side 
of the “Zipper building.” 

This is problematic because the children’s playground and reflecting garden areas on Mercer 
Street have fallen into disrepair and disuse.  However, as in Washington Square Village, the project 
moves public space here from the street to areas separated from the street by campus buildings.  The 
usability of the new space by the general public needs to be reviewed in consideration of the proposed 
intensity of NYU use of the project area.  As mentioned above, the proposed location of the dog run 
directly below many residential windows suggests a likely loss of usability that requires assessment. 
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• Provide a full historical review of intentions and agreements regarding all spaces in the 
project area, including access to the Coles roof, gym, and pool, and also NYU responsibilities to 
manage and maintain publicly accessible areas.  

The draft scope asserts that the project will add four acres of new public space.  However, no 
clear evaluation is available of the status of public accessibility to existing private space within the 
project area. The comparative analysis of lost open space and replacement open space needs to 
evaluate the number and size of trees, the percentage of hardscape versus natural ground, increased 
winter shading caused by new buildings and location of open space features as well as decreased 
availability of summer shade from large trees, and various kinds of seating. 
 

• Assess the impact of new retail stores on Washington Square 

Currently, there is minimal retail on streets surrounding the park.  A commercial overlay in the 
blocks east of Washington Square Park, including in buildings across the street from the park, will 
have impacts on the park that require assessment.   Depending on the size and type of stores, based on 
crowds attracted to stores in the nearby Broadway commercial area, substantial crowds may be drawn 
to these blocks with significant increases to visitors and pass-through pedestrians.  Park use in 
Washington Square should be compared to park use in Union Square and Madison Square where 
there is existing adjacent commercial use and park users should be interviewed to assess the potential 
significance of the commercial overlay.  Similarly, the hotel and other commercial uses made 
possible by proposed C1-7 zoning for inside the project area should be evaluated with regard to 
impacts on existing and planned open space there. 
 

• Identify existing open space in the study are where current use is near or above capacity. 

Throughout the residential open space study area, conditions of high intensity of use in existing 
open space need to be separately evaluated for both passive and active areas, and compared to city-
wide norms.  Where use of open space is at or near capacity, the likelihood of significant impacts 
from the project is greater.  Targeted mitigations may be required for each open space that is currently 
at or near capacity. 
 

• The Adequacy of Open Space needs to be assessed for sub-sections of the study area based on 
the increase caused by the project of the residential and non-residential populations. 

 There is a likely substantial increase in demand for both passive and active use of open space.  
College students have high open space needs, both active and passive. 

• There will be an increased demand for passive open space because of the increased 
number of daytime visitors to the area. 

• There will be an increased demand for active open space based on the ages of the 
people brought to the area as a result of the project. 

• The project will replace the current predominance of community residents in open 
spaces in the immediate area to the extent that current users may be displaced in some 
open spaces by newcomers.  This has occurred on various streets near NYU over the past 
decade, such as University Place.  The study needs to develop effective qualitative 
analysis tools to assess whether the non-NYU users will retain a critical mass presence in 
the new and pre-existing open space or whether they may be marginalized by new 
residential and non-residential populations. 
  

• Evaluate the impact to the demolition of Coles on current community users. 
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 How many residents will be affected?  Will there be community access to the temporary gym?  
Will there be community access to the new permanent gym and pool? 

 
5. Staging Impacts 
 

• Evaluate the impacts on access to open space during the development period. 

Review and analyze the impact of the extended development period caused by short- and mid-
term loss of open space prior to completion of replacement open space including but not limited to 
Mercer Playground,  LaGuardia Park, Community Garden, Key Park, dog run, Sasaki Garden, etc. 

We are especially concerned that building a temporary gym in the northern superblock, on the site 
of the Key Park and Sasaki Garden will significantly reduce the amount of open space and 
recreational opportunities available during construction.  In order to fully understand this impact, we 
must have specific information regarding phasing and project time frames. 

 

6. Alternatives 

• Project alternatives to be evaluated should include those that  

(1) retain all existing public open space without new underground use and supporting  
      current uses  

(2) retain the Sasaki Garden and Key Park in current locations and  

(3) provide new open space for active use within the project area. 
 

 

5.  SHADOWS 

The CEQR Technical Manual requires a shadow analysis on publicly accessible open space or historic 
resource with sun-sensitive features. In addition to these required analyses, CB2 seeks to draw attention 
to the following shadow analysis areas: 

In all cases: 

• Study air flow; shadows cause lack of tree growth, causing loss of Co2 filters 
• Study quality of life; effect of tall buildings blocking sunlight on human physical, 

physiological, mental, and emotional health.  
• All buildings 

o Impact on property interiors and exteriors 
o Impact on property values – Possible eminent domain requiring just compensation? 

 
West Side of Mercer Street between Houston and West 3rd Streets 
 
Study potential for shadows and their: 
 

• Impact on property interiors and exteriors 
• Impact on property values – possible eminent domain requiring just compensation? 
• Impact on vegetation 
• Impact of shadows on windows of buildings near any new multi-story buildings 
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• Loss of light and increase in shadows on Mercer Street between Bleecker and Houston Streets 
because of the height of the proposed Zipper building (“Valley of Darkness”) and on areas 
surrounding the Zipper building in general 

• Loss of light and increase in shadows on Mercer Street between Bleecker and West 3rd Streets 
because of the proposed “Boomerang” building 

• What will be the shadow on the buildings, on the street and inside the Mercer-facing apartments? 
There is currently direct and indirect sunlight entering Mercer-facing apartments through most of 
the day on most of the days of the year.  What would be the effect of the proposed Superblock 
buildings?  
 

LaGuardia Place 
 
Study potential for shadows and their: 
 

• Impact on property interiors and exteriors 
• Impact on property values - Possible eminent domain requiring just compensation? 
• Impact on vegetation 
• Impact of shadows on windows of buildings near any new multi-story buildings. 

 
Block 525, LaGuardia Between Houston and Bleecker 
 
Study potential for shadows and their: 
 

• Impact on property interiors and exteriors 
• Impact on property values 
• Impact on vegetation 
• Impact of shadows on windows of buildings near any new multi-story buildings. 

 
Time Landscape 
 
Landscape Artist Alan Sonfist created Time Landscape as a living monument to the Manhattan forest 
inhabited by Native Americans and encountered by Dutch Settlers in the early 17th century.  This is green 
parkland maintained by the NYC Department of Parks under Greenstreets. 
 
Study potential for shadows and effects on: 
 

• Impact on variety of trees and other vegetation in landscape work of art 
• Impact on insects 
• Impact on animal life 

 
LaGuardia Community Garden 
 
Study potential for shadows and their: 
 

• Impact on vegetation 
• Impact on insects 
• Impact on animal life 
• Impact on flowering time of milkweed, which is the food source of Monarchs in the larval stage  

(LaGuardia Corner Garden has been a registered Monarch Waystation [#1766] since September 
2007)   
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• Impact on the development of the larvae and what effect will that have on Monarch populations 
• Impact on other insects such as sphinx moths, Admiral butterfly, Eastern Swallowtail and their 

food sources. 
• Impact on mature apple and pear trees, which require 6-8 hours of direct sunlight daily to produce 

fruit. 
 
Proposed New Children’s Playground on North Side of Buildings 3&4, Washington Square Village 
 
Study potential for shadows and their: 
 

• Impact on safety given loss of light 
• Impact on vitality of playground if shadowed and sunlight lost 
• Impact on vitamin D absorption due to loss of light 

 
Mercer Street Dog Run  
 
Study potential for shadows and their: 
 

• Impact on dog run vitality 
• Impact on safety given loss of light 
• Reviewed in greater detail in Open Space Section 
 

Proposed Open Space Areas 
 
Study potential for shadows and their: 
 

• Impact on vegetation 
• Impact on insects 
• Impact on animal life 
• Potential negative impact on the inviting nature of these areas 

 
Morton Williams site 
 
Study potential for shadows and their potential effects on: 
 

• Monarch butterfly population 
• LaGuardia Corner Garden plantings 
• 505 LaGuardia Place windows 
• Windows across LaGuardia Place 

 
University Village – Landmarked 

Study potential for shadows and their potential effects on: 
 

• Impact on property interiors and exteriors 
• Property values  
• How the impact of shadows from multi-story buildings affect the landmarked landscaping of the 

southern superblock, including grass surrounding the historically and culturally significant “Bust 
of Sylvette.” 
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Washington Square Village – Eligible for Inclusion in the National Register per the New York State 
Historic Preservation Office 
 
Study potential for shadows and effects on: 
 

• Impact of shadows on historic structures - interior and exterior 
• Impact of shadows on Community Gardens 
• Impact of shadows on Sasaki, Walker & Assoc. roof garden, one of the earliest parking structure 

roof gardens in the country 
• Impact on site lines of a Corbusian-inspired “Tower in the Park” aesthetic 
• Impact of shadows on the Cable Building at 611 Broadway 

 
 

6.  HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Greenwich Village, and especially the area being studied, is rich in historic and cultural resources that 
may be impacted by the proposed development. From the legendary people – writers, musicians, 
performers and more - who lived and worked in this area to the architecture and public art, careful study 
is warranted.  Some of the items addressed below have been considered in greater detail in the following 
sections: Shadows, Neighborhood Character, Urban Design and Visual Resources, and Construction 
Impacts. 
 
General Impacts 
 

A broader consideration should be undertaken of direct and indirect impacts of sightlines to and from 
various historically designated sites, sites eligible for designation, specific historic structures, and 
cultural resources. 

 
• Applicant must provide details of designs in a scoping document involving historically designated 

properties, those eligible for designations and the rich historic and cultural value of the area. 
 

• Consider a more thoughtful analysis of direct and indirect impacts on nearby historic districts and 
individually landmarked buildings (designated and eligible/calendared). 

 
• Provide an analysis of potential physical damage to historically designated property, individual 

landmarked buildings, and sites eligible for designation, and nearby historic districts and 
individually landmarked properties. 

 
• Study impact of NYU’s presence and space utilization on ability for preexisting and other 

community cultural facilities to take root.  
 

• Study impact of expansion on plans to replace the Children’s Aid Society at the same or an 
alternate location. 

 
• Study effect of continuing transformation of historical sites, small businesses, into a university 

campus; loss of vibrant community to university “campus.” 
 

• Study effect of concentration of all resources in one monolithic entity. 
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• Study effect of diminishing experiences, contributions, and pride of non-academic members of 
the community. 

 
• Provide an analysis of the impact of proposed commercial development in historical buildings on 

the character and aesthetic quality of these buildings. 
 

• Proposed development may create street walls incompatible with neighborhood. 
 
Alternatives 
 

• Study implication of not acquiring or building under the City-owned strips. 
 

• Zipper building: consider alternative aesthetics to comport with historic design of the area.  It does not 
relate to the spatial constraints, nor to loft buildings in the historic NoHo to the east or tower-in-the-
park with Historic Register-eligible WSV or University Village. 

 
University Village (a/k/a/ Silver Towers and 505 LaGuardia Place) 
 

• Landmarks Preservation Commission – Designation List 407, LP-2003 (November 18, 2008) 
 

o Boundaries- 100 and 110 Bleecker Street (aka Silver Towers I & II, 98-122 Bleecker 
Street and 40-58 West Houston Street) and 505 LaGuardia Place (aka 487-507 LaGuardia 
Place and 64-86 West Houston Street). Built 1964-67; I. M. Pei & Associates, architect; 
James Ingo Freed, chief designer. 

 
Quotes from the 2008 Designation Report: 

 
 “University Village is one of the finest examples of a mid-20th century residential 

complex located in New York City.” (p. 1) 
 

 “Occupying a five-acre ‘superblock’ in Greenwich Village, between West Houston 
and Bleecker Streets, the site was originally part of a much larger urban renewal 
scheme conceived by Robert Moses, chairman of the Mayor’s Committee on Slum 
Clearance, in 1953.  As part of NYU’s agreement with the city to take over the 
site in 1960, the school set aside one-third of the units for middle-income 
residents.” (emphasis added) 

 
 “The complex includes three identical free-standing 30-story towers executed in 

reinforced concrete that are positioned at the center of the site in a “pinwheel” 
configuration around a 100-by-100 foot lawn.  The west tower, at 505 LaGuardia 
Place, is a cooperative residence with a long-term lease from NYU, and the east 
towers serve as faculty housing.” 

 
 “The buildings were thoughtfully arranged by Freed to maximize views and privacy, 

as well as to increase general visual interest.” 
 

 “Near the center of the complex stands a large sandblasted concrete sculpture, an 
enlargement of a 1954 cubistic work by Pablo Picasso.  Executed in 1968 by the 
French artist’s frequent collaborator, the Norwegian sculptor Carl Nesjar, the off-
center placement of the 36-foot tall bust echoes and enhances the project’s dynamic 
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plan.” 
 

 The complex has been deemed among “the most refined examples of modern 
architecture in Manhattan” (architecture curator, Terence Riley). 

 
o SHPO deemed University Village eligible for inclusion in the National Register in February 

2009 
 

Quotes from SHPO’s 2009 Evaluation: 
 

 “Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history.” 

 
 “Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; 

or represents the work of a master; or possesses high artistic values; or represents a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose component may lack individual 
distinction.” 

 
 “Though less than 50 years of age, University Village is exceptionally significant in 

the areas of architectural design and planning.  Upon its completion, University 
Village was a critical success and won accolades from the American Institute of 
Architects, the City Club of New York, the Concrete Industry Board, and Fortune 
Magazine.  Later, in 1983, when Pei was honored with the Pritzker Architecture 
Prize, University Village was cited as one of his most notable works.” 

 
Washington Square Village 
 
In February 2011, the New York State Historic Preservation Office (“SHPO”) determined that 
Washington Square Village, bounded by West 3rd Street, Bleecker Street, Mercer Street &  LaGuardia 
Place, meets the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the National Register.  The specific criteria met are as 
follows: 

 
• “Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or 

represents the work of a master; or possesses high artistic values; or represents a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose component may lack individual distinction.” 
 

Note that SHPO’s determination concurred with the Landmarks Preservation Commission’s May 21, 
2007 determination that Washington Square Village appeared to be eligible for National Register listing. 

 
SHPO further opined as follows: 

 
• “It is the opinion of the SHPO that the superblock complex of two residential towers, elevated 

landscaped plaza, commercial strip, and below-grade parking meets Criterion C as an impressive 
example of postwar urban renewal planning and design.  Paul Lester Wiener working with S.J. 
Kessler & Sons Architects designed the complex which was constructed between 1956 and 1958.  
The towers are notable for their vibrant blue, yellow and red glazed brickwork that contrasts with 
the field of grey glazed brick.  Corbusian influences are shown by the sculptural elements hiding 
mechanical equipment on the roof and the pilotis forms at the bases.”   

 
Sasaki, Walker & Associates were responsible for the landscape, which is one of the earliest parking 
structure roof gardens in the country. 
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• The garden between the two slab buildings was designed by Hideo Sasaki and Peter Walker and 

their associates, and was one of the earliest parking structure roof gardens to be built in this 
country.  It was planned as an integral part of this modernist apartment complex, ensuring air 
space and light between the enclosing blocks, and providing an area of beauty and tranquility for 
the surrounding community. 

 
The EIS should include information on the following: 
 

• Impact of inappropriate masses and heights of two proposed “Boomerang” buildings.  In 
particular, height of Mercer building is too tall.   

 
• No details have been provided of construction elements and how they would comport with 

aesthetics of both Washington Square Village and University Village, if at all. 
 

• No details have been provided as to changes in the bottom floors of Washington Square Village. 
 

 
 
7.  URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
 

The proposed area was carefully and thoughtfully designed by some of the time’s most prominent 
architects: James Ingo Freed, a partner of I.M. Pei for the South Superblock, and Paul Lester 
Weiner, a former partner of Le Corbusier for the North Superblock. The North block was designed 
and built first, and the South block was designed with the North block’s aesthetic as well as the open 
space to the east and west on the block, as key considerations.  Both Pei and Weiner were followers 
of Le Corbusier’s “tower-in-the-park” paradigm which requires that increased height be balanced by 
a proportional increase in open space. The study of the proposed project’s urban design and visual 
resources should be analyzed with this in mind. 

For both the North and South Superblocks: 

• Define clearly exactly what changes are anticipated as part of the LSGD special permit 
concerning urban design features including height and setback waivers, floor area and open space 
redistribution, as well as building textures and materials, landscape design and plantings, and 
view corridors. 
 

• Examine the effects of floor area and open space redistributions across zoning boundary lines on 
pedestrian comfort and orientation and community scale, identity and continuity. 
 

• Analyze the effects of proposed de-mapping of parts of LaGuardia Place and Mercer Street on 
pedestrian comfort, enjoyment and general experience of the street, community context, image 
and identification, and reduced streetscape enhancement. 
 

• Assess the impacts of increased building heights and bulk on blockage of sunlight, obscuring 
sightlines, obstruction of view corridors, reduced air circulation and creation of wind tunnels. 
 

• Assess the effects of proposed conflicting architectural styles, forms and materials on community 
context, image, coherence, architectural mix and integrity, and area cohesiveness. 
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• Evaluate the impact of greater building bulk and height and re-aligned building and open space 
relationships on open space access, use, high-rise and low-rise interplay, and experience of 
community belonging and ownership. 
 

• Analyze the effects of ambient lighting from proposed new buildings. 
 

• Analyze placement of new curb cuts resulting from the proposed new development and their 
potential for interfering with streetscape continuity and image, urban essence and area 
cohesiveness. 
 

• Study the impact on the existing path and sightlines of Greene and Wooster Streets preserved by 
previous efforts. 
 

The above applies to both the North and South Blocks.  The following are additional specifics to 
consider in each individual section. 

North Block 
 
• Assess the impact of recladding the ground level and second floors of Washington Square Village 

on historical context, neighborhood recognition, community image and loss of urban interest and 
variety. 
 

• Study and compare alternative scenarios with different heights, bulk, shapes and orientations as 
alternatives to the two proposed new “boomerang” buildings in terms of taking up less open 
space and street space, having a more harmonious/less jarring effect in the urban design context, 
providing a more open pedestrian experience and obscuring less sunlight. 
 

• Study and compare the following four alternatives:  
 
(i) erecting the Zipper building set back from Mercer Street to retain the current city-owned 
parkland strip (as the Coles gymnasium currently does);  
(ii) erecting the Zipper building set back from Mercer Street to retain the current city-owned 
parkland strip (as the Coles gymnasium currently does) and rising no taller than 23 feet above 
ground (the current height of Coles gymnasium);  
(iii) erecting the Zipper building rising no taller than 23 feet above ground (the current height of 
the Coles gymnasium); and  
(iv) erecting the Zipper building set back from Mercer Street to retain the current city-owned 
parkland strip (as the Coles gymnasium currently does) and rising no taller than 23 feet above 
ground from the midpoint of the block to the north (Bleecker) and stepping up or rising taller than 
23 feet but no higher than 280 feet above ground from the midpoint of the block to the south 
(Houston).  

• Study setting back the two proposed “boomerang” buildings to align with the east and west edges 
of Washington Square Village (instead of jutting out) and alternative forms of the two buildings 
in these alignments. 
 

• Assess disorientation resulting from the two proposed “boomerang” buildings obscuring existing 
view corridors and driveways. 
 

South Block 
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• Analyze effect of amassed bulk of proposed buildings on Mercer Street on light and air. 
 

• Assess impact on the pedestrian experience of crowding of buildings on Mercer Street regarding 
blocked access, lack of openness, imposing bulk and loss of open space and airiness. 
 

• Evaluate effects of proposed “zipper building” on urban design context, including lack of 
continuity, blockage of sunlight, creation of shadows, difference in scale, intrusion on sightlines 
and confusing form and setbacks. 
 

• Evaluate the impact of moving the dog run and putting a building there on reducing open space, 
removing a green and airy environment, and curtailing social activity. 
 

• Study the alternative scenario of changing the design of the building proposed at the dog run site 
to become cantilevered (to allow the dog run to remain). 

 
 
8.  NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
For all of the categories related to direct environmental impacts including Natural Resources, Hazardous 
Materials, Water and Sewer Infrastructure, Solid Waste and Sanitation Services, Energy, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Noise and Public Health, we understand that the CEQR Technical Manual 
calls for explicit areas of study, and that the University will be conducting preliminary analyses and only 
conduct further analyses if required based on the results. We would like to see all of the study results for 
all preliminary analyses, and further for each of these categories we want to call attention to our specific 
concerns. 

 
• A detailed map of underground water is required.   

 
• How will the increased number of “bathtubs” force and/or redirect this water?  If water is 

restricted and/or redirected from the locations of the proposed buildings, it will be forced into 
other pathways leading to erosion of the foundations of the existing buildings that do not have 
underground protection.   
 

• How will the loss of mature trees affect groundwater?  (Past construction projects by NYU have 
involved extensive pumping of ground water stemming from Minetta Creek and its tributaries. 
Recorded data by community groups have detailed the loss of mature trees in the area that are 
attributable to such pumping.) 
 

• Analysis of ground water pumping and its effect on the flora and tree-life in the project area is 
vital. 
 

• How would the plan affect the habitat and viability of the red-tailed hawks that have developed, 
rather precariously, in the neighborhood? Red-tailed hawks are a majestic species rarely seen in 
urban areas, and thus treasured by bird-watchers and other community members. Red-tailed 
hawks have been seen for the last few years in the development area, and this spring even nested 
on the edge of Washington Square Park.  How would the Plan (particularly the addition of large 
buildings, the diminution of park space, the removal of mature trees, the increase in population 
density, and poisons used to control rodents brought from additional garbage flows) affect their 
viability? 
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• What will the effects of pit excavation and soil removal be for: 
o Absorption of rainwater and storm water runoff 
o Air quality from removal of mature canopy of trees 
o Effect of deep earth removal, pit construction, on all natural resources in a 500’ radius 

from surveyed dimensions of pit. (Mature trees, plantings, wildlife, springs, 
groundwater.) 

 
• Information should be furnished on all aspects of ground stabilization within the immediate and 

surrounding areas.  Monitors must be installed in buildings in the surrounding areas and the 
monitors’ results must be posted online regularly. 
 

• Vibration monitors must be installed in buildings in the surrounding areas and these monitors’ 
results must be posted online regularly. 
 
 
 

9.  HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

• Please share all results of Phase I studies because there will be implications for what we think is 
important for Phase II. 
 

• The root cause of the No. 6 heating oil leak has not been announced.  Since a number of buildings 
at NYU continue to hold this type of heating oil, it is important to know what caused the leak.  
Moreover, since there will be significant vibrations in the immediate vicinity of the other 
Washington Square Village buildings, it is important the remaining tanks are permanently 
abandoned. 
 

• Please give an outline of the age of all heating oil tanks used by NYU and the type of oil used. 
 

• Which buildings have asbestos? 
 

• What hazardous materials will be used during construction? 
 

• Will there be new hazardous materials used in the buildings after completion? 
 

 
  

10.  WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 
 

• What is the anticipated increase in demand on the New York City water supply? 
 

• How will the increased demand affect water pressure in the surrounding areas? 

• The draft scope should include a discussion of all new/proposed residential, commercial, hotels. 
and sports arenas that City Planning has approved by a zoning change or as of right in the 
Newtown Creek Catch Basin, and the impact that it will have in our area concerning the 
generation of waste water and storm water.  
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• All analyses need to include the net effect of permanent residents, employees, and transients.  
Their impact on our district and its infrastructure must be addressed given the 
condition/capabilities of our fresh and waste water systems and their limited capacities 

 
 

11.  SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES 
 
Solid waste and its collection is a major concern.  We have these questions that apply to both during 
construction and after completion:  

• Will NYU compost?   

• Will the private carters they hire collect during the night hours or during the daytime?   

• Will they build adequate and accessible storage space for solid waste and recyclables?   

• Will they be installing "insinkerators"?   

• What measures will be instituted to promote reuse and waste prevention?   

• Will they be compacting unsorted waste? 

• What will they do with hazardous waste?   

• Specifically where will the refuse be collected by the private carters and which streets will be 
used to access those locations? 

• Which days of the week and at which times will refuse be collected? 

• An analysis needs to be made of the amount (in tons) and types of waste that will be created 
during construction and after completion. 

• Private carters notoriously ignore the requirement to report their pick up and disposal of any 
materials including putresibles, recyclables and hazardous waste.  NYU must deal only with 
contractors willing to disclose regularly what they pick up, when and how it is subsequently 
handled.  Example: Plan to sort solid waste at the source might assure proper handling, otherwise 
there is no assurance that the contractor will separate recyclable, compostable or hazardous waste 
from any other. 

 
 
12.  ENERGY 
 

• All new buildings should achieve LEED Gold standards. 

• What is the capacity of the Co-Gen facility and at what point will its capacity be met?  What is 
the “buildable” or “add-on” capacity for the Co-Gen facility?   

• Will NYU consider, or will NYU find it necessary, to add another Co-Gen facility due to this 
project? 
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• What impact will this project have on the New York City steam, natural gas, and electric 
grid/systems?  How much of these energy sources will be consumed during and after 
construction? 

• How will the proposed construction alter NYU’s current energy usage and management 
plans/strategies? 

• Considering the height of some of the projected buildings, has NYU studied the installation of 
solar power and rooftop gardens? 
 

• Will NYU consider requiring directed high-efficiency lighting to be used on the project 
construction sites in order to reduce energy use and direct lighting away from residential 
windows? 

 
 
 
13.  TRANSPORTATION 
 
NYU’s proposed changes will cause increases in vehicular and pedestrian traffic that will impact already 
congested and overused streets, approach corridors and parking accommodations, as well as causing 
increased use of public transportation. CB2 believes that NYU’s Draft Scope shows an insufficient study 
area as well as inadequate study times and locations. 

Vehicles 

• The study should include not only intersections in the immediate study area, but should be 
extended to include approach routes to the study area, i.e. travel corridors, and what the impact of 
the increased development and commercial use will have in generating vehicular trips on these 
already congested corridors.  For example: 

o Approaches from the Holland, Lincoln and Queens Midtown Tunnels and from the East 
River Bridges. 

o Bleecker Street – from the western area. 
o Varick Street. 
o Avenue of the Americas. 
o Broadway. 
o Mercer Street. 
o West Broadway. 
o Washington Square South and West 4th Street. 
o Fourth Avenue/Bowery. 
o University Place. 

 
• The study also should be extended to include times of day beyond the typical time periods 

assigned as critical peak hours (i.e. weekdays am, midday, pm) because of other periods of high 
traffic volume, in particular evening hours, including late evening on weekend nights (especially 
Friday and Saturday, but also Thursday and Sunday), when the area is often used for access to 
downtown clubs and other entertainment, also expected to increase with increased student 
populations. 
 

• In addition to the intersections already cited in the draft scope of work, the effects of increased 
vehicular traffic (on both congestion and safety) should also be assessed at the following 
pedestrian crossings that are already dangerous and crowded: 
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o Washington Square South and LaGuardia Place. 
o Washington Square East and West 4th Street. 
o Cross streets along Washington Square South. 
o Midblock crossings, particularly on West 3rd Street between LaGuardia Place and Mercer 

Street, as well as Bleecker Street between LaGuardia Place and Mercer Street. 
o Mercer Street. 
o Broadway and Washington Place (which leads to the center of the proposed commercial 

overlay). 
o Greene Street and Washington Place (narrow intersection – potential traffic flow impact). 
o Greene Street and West 4th Street (narrow intersection – potential traffic flow impact). 
o Bleecker Street up to Broadway. 

 
• Assess the impact on pedestrian safety from added turning movements at already dangerous 

turning areas, including: 
o LaGuardia Place at Washington Square South. 
o LaGuardia Place at West 3rd Street. 
o LaGuardia Place at Bleecker Street. 
o LaGuardia Place at Houston Street. 
o Mercer Street at Bleecker Street. 

 
• Analyze the impact from added density of increased delivery trucks and service vehicles such as 

sanitation trucks and oil deliveries on street congestion and pedestrian safety, especially on 
already clogged and dangerous streets such as West 3rd Street and Bleecker Street between 
LaGuardia Place and Mercer Street, as well as the effects of increased deliveries in the proposed 
commercial overlay. 
 

• Assess the increase in emergency vehicular traffic and its impact on local streets, as well as the 
potential for blocked emergency vehicle access. 
 

• Assess the additional need for parking for students, faculty, NYU staff, residents, and businesses 
by group, numbers and times of day. 
 

• Analyze the effects of the loss of 281 below-grade parking spaces and the relocation of 389 
relocated below-grade parking spaces, as well as the impact of the loss of on-street parking, on 
circling of traffic searching for street parking, including on safety, congestion and emissions 
impacts, especially in light of a significant increase in both permanent and transient parkers. 
 

• Assess the need for additional curb cuts and driveways and their impact on pedestrian safety and 
access, as well as on the loss of on-street parking. 
 

• Analyze how increased traffic, particularly at peak times, will affect accessibility to residences. 
 

• Assess the effects of new traffic patterns and circulation based on moving the entrance at 
Washington Square Village. 
 

• Analyze the impact of the proposed hotel, faculty accommodations and dorms in the Zipper 
building on producing additional trips and accompanying congestion and safety concerns. 
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• Assess the effects of increased traffic and noise because of the much greater density and retail 
proposed for the Zipper Building. 
 

• Assess the effects of additional limo and taxi traffic. 
 

• Assess the effects of expanded NYU bus service (as well as school buses for the proposed school) 
on street congestion and potential accommodations. 
 

• Analyze the projected modal split in the study area and how it will differ from current conditions 
in terms of impact on access, safety, and congestion. 
 

• Assess the increase in noise and emissions from all types of increased vehicular traffic and 
congestion. 
 

• Analyze the impact of visiting sports team buses and accommodation of their northwest passage 
on congestion, cruising, safety and air quality. 
 

Pedestrians 
 

• Extend pedestrian analysis locations to the commercial overlay area and street and sidewalk 
connections between the commercial overlay area and the development area. 
 

• Analyze the impact of additional foot traffic in the commercial overlay area on sidewalks that are 
already heavily used at similar times of day. 
 

• Analyze the impact of additional platoons of pedestrians at already crowded crossings and 
overloaded sidewalks on sidewalk congestion and crossing safety, for example at: 

o Washington Square South and LaGuardia Place. 
o Washington Square South and Washington Square East. 
o West 4th Street. 
o Bleecker Street. 

 
• Analyze the effects of narrowed sidewalks on Mercer Street in both the North and South Blocks 

on pedestrian access and sidewalk congestion. 
 

• Assess the impacts of increased vehicular traffic on access and mobility for seniors, the disabled 
and children. 
 

Transit 
 

• Assess need for increased bus service and frequency, including the need for restoration of as well 
as additional bus service and routes. 
 

• Assess need to restore and re-open closed subway entrances and to restore/provide on-site service 
employees (token booths, etc.) at these entrances in light of increased usage.  Include evening 
hours in this study in addition to usual am/pm peak hours. 
 

• Assess need to increase subway trip frequencies. 
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• Assess potential for sidewalk crowding and interference with subway access on way to identified 
subway stops. 
 

Bicycles 
 

• Assess impact of increased bicycle trips on both bike riders and pedestrians and assess bicycle 
safety, access and parking. 

 
 
 
14.  AIR QUALITY 

• How would wind patterns be affected by new buildings? Abnormally high winds are sometimes 
created by large buildings in close proximity, which compress air into narrow gaps between the 
buildings. 
 

• How would wind patterns affect noise, the stability of windows and exterior window screens, and 
flying debris? 
 

• It is vital that all vehicles and equipment used during construction use Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel 
and Best Available Technology for contaminant filtration. 
 

• A study of air quality during the summer and winter months from increased congestion, both 
traffic and human, on ground-level ozone levels.  
 

• Air quality studies during both summer and winter months for increased particulate matter 
(including but not limited to pollen, dust, elemental carbon, etc.) are necessary for both before, 
during, and after construction. 
 

• Third-party air monitoring throughout a five-block radius is mandatory and the results must be 
posted online weekly. 
 

• Will delivery trucks and additional buses resulting from the expansion utilize diesel fuel?  If so, 
how much additional particulate will be generated into our air? 

• To prevent a generation growing up over the 19-year period with asthma-inducing dust, diesel 
fumes/particulates and elevated ozone, we encourage NYU to explore incorporating language 
specifying use of Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel with Best Available Technology for non-road 
vehicles in contracts with contractors and sub-contractors used for the project. 

 

15.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

• It is indicated on page 44 of the NYU Draft Scope of Work that Greenhouse Gas emissions 
estimates will be discussed and quantified “if deemed potentially significant.”  These estimates 
must be quantified and discussed under any and all circumstances, regardless of their anticipated 
significance. 
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• What are the likely greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed school, from idling school buses 
and cars picking up and dropping off children? This should be estimated with the actual idling 
averages rather than based on legally mandated idling restrictions. 

 
• Precisely how many trees will be removed?  Using this number in consideration of the ages of the 

trees removed, what will be the effect of the removal of these trees on nature’s ability to convert 
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions and filter carbon dioxide from air.  
 

 

16.  NOISE 
 
The effects of the addition of so many young people in the area with an established and aging population 
is a concern for environmental study.  Even if the DEP finds that the concommitant noise level after 
construction is not raised by the benchmark 3DBs, it will certainly change in content and character. 
 

• On Page 45 of the NYU Draft Scope of Work, Task 17, paragraph 2 states: “…it is not expected 
that project-generated traffic would be likely to result in significant noise impacts.  It is assumed 
that outdoor mechanical equipment would be designed to meet applicable regulations and no 
detailed analysis of potential noise impacts due to outdoor mechanical equipment will be 
performed.”  It is imperative that a study of noise impacts is performed and mitigation measures 
discussed. 
 

• Late-night noise generated by students is a major problem in our community.  How will the 
expansion and revolving temporary populations not exacerbate this problem?  What mitigation 
measures will be put into place? 
 

• What will the increased vehicular traffic have on noise levels (e.g. ambient, horn honking, engine 
idling, etc.) both during and after construction? 
 

• Where will new HVAC units be placed?  What effects will these units have on noise levels?  
What will the mitigation measures be?  Will any HVAC units currently in use be replaced/moved 
during or after construction? 
 

• What will be the noise levels of refuse collection trucks during and after construction?  
 

• Will there be expanded lab and science rooms that will require large air handlers; if so where will 
they be located? 
 

 

17.  PUBLIC HEALTH 

• How would health be affected, generally? The ways different populations would be affected 
(children, adults, seniors, those with a compromised immune system, etc.) in terms of sleep 
disruption, elevated blood pressure, and psychological effects must be discussed. 
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• What are the risks of injury from airborne objects and debris due to heightened winds, 
particularly for small children and seniors? 
 

• How will the burden on local emergency rooms (diminished by the closing of St. Vincent’s) be 
affected by the added population to the neighborhood? 
 

• How would the people living in the area be affected by the closing and/or possible relocation of 
the Morton-Williams supermarket, both during construction and after the completion? 
Dependence on distant supermarkets is a hardship, especially for seniors. 
 

• Can the local police precinct be expected to provide adequate police coverage for an expanded 
population?  The 6th Police Precinct has told us many times that they are over-burdened with 
tourism, nightlife, and protection issues.  This expansion will have a profound effect not only on 
the 6th, but on the immediately adjacent 1st Precinct. 
 

• Fire hazards are greatly increased because of apparent removal of the two-way roads crossing the 
northern superblock and loss of access to the existing fire lanes there, among other reasons.  To 
what extent will NYU study the FDNY’s ability to operate during and after construction?  In 
particular:   
 

a. How would fire trucks get to all the existing apartments (in particular the buildings in the 
northern superblock given the landscaping around the two proposed “boomerang 
buildings” and taking of the green strip that is currently the LMNOP play area).  

b. How would access to buildings for ambulance and emergency responders be affected by 
construction?  
 

• How would access to buildings for ambulance and emergency responders be affected by 
automobile traffic? How would this affect ambulance response time?  Certainly, the increased 
truck traffic for deliveries and moving in and out and increased refuse collection trucks will be a 
safety hazard for both bikers and pedestrians; mitigation measures must be outlined and 
discussed. 
 
 

18.  NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 
 
NYU’s Draft Scope does not go into detail on Neighborhood Character and essentially states that it will 
be studied in light of other aspects of the EIS. That is insufficient given the unique character of the 
neighborhood, which has been created by the people who came here to be part of an avant-garde lifestyle 
fostering diversity and tolerance. Greenwich Village is nothing without its character. 
 
If you asked people around the world to name a place that epitomized the idea of Neighborhood 
Character, a high percentage would name Greenwich Village and SoHo, not just because of the historic 
buildings, but also because of the energy created by the people who lived - and live - here. The Study 
needs to define this quality, identify its sources and its lifeblood, and study how proposed project Plan 
elements such as freshman housing, hotel and classrooms may directly and indirectly change the qualities 
that made the Village and SoHo famous; the qualities that still make them among the major reasons why 
people visit New York 

This creative character – the fabric of Greenwich Village – still exists in small restaurants, cafes, 
theaters, music clubs and neighborhood stores, but is threatened to change beyond recognition by the 
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influx of students and faculty displacing artists, musicians and other established residents, retail serving 
a university rather than a community, and reduction in the open space that helps define the area as a 
Village. 

Some specific areas of investigation that CB2 requests include: 

• Study and report on the impact of changing the zoning of a quiet residential area to higher-density 
residential plus commercial. 

 
• Use interviews, surveys and focus groups with non-NYU-affiliated residents, especially long-

term and arts community residents, to help define the area’s character. Collaborate with 
knowledgeable residents, groups, and elected officials to develop appropriate survey 
parameters.  For example: 

o Interview residents and business owners in the project area and nearby in NoHo, the 
South Village, and the Bleecker St. area, to assess their experience and concerns 
regarding NYU expansion with regard to impacts on neighborhood character 

o Interview residents on blocks such as East 12th Street where large NYU dormitories were 
recently built to evaluate the impact on the character of the immediate 
neighborhoods.  Interviews should focus on residents who moved in years before the 
dorms were built and should include residents in different age groups 

o Interview residents on University Place between 8th Street and 12th Street where there is 
an apparent change of character caused by large numbers of students moving between 
dorms and classrooms 

o In the same areas, interview owners and customers of small stores and restaurants where 
the customer base is primarily the non-NYU community  
 

• Report on the historic character of the area proposed for this project, including but not limited to: 
o Landmarks and buildings/complexes eligible for the State and National Register of 

Historic Places 
o Public art including the Picasso “Portrait of Sylvette” statue and the Vicki Khuzami 

“Bohemorama” print displayed on Morton Williams that features writers, musicians and 
artists that lived and worked in Greenwich Village because “Greenwich Village was the 
only place where they could live the lives they needed to live.” 

o Locations where legendary people lived and worked, and sites of historic events 
o Books, movies, television shows and other media showing or mentioning the historic 

nature and unique character of Greenwich Village going back to the 1800s 
o Architectural history of Le Corbusier’s Tower-in-the-Park paradigm and his modernist 

influence on both the University Village and Washington Square Village complexes 
(including their interplay – one somber and brutalist and the other featuring colored 
bricks and water towers typical of the modernist movement, etc) since I.M. Pei was 
influenced by and Paul Lester Weiner was a partner of Le Corbusier before designing 
Washington Square Village. 

o The history of Hideo Sasaki, chairman of the department of Landscape Architecture of 
the Harvard Graduate School of Design, and the garden he created as a pioneering 
example of rooftop planting above the Washington Square Village garage 

o Visitors/tourists coming to Greenwich Village annually, both national and international 
o Small “mom-and-pop” businesses, galleries and venues throughout the area 
o Retail that serves residential needs changing to that which is more suited to student 

population 
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• Study and report on the effect of additional NYU structures, housing, students and personnel in this 
historic area on: 

o Existing and prospective non-NYU residents on and near the project blocks 
o Balance of non-university residential and retail to NYU residential, offices, gym, retail, 

hotel and dormitory in the project area and adjacent buildings 
o Shift from true residential “Village” to university “campus” 
o Population demographic, density and character changes when the dorm and hotel are in 

use and daytime employees are present 
o Change in population as NYU students seeking off-campus housing displace existing 

residents and as long-time residents move rather than being in the middle of NYU 
students 24/7 

o Quiet enjoyment of the neighborhood by existing residents - to be studied on weekdays 
during class changeovers, on weekends, and on evenings/nights 

o Reduction of streetside public open space 
o Sunlight and air available to residents and visitors 
o Added stress due to crowded conditions and more buildings than appropriate in a 

medium-density residential neighborhood 
o Effect of loss of mature trees and plants, and publicly accessible tree-filled walkways 
o Loss of birds and their prevalent song as their existing habitat is cut down and/or 

shadowed into inability to thrive, glass-clad buildings cause birdstrike deaths, ongoing 
construction effects, and the loss of open and green areas in which the wide variety of 
birds – including many songbird species – currently feed 

o Loss of independence and quality of life for the area’s many elderly residents due to the 
plan’s moving the supermarket farther than they can reach without assistance, having a 
large student population hurrying to and between classes and not always giving mobility-
challenged people adequate berth, and taking away streetside gathering places. 

o Change in character due to loss of independent “mom-and-pop” shops, bookstores, 
galleries, music venues and small cafés that cater to adults and families, and other 
elements that together make up the charm of Greenwich Village 

o Reduction in property values causing vacancies and unsellable apartments both during 
and after construction, creating a “ghost-town” effect 

o Reduction in perceived value of the neighborhood as added retail creates long-term 
vacant storefronts or undesirable businesses 

o Loss of the character of neighborhood treasures such as Washington Square Park as 
students displace resident and visitor use 

o Loss of Le Corbusier tower-in-the-park modernist aesthetic of University Village and 
Washington Square Village by putting additional buildings on the “park” portion between 
and adjacent to the carefully planned existing structures 
 

 
 
19.  CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
 
During the recent real estate expansion, Community Board 2 has gained significant experience in 
construction impacts.  In such a dense residential area, construction projects can and have created noise, 
dirt, vermin and other challenges for residents and businesses. In order to address these kinds of issues 
the Board formed the Construction Committee.  Based on our extensive expertise CB2 asks that NYU 
include plans to reduce or eliminate these problems. 

• Please provide a detailed plan of the methods that will be used to achieve LEED Silver status. 
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• If the findings of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) require further testing and / 
or remediation, please provide the Board with complete information on any required protocols 
and the methods of implementing them during construction. 
 

• Please provide a complete plan for construction monitoring and testing systems. 
 

• Please provide complete details of the construction-phasing plan and it’s impacts. 
 

• Please provide a Plan to implement the requirements for protecting landmarked structures during 
construction. 

 
• Please provide the approved Stage 1A Archaeological Assessment that will be implemented 

during construction. 
 

• Please provide details of the proposed foundation systems including the methods of installation 
and a site preparation and excavation plan. 

 
• Please provide a detailed construction site plan that includes crane locations, construction 

elevator locations, material storage, contractor entry points, contractor parking, garbage removal, 
and temporary street and sidewalk closings. 

 
• CB2 notes that there have been serious impacts on other NYU projects in the area from 

dewatering and the noise it creates. Please provide complete details for dewatering including a 
noise mitigation plan. 

 
• The Proposed Action states the need for “New York City Department of Transportation 

revocable consent for utility lines beneath City streets.”  CB2 notes that the mechanical 
systems for the new construction will require connection to the NYU central co-gen plant.  CB2 
has experienced significant problems with the simultaneous installation of these systems in 
conjunction with construction and related street closings.  Please provide a complete plan for the 
installation of these systems. Also include plans for any work necessary to expand the capacity of 
the co-gen plant. 

 
• Please provide a plan for keeping a supermarket in continuous operation during construction. 

 
• Please provide the Board with a detailed vermin abatement plan. 

 
• Please provide a plan for the protection of the open space strips, interior gardens, and existing 

trees during construction.   
 

• The proposed action notes that there will be excavation under the Friends of LaGuardia Park. 
Please provide a plan for preserving the existing trees and vegetation at this location 

 
• Community Board 2 has experienced significant noise complaints from construction projects in 

our district.  Please provide a Construction Noise mitigation Plan. 
 

• Please provide a plan for Public Notification and Community Outreach during construction. 
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V.  ALTERNATIVES 
 
There are many possible alternatives that allow a significant amount of development in the proposed 
study area but with less impact on residents, businesses and the character of the area. Please provide 
information and response on the following: 

The No-Action Alternative 

• The “No Action Alternative” should be a “Reasonable Worst Case Scenario.”  Please provide a 
detailed description of the maximum “AS OF RIGHT” build out (including development allowed 
by Special Permit), the options the current zoning allows, and the anticipated impacts. 

 
• The “No Action Alternative” in the Commercial Overlay District should also include the 

maximum “AS OF RIGHT” build out.  NYU has noted the potential for additional construction in 
this area. 

 
Main Alternatives To Full Plan 
 

• As reasonable alternative for the proposed C1-7 District, please provide a comparative analysis 
for a district that retains the current R7-2 zoning district and uses Commercial Overlay Districts 
as needed rather than a blanket commercial rezoning for the entire area. The North and South 
Superblocks already have over 76,000 sq ft of “as of right” commercial zoning available 
(proposed plan calls for only 55,000 sq ft of commercial development). 
 

• Provide a reasonable alternative to the complete blanket commercial overlay rezoning in the 
COA, including an analysis detailing which blocks would be slated for commercial development 
and which would not be, in addition to the present existing grandfathered commercial areas 
totaling nearly 40,000 sq ft.   
 

• As reasonable alternative for the proposed Demapping and City disposition of portions of City 
streets, please provide an analysis of the proposed project without using these areas in any way.  
This should include an analysis of the practicality of using space under the “green strips” in 
question where trees and shrubs have already taken deep root, and an alternative that would not 
involve removal of the existing trees, plantings, equipment, design or uses of these strips. 

 
• As reasonable alternative for the proposed actions please provide a plan to retain the current 

zoning and city-owned property and relocate the proposed new buildings in other areas of the city 
such as Community Board 1, which has expressed strong interest in such a proposal. Invitations 
and options to build in the Financial District where land and existing zoning would accommodate 
present and future expansion to and beyond 2031, and better serve NYU and the City, should be 
investigated.  (See Appendix D for list of potential sites, and also investigate empty lots available 
and/or working with other developers seeking Community Facility bonuses that NYU may be 
able to utilize.) 

 
• As a reasonable alternative for the proposed Hotel, use excess hotel space in CB2 as there are 

many new hotels in the Board area, or other nearby Community Boards. 
 
Additional Alternatives to All or Parts of Full Proposed Plan 
 

• As a reasonable alternative for the proposed Temporary Gym on the North Superblock, study the 
possibility of arranging discounted services at local physical fitness facilities and use of 
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neighboring Institutions’ field houses, athletic facilities and/or gymnasium space in addition to 
NYU’s existing Palladium athletic facility. 
 

• Provide a reasonable alternative for the active recreational open space needed for a potential 
increase of some 2000 college-age young adults that is not provided for in the current plan. The 
current plan assumes that existing community based (non-university) active open spaces will be 
used, as no additional space is provided (active in this case is being defined as Frisbee, touch 
football, green fields as opposed to passive space -- benches gardens, paths, etc). Therefore, 
please provide a reasonable alternative to the actual building proposals for the Superblocks that 
could accommodate this campus environment. 
 

• Provide an alternative that does not involve any building encroachment beyond the current 
streetwall of the superblocks. 

 
• Provide an alternative with a significant reduction in the number of proposed dorm beds, hotel 

rooms, faculty housing and/or other added residential. 
 

• Provide an alternative that requires less square footage overall, possibly resulting in fewer new 
NYU buildings, and results in significantly lower added density. 

 
• Provide an alternative that does not change the zoning or add more commercial spaces to the 

COA. 
 

• Provide an alternative that retains 14 and 15 Washington Place as residential buildings. 
 

• Study the level of different potential land lease price points on the residents of 505 LaGuardia 
Place to determine a level that would not result in displacement of existing residents or undue 
financial hardship. 
 

• Study the potential for using online learning to reduce space needs. According to the United 
States Distance Learning Association, “Nearly 30% of higher education students now take at least 
one course online. The overall finding of the U.S. Dept. of Education meta-analysis is that classes 
with online learning (whether taught completely online or blended), on average, produce stronger 
student learning outcomes than do classes with solely face-to-face instruction.” They also report 
that, “More than sixty (60%) of college courses in 2020 will be taught online.” 
 

• As a reasonable alternative for a zoning change on the North Superblock, consider requesting a 
modification of the tax map for the Retail Strip on the North Superblock to include the grass area 
immediately behind it, and report on how much development that would allow without rezoning 
or changing the rest of the block’s zoning. In this alternative, CB2 suggests that consideration be 
made to keep the additional built structure low so as to preserve the light, air and sightlines of the 
existing residences in Washington Square Village. 
 

• As a reasonable alternative for a zoning change on the South Superblock, consider requesting a 
modification of the tax map to create a separate lot for what is now the Coles gymnasium 
building, and building to no higher than 23’ from midblock north between Houston and Bleecker 
Street as currently exists, and higher but no higher than the adjacent University Village towers 
from midblock south. 
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