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BRONX BOROUGH PRESIDENT RUBEN DIAZ JR.

, OFFICE OF THE
July 20, 2018 CHAIRPERSON

Ms. Marisa Lagos AUG 15 2018
Chair, City Planning Commission 313 6o
120 Broadway, 30" Floor B
New York, New York 10271 .

Dear Chairperson Lagos:

This is to inform you that the Department of City Planning made a presentation to the Borough
Board regarding the proposed M1 Special Permit Hotel Text Amendment. At the joint meeting
of the Borough Service Cabinet and Borough Board held on July 11, 2018, the Bronx Borough
Board voted and approved the M1 Special Permit Hotel Text Amendment.

Please do not hesitate to contact Marisol Halpern, Director of Borough Operations, at (718) 590-
3882 if you have any questions or require any assistance.

Ol O T BRONX BOROUGH PRESIDENT - 851 GRAND CONCOURSE, SUTE 301, BRONX, NY 10451 - (718) 590-3500
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Gale A, Brewer, Borough President

MANHATTAN BOROUGH BOARD
RESOLUTION

RECOMMENDING APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS OF AN APPLICATION BY THE
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING PURSUANT TO SECTION 201 OF THE NEW YORK
CITY CHARTER FOR AN AMENDMENT TO THE ZONING RESOLUTION: APPLICATION
NUMBER (180349 ZRY0) - HOTEL TEXT AMENDMENT

WHEREAS, The Department of City Planning (DCP) seeks a citywide text amendment to the Zoning
Resolution (180349 ZRY0) to establish a new special permit for hotels in M1 light manufacturing
districts; and

WHEREAS, According to the Department of City Planning (DCP), these light manufacturing districts
contain some of the last areas in the City with significant amounts of developable land and are becoming
increasingly prone to as of right hotel development; and

WHEREAS, DCP also found that while 13 percent of hotels are currently located in these M1 districts, 30
percent of currently proposed hotel development is slated for these districts, demonstrating this growing
trend of hotel development in these districts; and

WHEREAS, DCP is concerned that this trend, if allowed to continue unchecked, could crowd other uses
out of these districts and has also noted that hotel development in these districts also has resulted in taller,
slender more out-of-scale and out-of-context buildings and can bring increases in pedestrian and
vehicular traffic that impede industrial activity; and

WHEREAS, the proposed text amendment would create a new special permit for transient hotels with the
following findings: (1) that the” site plan incorporate elements that are necessary to address any potential
conflicts between the proposed #use# and adjacent #uses#, such as the location of the proposed access to
the #building#, the #building’s# orientation and landscaping;” (2) that “such #use# will not cause undue
vehicular or pedestrian congestion on local #streets;” and (3) that “such #use# will not impair the essential
character or future use or development of the surrounding area;” and



WHEREAS, According to DCP, the proposed text amendment would exempt transient hotels operated by
the City or those under contract with the City for a public purpose from the special permit requirement;

and

WHEREAS, Every Community District in Manhattan has at least one M1 district to which the text
amendment would apply, but areas in Manhattan with significant amounts of M1 districts include
Community Districts 2, 3, 4, 5, and 12; and

WHEREAS, Of Manhattan’s 12 Community Boards (CB), seven have adopted resolutions on the
proposed text amendment with six in support of the text amendment and one Community Board, CB10,
opposing the proposed text amendment and expressing concerns that the special permit requirement could
increase the number of City-owned or operated transient hotels in M1 districts that are exempt from the
requirement; and :

WHEREAS, Community Boards have raised concerns over matters including: (1) the strength of the
findings which appear to focus on mitigation of conflicts between hotels and existing uses rather than the
existence and degree of conflict; (2) the impact of the special permit requirements on hotel development
in as of right areas; and (3) specific concerns related to the impact of the special permit requirement on
certain specific districts; in addition to the issue of the potential for an increase in the number of City-
owned or operated transient hotels in M1 districts; and

WHEREAS, The Manhattan Borough President’s office testified at the scoping session for the
Environmental Review of the text amendment that the impact of the permit requirement on other areas
that will remain as-of-right for hotel development should be studied; however, the Draft Environmental
Impact Review Statement (DEIS) did not study this stating that the rules on hotel development in these
areas would not be affected; now,

THEREFORE, The Manhattan Borough Board recommends approval of application (180349 ZRY0), M1
Hotel Text Amendment, subject to the following conditions:

1. That the findings be strengthened so that situations in which hotel use or oversaturation of hotels
presents a conflict with existing uses is considered regardless of potential mitigation and the
findings include a finding that uses be consistent with the character and context of the
neighborhood; and

2. That the requirements affirm that the special permit not supersede the requirements for other
special permits that might otherwise be applicable;

3. That DCP monitor those areas where hotels will continue to be allowed as of right — especially
those areas in the vicinity of districts in which a special permit will be required — to ensure that
they do not become oversaturated with hotels and if this risk becomes evident to community
boards that extension of the special permit requirement or other zoning regulations related to
hotel development be promptly considered,

4. That DCP continue to work with the Community Boards on their board-specific concerns such as
resiliency issues relating to hotels in flood zones and the impacts of the special permit
requirement on certain specific districts and uses.



AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that in the case of public-purpose, transient facilities exempt from
the special permit requirements, the City, including the Department of Homeless Services, DCP and local
elected officials and community boards work together to develop a process for meaningful review for
development of these facilities in M1 districts.

Adopted by the Manhattan Borough Board on the 28th day of June 2018.'

(1. ¢ Bl

Gale A. Brewer
Manhattan Borough President
Chair of the Manhattan Borough Board

1 ;
Date corrected to reflect the date the Resolution was actually adopted by the Manhattan Borough Board
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Gale A. Brewer, Borough President

July 2,2018

Marisa Lago, Chair

City Planning Commission
120 Broadway. 3 1st Floor
New York, NY 10271

Re: N 180349 ZRY — M1 Hotel Text Amendment by the New York City Department of City
Planning

Dear Chair Lago:

I write in support of the Department of City Planning’s (DCP) application for an amendment of
the Zoning Resolution (“ZR™) of the City of New York to establish a new Special Permit under
the jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission for new hotels in light manufacturing (M 1)
districts citywide. The proposed text amendment was put forth in order to reduce hotel
development in M1 districts and accommodate other commercial uses, protect industrial uses
from market forces that encourage hotel development, and facilitate the discussion of more
desirable uses in mixed-use M1 districts.

I support these goals and | applaud the time and consideration the City took to study and address
the issue of hotel proliferation. 1 have a few concerns that are outlined below, but I believe
communities will benefit from the proposed text amendment. It provides them with a clear
framework to determine the appropriate use of their light manufacturing districts.

I have taken into account the Manhattan Borough Board resolution recommending approval with
conditions. issued on June 28, 2018; all of the Manhattan Community Board resolutions: and all
relevant materials provided by the Department of City Planning pursuant to Section 201 of the
New York City Charter as related to the text amendment N 180349 ZRY.

BOROUGH PRESIDENT RECOMMENDATION

Industrial areas have become prime targets for hotel development city-wide. In their current
form, hotels have found these areas rich with benefits especially in mixed-use M1 districts. Asa
result, New York City has seen a proliferation of hotel development in M1 zoning districts.

As noted in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), a saturation of hotel development
in M1 districts hinders the City’s ability to ensure that there are sufficient opportunities to
support industrial, commercial, and residential growth. As a result, it is more difficult to support
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good paying jobs, new housing development, and business operations in the city’s remaining
industrial areas. This proposal is intended to reduce the number of hotels developed in M1
districts so that the city can better support the demand for commercial space, and protect
industrial uses from market forces that encourage hotel development, which is occurring at the
expense of more desirable uses in M1 use districts.

These are, for example, better suited for local services, much needed offices, and in some
instances, homes. The proposed action would give the city and the community the opportunity
to determine whether a hotel makes sense at a specific site, and provide an opportunity for
careful consideration of other uses that meet a community’s needs.

The DEIS accurately identifies West 28th Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues as an
example of hotel oversaturation in a mixed-use district. Characterized by mixed commercial
uses, it has seen three hotel developments in recent years. This proposal will curb further
development, enabling similar neighborhoods to plan and prioritize for local needs.

The City’s proposal is also supported by the fact that hotels in active industrial areas have
potential to create conflict between industrial uses and hotel guests and employees, and to harm
industrial productivity. Additionally, hotels that stand ten-stories tall disrupt and disfigure the
contextual zoning of industrial areas characterized by one and two story buildings.

While acknowledging the benefits of this text amendment, Community Boards have also
expressed their dismay toward the City’s own exemption from the special permit. The
amendment allows the City to continue as-of-right development of transient hotels for a public
purpose in these districts. The City has responded by saying it has a legal obligation to provide
shelter to all eligible persons, and the flexibility in zoning that permits temporary housing in all
M1 districts can be used to increase capacity to meet the demand. However, this exemption has
the potential to create issues of equity if low-income communities are asked to shoulder a
disproportionate number of shelters and related facilities than higher-income neighborhoods
unlikely to be subject to changes in M1 districts. If the City is unwilling to require a special
permit for transient hotels for a public purpose in M1 districts, it must also adopt criteria for
ensuring a fair distribution of these facilities, and require a meaningful review process for every
such development.

At the Scoping Hearing related to this text amendment on October 26, 2017, 1 asked that the City
study the effects of spill over from M1 districts to adjacent districts in the Borough of
Manhattan. [ also requested that the City consider the benefits of broadening the scope of the
hotel special permit to all of Manhattan below 59th Street. According to the DEIS, DCP
conducted an analysis to determine where shifts in hotel development from M1 to commercial
mixed-use districts are most likely. They concluded that hotels will shift to the mixed-use areas
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once they no longer operate as-of-right. However, hotel development in some of these areas is
not expected to significantly alter patterns of development in any one community. [ am
concerned that these conclusions are based on assumptions that may prove to be false over time.
And unfortunately, affected communities will have no mechanism in place to respond. If it is
true that the city is looking into expanding hotel special permits in other districts, I urge DCP to
move quickly before the problem arises. For the time being, DCP must monitor those areas
where hotels will continue to be permitted as-of-right to ensure that they do not become
oversaturated or displace other essential uses. This is especially important for areas adjacent to
districts where a special permit will be required.

I want the healthy grit of the city’s industrial areas to be preserved, and | commend DCP for
working to ensure this. The DEIS contains compelling evidence that hotels will continue to
locate in manufacturing districts and threaten such uses. Our manufacturers face many
challenges, and competing with hotel chains shouldn’t be one of them.

While I approve of the proposed text amendment, I feel it does not go far enough. 1 believe the
findings required to qualify for this proposed special permit should be strengthened so that the
City Planning Commission (CPC) can consider whether a hotel use presents a conflict with
existing uses regardless of potential mitigation; whether there is already oversaturation of hotels
in a given area; and require that proposed uses be consistent with the character and context of the
neighborhood.

My staff and I are grateful for the thoughtful work done by DCP and its understanding of the
need for this text amendment. We hope our recommendations will contribute to our shared goal
of preserving the industrial character of the city, protecting good paying jobs, and encouraging
balanced, community-based growth.

Sincerely,

Q. BoueR.

Gale A. Brewer
Manhattan Borough President



Queens Borough Board Recommendation

ULURP #180349 ZRY COMMUNITY BOARD: CITYWIDE

DOCKET DESCRIPTION

IN THE MATTER OF an application filed by the Department of City Planning, pursuant te Sections 200 and
201 of the NYC Charter, proposing a zoning text amendment to Article VIt, Chapter 4 of the New York City
Zoning Resolution to create a new City Planning Commission Special Permit for new hotels, motels, tourist
cabins and boatels in light manufacturing (M1) districts.

PUBLIC MEETING

A Public Meeting was held in the Borough President's Conference Room at 120-55 Queens Boulevard on
Monday, July 9, 2018, at 5:30 P.M. pursuant to Section 82(5) of the New York City Charter and was duly
advertised in the manner specified in Section 187-c (i} of the New York City Charter.

CONSIDERATION

Subsequent to a presentation of the propesal and consideration of the discussion at the public meeting, the
following issues and impacts have been identified:

o The Department of City Planning is proposing a zoning text amendment to require a City Planning
Commission Special Permit for new hotels within M1 districts;

o The new City Planning Commission Special Permit for new hotels in M1 districts would allow a case-by-
case site-specific review process to ensure that hotel development occurs on appropriate sites subject to
the findings of the special permit. The purpose of this zoning amendment is to ensure that there are
sufficient opportunities to support industrial, commercial, and institutional growth;

o The proposed special permit is a discretionary action by the City Planning Commission subject to the full
ULURP public review process. The public review process includes Community Board, Borough President
and City Planning Commission review. The City Council may elect to review a Special Permit application
and mayoral review is optional;

o As originally proposed, the CPC Special Permit would apply to all new hotel development within M1 districls
excluding M1 districts in airport properties and areas adjacent to airports. Hotels for a public purpose as
specified by the City of New York or organizations under contract with the City would be exempted from the
Special Permit requirement;

o The Department of City Planning has made several presentations on the proposed special permit for hotels
in M1 districts at the Queens Community Board meetings and the Queens Borough Board;

o Concerns had been raised by various Borough Board and Community Board members at those meetings
regarding several aspects of the proposal including: the exemption of hotels for public purpose primarily
used to provide temporary housing assistance or shelter for homeless individuals and families; the
proposed special permit may lead to hotel uses locating as-of-right into other areas such as local
commercial districts near highway exits or other commercial districts; and areas near airports should not be
exempted since some of those areas are residential in nature;

o The Department of City Planning has issued notification of an amended application (ULURP #180349 (A))
identified as the Airport Areas Inclusion Alternalive that would no longer exempt the M1 Districts adjacent
lo LaGuardia and John F Kennedy Airporis from the requirement far new hotels in those areas to apply for
the proposed Special Permit;

o Community Board 1 (CB 1) approved this application by a vote of nineteen (19) in favor with eleven (11)
against and none (0} abstaining at a public hearing held on June 19, 2018. CB 1's recommendation noted
a number of concerns which included: the proposed special permit is exempted in the Long Istand City
Special Mixed Use District; new hotels which are identified as for public purpose are exempted; the
proposed special permit has immediately triggered new permit filings for hotels to qualify for grandfathered
slatus; proposed three year window to complete new hotel construction is too generous; and if approved
the special permit would spur as-of-right hotel development in commercial district in areas meant for
delivery of local services. CB 1 expressed concerns about hotel development in the Ravenswood and
Dutch Kills neighborhoods;

o Community Board 2 {CB 2) approved this application by a vote of twenty-eight (28) in favor with none (0)
against or abstaining at a public hearing held on June 7, 2018. CB 2's conditions of approval were that
DCP should initiate a study to include the LIC Special Mixed Use District and other special districts as
areas where hotel development would require the proposed special permit;

o Community Board 3 conditionally approved this application at the monthly public meeting held on May 17,
2018. The condition is that DCP keep Community Board 3 informed of the progress and development of
this Zoning Text Amendment;




Community Board 4 Zoning Commitlee approved this application;

Community Board 5 (CB 5) disapproved this application by a vote of thirty-three (33) against with none (0)
in favor or abstaining at a public meeting on June 13, 2018. CB 5 cited the significant amount of M1
Districis in their area and the concern that the exemption of hotels for public purpose would undermine the
intent of the proposed amendment;

Community Board & conditionally approved this application at their June 13, 2018 meeting. CB 6's
condition of approval is that any transient facility even for public purpose should be subject to the special
permit and its requirements;

Community Board 7 did not take a position. The Land Use Committee Chair commented that; the
proposed special permit requirement places an unfair burden on developers and that instead it should be
45-day CPC referral process; the exemption of the special permit requirement when a hotel is proposed for
a public use should be eliminated,

Community Board 8 Executive members disapproved the application;

Community Board 9 disapproved with modifications: the exemption of the special permit requirement when
a hotel is proposed for a public use should be eliminaled; a secand special permit should be required when
a hotel initially receives a special permit and subsequenily the City determines the hotel be used for a
public purpose;

Community Board 10 (CB 10) conditionally approved the application by a vole of thirty-one (31) in favor
with none (0) opposed or abstaining at a public meeting held on June 7, 2018, CB 10's
modifications/conditions were as follows: the exemptions for M+ District on airport and areas adjacent to
airports should be eliminated; and all proposed hotel uses within M1 districts be required to obtain a special
permit;

Community Board 11 (CB 11) conditionally approved with the application by a vote of twenty-two (22) in
favor with six (6) opposed and five (5) abstaining at a public meeting held on June 11, 2018. CB 11's
conditions are that the exemptlion for hotels for public purpose should be eliminated and the hotel special
permit requirement should be extended to all zoning districts;

Community Board 12 approved this application;

Community Board 13 approved with conditions;

Community Board 14 approved with a condition that the special permit requirement should be extended to
alt hotels;

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the above consideration, the Queens Borough Board by a vote of eleven (11} in favor and five (5)
against with two (2) abstentions recommends approval of the proposed Special Permit for hotels in M1 District
with the following conditions:;

L]

The Department of City Planning should conduct a study to determine if the Long Island City Special Mixed
Use District and other special districts should have the hotel M1 Special Permit requirement;

Hotels for public purposes in the M1 Districts should also be required to go through the special permit
review process,

M1 areas adjacent to the airports should not be exempted from the hotel special permit requirement;

Special permits for hotels in all disfricts should be required;

%// iz liy

/ PRESIDENT, BOROUGH ﬂ!—‘ QUEENS OATE '
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Testimony of Manhattan Borough President Gale A. Brewer to the
City Planning Commission on the M1 Hotels Special Permit ULURP Application No. N

180349 ZRY

Good afternoon Chair Lago and fellow Commissioners of the City Planning Commission.

| am here today in support of the Department of City Planning’s (DCP) application to establish a
new Special Permit for new hotels in light manufacturing (M1) districts citywide. | support the
goals of this application and | applaud the time and consideration the City took to study and
address the issue of hotel proliferation. | have a few concerns | will detail shortly, but | believe
communities will benefit from the proposed text amendment.

Industrial areas have become prime targets for hotel development city-wide, and their
proliferation is a problém in need of an immediate remedy. In their current form, light industrial
areas are rich with benefits to hotels, especially in mixed-use M1 districts. As a result, we have
seen a proliferation of hotel development in M1 zoning districts. The presence of hotels in the
city's remaining light industrial zoning districts makes it more difficult for the City to support
good-paying industrial jobs, new housing development, and other business operations. { fully
support the proposal's intent to reduce the number of hotels developed in M1 districts so that
the city can better support the demand for commercial space, and protect industrial uses from
market forces that encourage hotel development, which is occurring at the expense of more
desirable uses in M1 use districts. The proposed action would give the city and the community
the opportunity to determine whether a hotel makes sense at a specific site, and provide an
opportunity for careful consideration of other uses that meet a community's needs.

While acknowledging the benefits of this text amendment, Community Boards have also
expressed their dismay toward the City's own exemption from the special permit. The
amendment allows the City to continue as-of-right development of transient hotels for a public
purpose in these districts. The City has responded by saying it has a legal obligation to provide
shelter to all eligible persons, and the flexibility in zoning that permits temporary housing in all
M1 districts can be used to increase capacity to meet the demand. However, this exemption has
the potential to create issues of equity if low-income communities are asked to shoulder a
disproportionate number of shelters and related facilities than higher-income neighborhoods
unlikely to be subject to changes in M1 districts. If the City is unwilling to require a special permit
for transient hotels for a public purpose in M1 districts, it must then adopt criteria for ensuring a



fair distribution of these facilities, and require a meaningful review process for every such
development.

At the Scoping Hearing related to this text amendment on October 26, 2017, | asked that the
City study the effects of spill over from M1 districts to adjacent districts in the Borough of
Manhattan. | also requested that the City consider the benefits of broadening the scope of the
hotel special permit to all of Manhattan below 59th Street. According to the DEIS, DCP
conducted an analysis to determine where shifts in hotel development from M1 to commercial
mixed-use districts are most likely. It was concluded that hotels will shift to the mixed-use areas
once they no longer operate as-of-right, but hote! development in some of these areas is not
expected to significantly alter patterns of development in any one community. | am concerned
that these conclusions are based on assumptions that may prove to be false over time. And
unfortunately, affected communities will have no mechanism in place to respond. If it is true that
the city is looking into expanding hotel special permits in other districts, | urge DCP to move
quickly before the problem arises. For the time being, DCP must monitor those areas where
hotels will continue to be permitted as-of-right to ensure that they do not become oversaturated
or displace other essential uses. This is especially important for areas adjacent to districts
where a special permit will be required.

| also believe the findings required to qualify for this proposed special permit should be
strengthened so that the CPC can consider whether a hotel use presents a conflict with existing
uses regardless of potential mitigation; whether there is already oversaturation of hotels in a
given area; and require that proposed uses be consistent with the character and context of the
neighborhood.

I want the healthy grit of the city’s industrial areas to be preserved, and | commend DCP for
working to ensure this. The DEIS contains compelling evidence that hotels will continue to
locate in manufacturing districts and threaten such uses. Our manufacturers face many
challenges, and competing with hotel chains shouldn’t be one of them.

My staff and | recognize and are grateful for the thoughtful work done by DCP and its
understanding of the need for this text amendment. We hope our recommendations will
contribute to our shared goal of preserving the industrial character of the city, protecting good
paying jobs, and encouraging balanced, community-based growth.

Thank you very much for your time and for providing the opportunity to speak here today.



Queens Borough President Recommendation

ULURP #180349 ZRY COMMUNITY BOARD: CITYWIDE

DOCKET DESCRIPTION

IN THE MATTER OF an application filed by the Department of City Planning, pursuant to Sections 200 and
201 of the NYC Charter, proposing a zoning text amendment to Article VII, Chapter 4 of the New York City
Zoning Resolution to create a new City Planning Commission Special Permit for new hotels, motels, tourist
cabins and boatels in light manufacturing (M1) districts.

PUBLIC MEETING
A Public Hearing was held in the Borough President's Conference Room at 120-55 Queens Boulevard on
Thursday, July 12, 2018, at 5:30 P.M. pursuant to Section 82(5) of the New York City Charter and was duly
advertised in the manner specified in Section 187-c (i) of the New York City Charter. There was one (1)
speaker in favor. The hearing was closed.

CONSIDERATION
Subsequent to a presentation of the proposal and consideration of the discussion at the public meeting, the
following issues and impacts have been identified:

o The Department of City Planning is proposing a zoning text amendment to require a City Planning
Commission Special Permit for new hotels within M1 districts;

o The new City Planning Commission Special Permit for new hotels in M1 districts would allow a case-by-
case site-specific review process to ensure that hotel development occurs on appropriate sites subject to
the findings of the special permit. The purpose of this zoning amendment is to ensure that there are
sufficient opportunities to support industrial, commercial, and institutional growth;

o The proposed special permit is a discretionary action by the City Planning Commission subject to the full
ULURP public review process. The public review process includes Community Board, Borough President
and City Planning Commission review. The City Council may elect to review a Special Permit application
and mayoral review is optional,

o Asoriginally proposed, the CPC Special Permit would apply to all new hotel development within M1 districts
excluding M1 districts in airport properties and areas adjacent to airports. Hotels for a public purpose as
specified by the City of New York or organizations under contract with the City would be exempted from the
Special Permit requirement;

o The Department of City Planning has made several presentations on the proposed special permit for hotels
in M1 districts at the Queens Community Board meetings and the Queens Borough Board;

o Concerns had been raised by various Borough Board and Community Board members at those meetings
regarding several aspects of the proposal including: the exemption of hotels for public purpese primarily
used to provide temporary housing assistance or shelter for homeless individuals and families; the
proposed special permit may lead to hotel uses locating as-of-right into other areas such as local
commercial districts near highway exits or other commercial districts, and areas near airports should not be
exempted since some of those areas are residential in nature;

o The Department of City Planning has issued notification of an amended application (ULURP #180348 (A))
identified as the Airport Areas inclusion Alternative that would no longer exermnpt the M1 Districts adjacent
to LaGuardia and John F Kennedy Airports from the requirement for new hotels in those areas to apply for
the proposed Special Permit;

o Community Board 1 (CB 1) approved this application by a vote of nineteen (19) in favor with eleven (11)
against and none (0) abstaining at a public hearing held on June 19, 2018. CB 1's recommendation noted
a number of concerns which included: the proposed special permit is exempted in the Long Island City
Special Mixed Use District; new hotels which are identified as for public purpose are exempted; the
proposed special permit has immediately triggered new permit filings for hotels to qualify for grandfathered
status; proposed three year window to complete new hotel construction is too generous; and if approved
the special permit would spur as-of-right hotel development in commercial district in areas meant for
delivery of local services. CB 1 expressed concerns about hotel development in the Ravenswood and
Dutch Kills neighborhoods;

o Community Board 2 (CB 2) approved this application by a vote of twenty-eight (28) in favor with none (0)
against or abstaining at a public hearing held on June 7, 2018. CB 2's conditions of approval were that
DCP shouid initiate a study to include the LIC Special Mixed Use District and other special districts as
areas where hotel development would require the proposed special parmit;

o Community Board 3 conditionally approved this application at the monthiy public meeting held on May 17,
2018. The condition is that DCP keep Community Board 3 informed of the progress and development of
this Zoning Text Amendment;




o

Community Board 4 Zoning Commitiee approved this application;

Community Board 5 (CB 5) disapproved this application by a vote of thirty-three (33) against with none (0}
in favor or abstaining at a public meeting on June 13, 2018, CB 5 cited the significant amount of M1
Districts in their area and the concern that the exempticn of hotels for public purpose would undermine the
intent of the proposed amendment;

Community Board 6 conditionally approved this application at their June 13, 2018 meeting. CB 6's
condition of approval is that any transient facility even for public purpose should be subject to the special
permit and its requirements;

Community Board 7 did not take a position. The Land Use Committee Chair commented that: the
proposed special permit requirement places an unfair burden on developers and that instead it should be
45-day CPC referral process, the exemption of the special permit requirement when a hotel is proposed for
a public use should be eliminated;

Community Board 8 Executive members disapproved the application;

Community Board 9 disapproved with modifications: the exemption of the special permit requirement when
a hotel is proposed for a public use should be eliminated; a second special permit should be required when
a hotel initially receives a special permit and subsequently the City determines the hotel be used for a
public purpose,

Community Board 10 (CB 10} conditionally approved the application by a vote of thirty-one (31) in favor
with none (0) opposed or abstaining at a public meeting held on June 7, 2018. CB 10's
modifications/conditions were as follows: the exemptions for M1 District on airport and areas adjacent to
airports should be eliminated; and all proposed hotel uses within M1 districts be required to obtain a special
permit,

Community Board 11 (CB 11) conditionally approved with the application by a vote of twenty-two (22) in
favor with six (6) opposed and five (5) abstaining at a public meeting held on June 11, 2018. CB 11's
conditions are that the exemption for hotels for public purpose should be eliminated and the hotel special
permit requirement shouid be extended to all zoning districts;

Community Board 12 approved this application;
Community Board 13 approved with conditions;

Community Board 14 approved with a condition that the special permit requirement should be extended to
all hotels;

The Queens Borough Board conditionally approved this application by a vote of eleven (11) in favor with
five (5) against and two (2) abstentions at a public meeting held on July 9, 2018, The conditions of
approval reflect concerns that were raised by the individual community boards in their review of the
propased Special Permit for hotels in M1 Districts.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the above consideration, | hereby recommend approval of this application with the following
conditions:

The Department of City Planning should conduct a study to determine if the Long Island City Special Mixed
Use District and other special districts should have the hotel M1 Special Permit requirement;

Hotels for public purposes in the M1 Districts should also be required to go through the special permit
review process;

M1 areas adjacent to the airports should not be exempted from the hotel special permit requirement,

Special permits for hotels in all districts should be required;

PRESIDENT, BOROUGH OF QUPENS DATE

Z%M %’ 7118118




Bronx Community Board #2

Borough President Ruben Diaz, Jr.
1029 East 163" St.
Bronx, NY 10459
718-328-9125 + 718-991-4974 Fax
E-mail: brxcb2@optonline.net

Roberto Crespo Rzi]_ph Acevedo
Chairperson District Manager

June 28" 2018

Marisa Lago, Chairwoman
City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York NY 10007

RE: N180349ZRY — Proposed M1 Zoning Text Amendment

Dear Chair Lago:

On May 2™ 2018, Bronx Community Board 2 (CB2) reviewed the N180349ZRY proposed M1 Text
Amendment. On June 6" 2018, CB2 held a public hearing on the application. The proposed zoning text
amendment would introduce a Special Permit under the jurisdiction of the New York City Planning
Commission for new hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in Light Manufacturing (M1) districts
citywide, in order to ensure balanced mix of uses in neighborhoods as well as sufficient opportunities for
the future siting of permitted uses on the site.

At its regularly scheduled Full Board Meeting on June 27" 2018, CB2, on the recommendation of its
Board Members, and following a duly noticed public hearing, voted 34 for, 0 against, 1 abstention, 3 not
present to approve with Modifications/Conditions. CB2 recommends the following stipulation and
condition enumerated below:

¢ The proposed Text Amendment incorporates proposed City, Private and Commercial Shelters to
require a special permit in M1 zoning districts.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that:

Bronx Community Board 2 recommends approval of Application N180349ZRY if the proposed
amendment adheres to the conditions set forth above.

Sincerely,

O

Roberto Crspo Rafael Acevedo
Chairman District Manager

Working To Improve The Hunt's Point — Longwood Community‘



P]_/_\\NN||\|G Community/Borough Board Recommendation

Pursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure

cation # N180349ZRY Froject Name Proposed M1 Text Amendment
18DCP0O42Y

CEQR Number

1gh(s): Bronx
nitv District Number(s): 2

Please use the above application number on all correspondence concerning this application

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1. Complete this form and return to the Department of City Planning by one of the following options:
« EMAIL (recommended): Send email to CalendarOffice@planning.nyc.gov and include the following subject line:
(CB or BP) Recommendation + (6-digit application number), e.g., “CB Recommendation #C1000002SQ"
s MAIL: Calendar Information Office, City Planning Commission, 120 Broadway, 31t Floor, New York, NY 10271
« FAX: to(212) 720-3488 and note "Attention of the Calendar Office”
2. Send one copy of the completed form with any attachments to the applicant's representative at the address listed below,
one copy to the Borough President, and one copy to the Borough Board, when applicable.

Docket Description

IN THE MATTER OF an application submitted by New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) proposing a zoning text amendment
to Article V11, Chapter 4 of the City's Zoning Resolution to establish a new special permit under the jurisdiction of the City Planning (CPC)
for new hotels, motels, tourist cabins and boatels in light manufacturing (M1) districts citywide.

Applicant’s Representative:
Robert Dobruskin

Recommendation submitted by:

Bronx Community Board 2

Date of public hearing: June 6th 2018 Location: 1029 East 163rd Street Bronx NY 10459

Was a quorum present? YES NO D A public hearing requires a quorum of 20% of the appointed members of the board,
: but in no event fewer than seven such members.

Date of Vote: June 27th 2018 Location: 1054 Simpson Street Bronx NY 10459

RECOMMENDATION

I:' Approve Approve With Modifications/Conditions

D Disapprove I:] Disapprove With Modifications/Conditions

Please attach any further explanation of the recommendation on additional sheets, as necessary.

Voting

#In Favor: 34 #Against: 0 # Abstaining: 1 Total members appointed to the board: 38

Name of CB/BB officer completing this form Title Date

Rafael Acevedo District Manager June 28th 2018




ia %S " The City of New York

*p";é Bronx Community Board Three

1426 Boston Road, Bronx, NY 10456 DIAL Govemment Services

Telephone No.:(718)378-8054 - Fax No.:(718)378-8188 n & Information for NYC

E-mail Address: Jdudley@cb.nyc.gov Comm. Bd. info go to: bronxmall.com

RUBEN DIAZ, JR.
BRONX BOROUGH PRESIDENT

GLORIA ALSTON
CHAIRWOMAN

JOHN W. DUDLEY
DISTRICT MANAGER

June 19, 2018

Mr. Michael Kavalar

Senior Planner

NYC Department of City Planning
1775 Grand Concourse, 5% Floor
Bronx, NY 10453

RE: M1 PROPOSED HOTEL ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT (N180349ZRY)

Dear Mr. Kavalar:

At a meeting of the executive committee of Bronx Community Board Three held Monday, June 18, 2018, in which there was
a quorum of members present and entitled to vote, approval was given in support of the above application of the NYC
Department of City Planning. This action of approval has been taken by the executive committee of Bronx Community
Board Three, which has been empowered to act on behalf of the full board via board resolution dated Tuesday, June 12,
2018.

Please communicate with me should further action be needed in this matter.

Sincerely,

hn Dudley
District Manager

Cc Gloria Alston, Chairwoman
Rev. Bruce Rivera, Chairperson, Housing, Land Use and Economic Development committee

EXECUTIVE OFFICERS
Rev. Bruce Rivera Linda Kemp Rev. Idus A. Nunn, Jr. Kathy Johnson-Morris Rita Jones
1t Vice-Chairperson 2m Vice-Chairperson Secretary Treasurer Sqt.-at-Arms/Parliamentarian



THE CITY OF NEW YORK BOROUGH OF THE BRONX

COMMUNITY BOARD #5

llonorable Ruben Diaz, Jr., Brony Borough President

Chairperson OFFICE OF THE District Manager
Dr. Bola Omolosho Kenneth Brown
June 1, 2018 : CHATRE jERS_(?N

JUN 12 7018

Ms. Marisa Lago, Chairwoman rb\\o\ 5
City Planning Commission N

22 Reade Street '

New York, NY. 10007

Dear Chairwoman Lago,

We are writiné this letter so as to provide a Letter of Support to the New York City Planning
Commission supporting the Proposed Zoning Text Amendment: M1 Hotel Special Permit.
Subsequent to presentation on this matter by the Department of City Planning at the General
Board meeting of Bronx Community Board 5 on May 234, 2018 a vote was taken by the Board
in relation to giving support to this proposed amendment. A quorum was present and a vote was
taken. The Board voted sixteen to affirm, three against and one was absent for the vote. It is
therefore the plurality of opinion by the board members pre’sient that the proposed amendment
receives this board’s support and affirmation.

Should you have any questions or concerns, feel free to contact the District manager as per the

contact information below.

Sincerely,

AN ) ‘}/%r’/ﬂu
Dr. Bola Omotosho |\ Mﬁr ¥

Chairperson District Manager
Bronx Community Board 5 Bronx Community Board 5

BCC Campus Gould Memorial Library, Rm. 38* 2155 University Avenue * Bronx, New York 10453
' Telephone (718) 364-2030 * Facsimile (718) 220-8426 * bx05@ch.nyc.gov

Serving these Neighborhoods:
Fordham, Morris Heights, Mount Hope, University Heights



THE CI1TY OF NEW YORK

BOROUGH OF THE BRONX
COMMUNITY BOARD 7

\“ . ‘u"
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RUBEN DIAZ, JR., BOROUGH PRESIDENT BARBARA STRONCZER, CHAIRPERSON ISCHIA BRAVO, DISTRICT MANAGER

June 8, 2018

RECEIVED

Ms. Carol J. Samol, AICP

Bronx Borough Director JUN 15 2018
NYC Department of City Planning
1775 Grand Concourse -Suite 503 Depam"?g;gfoﬁgv Planning

Bronx, NY 10453
RE: Special Permit-M1 District
Dear Ms. Samol:

At Community Board 7°s general meeting on Tuesday, May 22, the Board unanimously voted in favor
of the proposed Hotel Zoning Text Amendment to establish a City Planning Commission Special Permit
for new hotels within M1 districts. We would like to ensure that hotels are built in appropriate locations
and do not introduce conflicts with the surrounding mix of businesses and or residences in the area.

Please accept this letter as an indicator of support of the proposed Special Permit as stated above.

Thank you for your continued support of Community Board 7 and the communities we jointly serve. If
you have any questions or concerns about this request, or require any additional information, please feel
free to contact our office at (718) 933-5650.

Sincerely, / /
K\‘\_) X(!/ J 4 /\“‘g)
Barbara Stronczer) Ghair “Ischia Bravo, District Manager
Bronx Community Bpard 7 Bronx Community Board 7
ce: Chair-NYC Planning Commission-Marissa Lago, Bronx Borough President Rubén Diaz, Jr.,

NYC Council Member Andrew Cohen, NYC Council Member Fernando Cabrera, NYC Council
Member Ritchie Torres, NYS Senator Gustavo Rivera, NYS Senator Jeff Klein, NYS Senator
Jamaal Bailey, NYS Assembly member Nathalia Fernandez, NYS Assembly Member Jeffrey
Dinowitz, NYS Assembly Member Jose Rivera

229-A EAST 204TH STREET ¢ BRONX, NY 10458 ¢ PHONE: (718) 933-5650 ¢ FAx:(718) 933-1829
E-MAIL: INFO@BRONXCB7.INFO ¢ WEBSITE: NYC.GOV/BRONXCBY




OFFICERS:
Chairperson
Rosemary Ginty

Vice Chairperson
Paul Ellis

Secretary
Karen Pesce

Treasurer
Amy Joy Robateau

DISTRICT MANAGER:
Ciara Gannon

COMMITTEE CHAIRS:

Aging
Lisa Daub

Budget
David Gellman

Economic Development
Sergio Villaverde

Education
Sylvia Alexander

Environment & Sanitation
Laura Spaliter

Health, Hospitals &
Social Services
Omar Murray

Housing
Steven Sarao

Land Use
Charles G. Moerdler

Law, Rules & Ethics
Martin Wolpoff

Libraries & Cultural Affairs
Marvin Goodman

Parks & Recreation
Bob Bender

Public Safety
Mary Yamagata

Traffic & Transportation
Dan Padernacht

Youth
Lamont Parker

BRONX COMMUNITY BOARD NO. 8
5676 Riverdale Avenue, Suite 100 « Bronx, New York 10471-2194
Telephone: 718-884-3959 « Fax: 718-796-2763
E-Mail: bx08@cb.nyc.gov

Website: www.nyc.gov/bronxcb8
Follow us on Facebook

Honorable Ruben Diaz, Jr.
Bronx Borough President

June 21, 2018

Marisa Lago

Chair

New York City Planning Commission
120 Broadway, 31% floor

New York, NY 10271

Re: M1 Zoning Text Amendment
Proposed by NYC Department of City
Planning

Dear Chair Lago:

At its regular Board meeting held on June 18, 2018, Bronx Community Board
No. 8 passed the following resolution by a vote of 28 in favor, 1 opposed and 2
abstentions.

RESOLVED, Bronx Community Board No. 8 approves within Community
District 8, Borough of The Bronx approves the zoning text amendment
proposed by New York City Department of City Planning to establish a new
Special Permit under the jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission for
new hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in light manufacturing (M1)
districts citywide. A Special Permit is a discretionary action by the City
Planning Commission, subject to the public review process (ULURP), which
may modify use regulations if certain conditions specified in the Zoning
Resolution are met. The public review process includes Community Board,
Borough President, and City Planning Commission review. The City Council
may elect to review a Special Permit application and Mayoral review is also
optional.

o e

Lorey /S
osemoalyGinty, hair

Bronx Gommunity Board No. 8

CC: Carol Samol
Juton Horstman

Serving the neighborhoods of Fieldston, Kingsbridge, Kingsbridge Heights,

Marble Hill, Riverdale, Spuyten Duyvil, and Van Cortlandt Village



COMMUNITY BOARD NUMBER 9

CITY OF NEW YORK
1967 TURNBULL AVENUE
BRONX, NEW YORK 10473

TEL. (718) 823-3034 FAX. (718) 823-6461
BX09@ cbh.nyc.gov www.nyve.gov/bxeh9
RUBEN DIAZ JR. NICHOLAS HIMIDIAN JR
BRONX BOROUGH PRESIDENT CHAIRPERSON
July 20, 2018 WILLIAM RIVERA

C QM’V’UNIT\ h(‘AH")

EXECUTIVE OFFICERS

Nicholas Himidian Jr.
Chairperson

Mohammad Mujumder
1" Vice Chairperson

Brandon Ganaishlal
2" Vice Chairperson

Justin Westhrook-Lowery
Secretary

Henry Pelayo Jr.
Treasurer

COMMITTEES
Executive & Operations
Land, Zoning, Planning, &
Economic Development
Parks & Recreation
Public Safety &
I'ransportation

Social Services & Housing
Youth & Education

NEIGHBORHOODS
Bronx River
Bruckner
CastleHill
Clason Point
Harding Park
Parkchester
Soundview
Unionport
Shorehaven
Zerega

DISTRICT MANAGER

James J. Rather, AICP

Bronx Borough Office

NYC Dept of City Planning

1775 Grand Concourse, suite 503
Bronx, NY 10453

REF: M1 Hotel Text Amendment

Dear Mr. Rather,

| am writing to notify your office that on June 21, 2018, Bronx Community
Board 9 unanimously voted in favor of the proposed Hotel Zoning Text
Amendment,to establish a City Planning Commission Special Permit for
new hotels within M1 Districts.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter, please feel
free to contact our office at 718-823-3034.

Tbénk you. 'y

/(! é//

Illam Rwera
District Manager

CC.

Senator Luis Sepulveda, 327 District

Senator Jeffrey Klein, 34" District

Assemblyman Marcos Crespo, 85" District

Council Member Ruben Diaz Sr, 18" District

Council Member Rafael Salamanca, 17" District

Chairman Nicholas Himidian Jr, Bronx Community Board 9

Land, Zoning, Planning & Economic Development Committee, Bronx Community Board 9
Senior Planner Manny Lagares, NYC Department of City Planning



Bronx ComMMUNITY BoArRD No. 10

31065 East Tremont Avenue * Bronx, New York 10461
Tel: (718) 892-1161 ¢ Fax: (718) 863-6860

E-mail: bx10@cb.nyc.gov Peter J. Sullivan
Facebook.com/BronxCommunityBoard10 Chairperson

Website: wuww.nyc.gov/bronxcb 10

Ruben Diaz, Jr.
Borough President District Manager

Matthew Cruz

July 12,2018

Ms. Carol Samol

Bronx Borough Director

NYC Department of City Planning
1775 Grand Concourse, Suite 503
Bronx, New York 10453

RE: N180349 ZRY - Proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment Special Permit District
Dear Ms. Samol:

At the Public Hearing on June 18, 2018, Bronx Community Board voted unanimously on the
Resolution below. There were (27) Board member in attendance.

“Resolved...at the recommendation of Bronx Community Board #10 that N180349 ZRY -
Proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment which would introduce a Special Permit under the
Jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission for new hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels
in Light Manufacturing (M1) districts citywide be voted on with notification sent to the NYC
Department of City Planning and the Office of the Bronx Borough President.”

If you require any further information, please call 718-892-1161.

Sincerely,

Chairperson
Bronx Community Board #10

C: S. Goodman, Office of Bronx Borough President



PLANNING Community/Borough Board Recommendation

| DEPFRIMING OF iy FUARH K OTY GF NEW YORK Fursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure
Application #: N180342ZRY Project Name: - M1 Hotel Zoning Text
Am@ndment

CEQR Numpber; - . 3 ’
" 18DCPO42Y Borough(s): Brookiyn

Communitv District Number(s}: 1

Please use the above epplication number on all comrespandence conceming this application

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1. Complete this form and return to the Department of City Planning by one of the fallowing options:
*  EMAIL (recommended): Send email to CalendarOffice@planning.nye.gov and include the following subject line:
(CB or BP) Recommendation + (6-digit application number), e.g., “CB Recommendation #C10000025Q"
¢ MAIL: Calendar Information Office, City Planning Commission, Room 2E, 22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007
* FAX: (212)720-3356 and note *Attention of the Calendar Office”

2. Send one copy of the completed form with any attachments to the gpplicant's representative at the address listed below, one
: copy to the Borough President, and one copy 1o the Borough Board, when applicable.

TR ”
LAy
Dacket Description:

The New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) is proposing a zoning text amendment
to establish a new Special Permit under the jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission for
new hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in light manufacturing (M1) districts citywide. A
Special Permit is a discretionary action by the City Planning Commission, subject to the public
review process (ULURP), which may modify use regulations if certain conditions specified in

.the Zoning Resolution are met. The public review process includes Community Board, Borough
President, and City Planning Commission review. The City Council may clect to review a
Special Permit application and Mayoral review is also optional.

Applicant(s): Applicant’s Representative:
NYC Department of City Planning ¢ Olga Abinader
120 Broadway 31st Floor " Deputy Director

New York, NY 10271

Recommendation submitted by: Brooklyn Community Board No. 1

lic hearing: ne . { beation: 211l Ainslie Street
Date of public hearing: g6 /12/18 ocation Brooklyn, NY 11211

Was a quarum present? YES X NO[] A puste hoarng requres a quorum of 20% o he apanted members o e boar

. 06/12/18 - - 211 Ainslie Street

D te: Location:

i (Board Meeting) . Brooklyn, NY 11211
RECOMMENDATION ‘
Approve D Approve With Modifications/Conditions
D Disapprove D Disapprove With Modifications/Conditions
Ple 3 anatl e recommendation on additional shests, as necassary.

" SEE ATTACHED REPORT

Voting )
#InFavor: 41 # Against: 0 # Abstaining: 0 Total members appointed to the board: 49
Name of CB/BB officer completing this form Title Date

Dealice Fuller . Chairperson 6/22/18




CITY OF NEW YORK

@Inmmunﬁg g@narh Eﬂ- Z

350 JAY STREET - 8TH FL.
BROOKLYN, N.Y. 11201

(718) 596-5410 FAX (718) 852-1461
ERIC ADAMS cb2k@nyc.rr.com SHIRLEY A. MRAE
Borough President Chairperson

ROBERT PERRIS
District Manager

July 12, 2018

Marisa Lago, Chairperson
City Planning Commission
120 Broadway, 31% Floor

New York, NY 10271

Dear Chairperson Lago:

I am writing to inform you that Community Board 2 has reviewed and made a determination on
the application M1 Hotel Text Amendment,” N 180349 ZRY submitted by New York City
Department of City Planning (DCP), pursuant to Section 201 of the New York City Charter, for
an amendment of the Zoning Resolution of the City of New York, to modify Article IV, Chapter 2
(Use Regulations), and related Sections, to create a special permit for new hotels, motels,
tourist cabins and boatels in M1 Districts, and to establish APPENDIX K (Excluded Areas in M1
Districts).

The community board held a public hearing on May 16, 2018 in Room LC 400 of the Dibner
Building at the NYU Tandon School of Engineering, 5 Metrotech Center Brooklyn. Nine members
or 64 percent of the committee attended the meeting.

Representative for the applicant, Anand Amin, Planner, at DCP presented the application on
behalf of the agency. Mr. Amin stated that although hotels are as of right in M1 districts, DCP is
concerned about the proliferation of hotels in manufacturing zones. As of 2017, Brooklyn has
6,000 rooms, of which almost 2,400 are in M-1 districts. Within Community District 2 this
special permit requirement would mostly affect the Wallabout area. Hotel developments with a
permit before referral (April 2017) would be vested and will have three years to either complete



Marisa Lago, Chairperson
City Planning Commission
July 12, 2018

Page 2

construction or receive a Certificate of Occupancy. Rules for transient hotels developed for a
public purpose will not change and will require a special permit through ULURP. Hotels will
remain an unrestricted use in MX districts where there are a variety of uses.

Mr. Amin asserted that developers will not be able to convert a public purpose hotel to a regular
hotel without a special permit. There was some concern that manufacturing zones were
converting to residential uses and creating a use conflict. The committee noted that the city is in
need of more jobs within the manufacturing industry as industrial jobs usually pay better than
hotel jobs.

The committee voted 8-1-1 to recommend the community board support the text amendment.

At the meeting of Community Board 2 on June 13, at Brown Memorial Baptist Church,
Fellowship Hall, the Land Use Committee’s recommendation was ratified 29 in favor, zero
against and one abstention (29-0-1).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Irene Janner”

Acting Chairperson

lole Hon. Eric L. Adams
Brooklyn Borough President

Hon. Laurie Cumbo, Majority Leader
Hon. Stephin Levin
New York City Council
Mr. Winston Von Engel, Director
Anand Amin, Planner
New York City Department of City Planning
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COMMUNITY BOARD NO. 8

1291 ST. MARKS AVENUE ¢ BROOKLYN, NEW YORK 11213
TEL.: (718) 467-5620 o FAX: (718) 778-2979

Nizjoni Granville
WBW-MJ Chairperson

Fric Adams Robert Matthews
Borough President, Chairperson Emeritus
June 29, 2018 Michelle T. George

District Manager

Ms. Marisa Lago, Director
NYC Dept. of City Planning
120Broadway, 31% Floor
New York, NY 10271

Dear Director Lago,

At the June 14, 2018 Community Board 8 general meeting, members voted 24 in favor, 0
opposed, with 9 abstentions to support the Dept. of City Planning’s M1Hotel Special Permit
Zoning Text Amendment, which would require new hotels to get Special Permits before
construction begins in selected M1 districts, While we have a few concerns over certain
exemptions for constructing new hotels, such as those for housing the homeless, we believe the
overall zoning text will provide a protective measure that our manufacturing districts need.

If you have any questions, comments, or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Nizjoti Granville
Chairperson

WWW.BROOKLYNCB8.ORG ¢ EMAIL: INFO@BROOKLYNCB8.ORG



community Board Ten

8119 5™ Avenue o Brooklyn, NY 11209

(718) 745-6827 e Fax (718) 836-2447 LORI WILLIS
BK10@cb.nyc.gov Vice Chairperson
www.bkebi0.org JAYNEMARIE CAPETANAKIS
Secretary
DORIS N. CRUZ SANDY VALLAS
Chair Treasurer
JOSEPHINE BECKMANN
District Manager

June 26,2018
Ms. Beth Lebowitz
NYC Department of City Plannning
Zoning Division
120 Broadway, 31* Floor
New York, NY 10271

Re: N180349 ZRY, Proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment
Dear Ms. Lebowitz:

At a duly publicized meeting of Community Board 10, Brooklyn, held on June 18, 2018, Members voted
overwhelmingly to support the recommendation of the Zoning and Land Use Committee as follows:

To approve the application to create a special permit for Hotel/Motel applications in an M1 District and to
broaden the scope of the special permit so it is not limited to M1 areas, but is truly citywide and covers all
manufacturing and commercial districts where hotels/motels presently can be built as-of-right.

The Zoning and Land Use Committee believes this measure is important because the addition of a hotel/motel
anywhere in the city can trigger negative impacts to the area, especially when some of these hotels/motels are
built in districts within close proximity to residential areas and other community resources. The Committee
believes all hotels/motels should be examined on a case by case basis.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application. If you have any questions regarding the
response of Community Board 10, Brooklyn to the proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Sincerely,

JB:dg

cc: CM J. Brannan
R. Bearak — Brooklyn Borough Hall

ERIC L. ADAMS, BOROUGH PRESIDENT



Executive Officers

Barrington Barrett
Chairperson

Rodrick F. Daley
First Vice Chair

Aaron Ampaw
Second Vice Chair

Xamayla Rose
Treasurer

Judith Destin
Secretary

Ghe Gty of New Cfors

COMMUNITY BOARD 17

4112 Farragut Road, Brooklyn, NY 11210

Tel: (718) 434-3072 Fax: (718) 434-3801
Sherif Fraser
District Manoger

July 27, 2018 OFFICE OF THT:
¥ CHAIRPERSON
Marisa Lago AUG 28 2018
Director -y
New York City Department of City Planning 31386

120 Broadway, 31st Floor
New York, NY 10271

Re:  Brooklyn Community Board 17 Conditions to M1 Hotel Text Amendment

At a public meeting held on May 16th, 2018 Brooklyn Community Board 17
voted to disapprove the M1 Hotel Text Amendment. Subsequently, at a public
meeting held on June 20", 2018, Brooklyn Community Board 17 held a re-vote
and decided to approve the M1 Hotel Text Amendment. Community Board 17
recommends the following modifications/conditions to the M1 Hotel Text
Amendment as it currently stands:

1. Community Board 17 proposes that either a tax incentive or some
other type of incentive be attached to the M-1 Special Permit election. Without
some incentive, developers would be more likely to avail themselves of locations
within the C-8 zones which are not hampered by the additional hurdles of the
special permit process. If the City is not willing to consider creating the tax
incentive for a “buy-in” in the M-1 zones, then there must either be (1) a
permitting process tied to those areas currently zoned as C-8; or (2) C-8 zones
must be incorporated into the ULURP process and not allow development “as of
right” without community discussion, let alone without community approval.
Otherwise, the special permit as currently constituted by the M1 Hotel Text
Amendment has the potential to cause a mass concentration of hotel over-
development in the C-8 areas in our community. The C-8 areas within our
community are where vital job creating industrial businesses are located as well
as where many residential units are intertwined.

2. Community Board 17 recommends that the M1 Hotel Text Amendment
be approved with the condition that the respective Community Board where the
development is intended be given veto power or at the very least a voting
interest;

E-Mail: bk17@cb.nyc.gov
Website: cb17brooklyn.org
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Brooklyn Community Board 17 Conditions to M1 Hotel Text Amendment

and not solely an advisory role for any and all hotel building permits planned for
development in the C-8 and M-1 zoning districts.

3. Brooklyn Community Board 17 is concerned that the M-1 Hotel Text
Amendment is not transparent regarding the process by which a developer
actually seeks a special permit. The Community Board therefore recommends
the approval of the M1 Hotel Text Amendment with the condition that
developers applying for the special permit be required to present their
development plan to the respective local Community Board within fourteen (14)
days of applying for the special permit to demonstrate that the development
meets the requirements of the special permit as listed below:

* Proposed hotel includes elements to address conflicts between the hotel
and adjacent uses

s Proposed hotel does not cause undue vehicular or pedestrian congestion
* Proposed hotel does not impair character or future use of the
surrounding area

¢ Proposed hotel as contemplated does not unduly impair the quality of life
of surrounding residents

The Community Board will vote to either approve the developer’'s presented
findings as proposed or to deem the presented findings inaccurate or
insufficient. If the Community Board deems the findings inaccurate or
insufficient, the developer will not be permitted to proceed with the ULURP
process until receiving a positive vote from the Community Board. The goal is
the encourage communication and agreement between existing communities
wishing to maintain continuity and respect for existing residents and those
entities aiming to develop new properties. Ultimately, the goal is to balance at
times, competing interests to foster the best result for all stakeholders.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of these proposed conditions to
approval.

Sincerely,

Barington Bawett Valarie FHollingsuoxth llyson Mantiner
Barrington Barrett Valarie Hollingsworth Allyson Martinez
Chairperson Land Use Chairperson Land Use Co-Chairperson

Community Board 17

E-Mail: bk17@cb.nyc.gov
Website: ¢b17brooklyn.org
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Brooklyn Community Board 17 Conditions to M1 Hotel Text Amendment

Cc:

Brooklyn Borough President Eric Adams, Richard Bearak, Land Use Director, Lew
Fidler, Office of Brooklyn Borough President, Councilmember Jumaane Williams,
Councilmember Alicka Ampry-Samuel, Councilmember Mathieu Eugene,
Councilmember Inez Barron, Winston Von Engel, Director, Department of City
Planning, Hayley Todd, Liaison, Department of City Planning
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COMMUNITY BOARD #1 - MANHATTAN
RESOLUTION

DATE: MAY 22,2018

COMMITTEE OF ORIGIN: LAND USE, ZONING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

COMMITTEE VOTE: 10 In Favor 0 Opposed 1 Abstained 1 Recused
FUBLIC YOTE;: 1 In Favor 0 Opposed 0 Abstained 0 Recused
BOARD VOTE: 31 In Favor 0 Opposed 2 Abstained 1 Recused
RE: M1 Hotel Zoning Text Amendment

N180349 ZRY

WHEREAS: Light manufacturing zoning districts (M1 zones) have become areas of
opportunity, presenting some of the city’s last reservoirs of buildable land, and
rules regulating land use and development in these districts have changed little
since the city was comprehensively rezoned in 1961; and

WHEREAS: Hotels are currently permitted as-of-right in M1 districts, and hotel development
in M1 districts has accelerated significantly since 2010. Citywide. 13 percent of
existing hotel rooms are in M1 districts, whereas 30 percent of hotel rooms in the
pipeline are slated to be developed in M1 districts; and

WHEREAS: The number of tourists visiting New York City is at an all-time high. While
growth in tourism has been mostly positive for the City, with new jobs and
support for industries such as restaurants, theaters and cultural institutions, it has
also resulted in a number of land use conflicts, particularly in M1 districts; and

WHEREAS: In M1 districts that continue to retain string industrial characteristics, hotels are in
conflict with existing businesses that generate noise, truck traffic, loading,
pollution and other nuisance. This not only results in unsafe conditions, but may
harm the effectiveness of these surrounding businesses due to complaints from
hotel guests; and

WHEREAS: Hotels do not present the same direct land use conflicts in M1 districts that are
more mixed-use in character, but they can potentially detract from other uses that
could better serve the neighborhood and orient more towards tourists™ needs than
the ones of the community; and

WEHREAS: The City's 10-Point Industrial Action Plan, announced by Mayor de Blasio in
2015, aims to support industrial job growth in Industrial Business Zones (IBZs),
the city’s most active manufacturing zones. The Plan’s proposal included the
creation of a new special permit for hotels, among other recommendations; and

WHEREAS: The Department of City Planning (DCP) is proposing a zoning text amendment to
require a City Planning Commission (CPC) special permit for new hotels in M1
districts citywide. The CPC special permit would be required for transient
accommodations- including hotels, motels, and boatels, except for areas that are
airport property or non-residential areas adjacent to airports:; and

WHEREAS: By introducing a CPC special permit, DCP proposes a case-by-case, site-specific
review process according the following findings:



WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

THEREFORE

BEIT

RESOLVED

THAT:

= The proposed site plan includes elements that are necessary to address
potential conflicts between the hotel and adjacent uses (ex. access,
orientation or landscaping)

= The new hotel development will not cause undue vehicular or pedestrian
congestion on local streets

= The proposed new hotel development will not impair the essential
character or future use of the surrounding area

Within Community District 1, this zoning change would only apply to the few
small areas zoned as M1. These areas are on Canal Street between Vestry Street
and Hudson Street; Canal Street between Broadway, Walker Street and Baxter
Street, and an area at the southern edge of Lower Manhattan between Whitehall
Street and Battery Park. This zoning amendment does not imply or propose that
hotels will be developed in these areas, only that if a hotel were to be proposed in
these areas it would now be subject to a special permit review by CPC where it
would have otherwise remained as-of-right; and

The majority of CD1 is zoned such that hotel development is currently as-of-right
and will remain so, except for the northern portion of the Special Tribeca Mixed
Use District where hotels over 100 rooms are required to obtain a special permit;
now

Community Board 1 (CB1) does not oppose application N180349 ZRY for the

M1 Hotel Zoning Text Amendment, with the following comments and requests:

e As hotel development will become more onerous in M1 districts that will now
require a special permit, CB1 is concerned about the inadvertent impact of
increased hotel development the amendment may have on the portions of our
district where hotel development will remain as-of-right

e CBI requests more detailed and specific language in the findings required for
the grant of the special permit (i.e. define terms such as “undue vehicular or
pedestrian congestion™ and “impair the essential character or future use of the
surrounding area™)

e Because many manufacturing districts are along the waterfront and in flood
zones, CB1 requests that an additional condition be added to the findings
required for the grant of the special permit requiring payment into a fund for
resiliency infrastructure and protection from extreme weather events; and



BEIT

FURTHER

RESOLVED

THAT: Because north-west Tribeca is increasingly mixed use with many residents, where
as-of-right hotel development under 100 rooms continues to cause conflict and
negatively impact neighborhood character, CB1 requests that DCP study the
potential for expanding these proposed special permit requirements to areas A4,
A5, A6 and A7 of the Special Tribeca Mixed Use District.



Terri Cude, Chair

Dan Miller, First Vice Chair
Susan Kent, Second Vice Chair
Bob Gormiley, District Manager

Antony Wong, Treasurer
Keen Berger, Secretary
Erik Coler, Assistant Secretary

COMMUNITY BOARD NO. 2, MANHATTAN
3 WASHINGTON SQUARE VILLAGE
NEW YORK, NY 10012-1899

www.cbZmanhattan.org
P:212-979.2272 F: 212-254-5102 E: info@chb2Zmanhartan.org
Greenwich Village «  Little Italy « SoHo + NoHo + Hudson Square «  Chinatown  «  Gansevoort Market

June 22,2018

Marisa Lago, Chair

City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York, NY 10007

Dear Ms. Lago:

At its Full Board meeting on June 21, 2018, CB#2, Manhattan (CB2, Man.), adopted the following
resolution:

*M1 Hotel Text Amendment (N 180349 ZRY) Department of City Planning (DCP) is proposing a
citywide zoning text amendment to establish a new special permit for hotels in M1 districts under
the jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission (CPC). These uses are currently as of right in
M1 districts and, if passed, would require a special permit (except in MX and M1/R).

Whereas:

1. The NYC Department of City Planning proposes a zoning text amendment to require a
City Planning Commission Special Permit for new hotels within all M1 districts. This
proposal would limit the potential for conflicts between uses as well as achieve a balanced
mix of uses and jobs in neighborhoods by ensuring that sufficient opportunities for
industrial, commercial, and institutional growth remain.

2. Light Manufacturing zoning districts (M1 zones) have emerged as areas of opportunity,
presenting some of the city’s last reservoirs of buildable land, but rules regulating land use
and development in these districts have changed little since the city was comprehensively
rezoned in 1961.

3. Given the disparate characteristics of the city’s M1 districts and M districts” position as
potential areas to support economic opportunity and services for a growing residential
population, the Department of City Planning needs to ensure that sufficient opportunities
for industrial, commercial, and institutional growth remain, and believes it would be
beneficial to revisit the zoning framework for M1 districts.

4. The New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) is proposing this zoning text
amendment to establish a new Special Permit under the jurisdiction of the City Planning
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Commission (CPC) for new hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in light
manufacturing (M1) districts citywide.

By establishing a new CPC special permit, DCP proposes a case-by-case, site-specific
review process to ensure that hotel development occurs only on appropriate sites, based
on reasonable considerations regarding whether a hotel presents the potential for conflicts
with the surrounding uses and how well a hotel reflects the general character of the
surrounding area.

The proposed CPC Special Permit would apply to all M1 districts, excluding M1 districts
with existing hotel Special Permit provisions, since appropriate controls for hotel
development have already been implemented for these areas.

Any hotel existing within M1 districts on the date of adoption of the proposed zoning text
amendment would be considered a conforming use, meaning that any enlargement or
extension would be permitted so long as it does not exceed 20% of the existing floor area
and the zoning lot is not enlarged. Any enlargement or extension that does exceed 20%
would require the proposed Special Permit.

The requirement for a special permit for hotels in M1-5 districts in CB2 will help to assure
that such development is not harmful to the mixed-use character of these areas.

The M1 districts in CB2 have been transitioning away from traditional manufacturing uses,
so the goal in these areas should be to promote and protect a harmonious

balance including residential and commercial uses. This requires considerations different
from those in districts where traditional manufacturing still dominates.

The Hudson Square Special District was created to promote residential and commercial
growth in an M16 district and therefore provides very suitable language for
manufacturing districts where manufacturing is no longer the predominant use in
requiring a finding that “a harmonious mix of ‘residential” and non-"residential uses" has been
established in the surrounding area, and such ‘transient hotel’ resulting from a ‘development’ or
‘enlargement’ is consistent with the character of such surrounding area.”

Including a similar finding in the proposed citywide zoning text amendment would help
promote a vibrant mix of uses and provide consistency with existing special permit
requirements.

In order to be able to protect nearby residences from hotel developments, the planning
commission needs to be able to require enforceable conditions in the manner provided
under ZR 74-21 Conditions and Safeguards.

M1-5A and M1-5B zones exist only in SoHo and NoHo. The proposed text change lacks
clarity with regard to how the proposed hotel special permit will affect certain other
zoning provisions in these zones.

While these areas will benefit from the proposed special permits, changes to the unusual
and complex regulations in these areas should only be made after careful study of their
impacts on the special character of these historic districts, with input from affected parties.
For example, the provisions of 74-711 that encourage landmark preservation should not be
bypassed.

Currently, retail uses in M1-5A and M1-5B districts, including some hotel uses, are
restricted below the level of the second floor, and special permits (74-711, 74-712 and 74-
781) are currently available to hotel developers to modify these restrictions. Leaving these
permit requirements in place will not be onerous to applicants because they will be able to
apply simultaneously for existing permits under a single ULURP.



Therefore, Community Board 2 Manhattan supports a text amendment to require special
permits for all hotel development in M1 areas within CB2, but only if:

1. An additional finding is added to protect and encourage a harmonious balance of uses
consistent with the mixed-use character of CB2’s M1-5 districts where non-manufacturing
uses are prevalent.

2. The text change specifically allows the City Planning Commission to prescribe appropriate
additional conditions, for example limitations on eating and drinking establishments,
based on their impact on residential uses in the area, similar to the Conditions and

Safeguards provision from ZR 74-21.
3. The existing restrictions on certain uses below the level of the second floor in M1-5A and

M1-5B districts are retained and the text amendment requiring a hotel special permit will
not supersede the requirement for any other special permit that may otherwise be
applicable.

Vote: Passed, with 40 Board members in favor and 1 opposed (R. Sanz).

Please advise us of any decision or action taken in response to this resolution.

Sincerely,
Terri Cude, Chair Anita Brandt, Co-Chair
Community Board #2, Manhattan Land Use & Business Development Committee
Community Board #2, Manhattan
AL

Frederica Sigel, Co-Chair

Land Use & Business Development Committee

Community Board #2. Manhattan
TC/jt
% Hon. Jerrold Nadler, Congressman

Hon. Carolyn Maloney. Congresswoman

Hon. Nydia Velasquez, Congresswoman

Hon. Brad Hoylman, State Senator

Hon. Brian Kavanagh, State Senator

Hon. Deborah Glick, Assemblymember

Hon. Yuh-Line Niou, Assemblymember

Hon. Gale A. Brewer, Manhattan Borough President
Hon. Corey Johnson, City Council Speaker



Hon. Margaret Chin, Councilmember
Hon. Carlina Rivera, Councilmember
Sylvia Li, Dept. of City Planning



THE CITY OF NEW YORK
MANHATTAN COMMUNITY
BOARD 3

59 East 4th Street - New York, NY 10003
Phone (212) 533-5300
www.cb3manhattan.org - info@cb3manhattan.org

Alysha Lewis-Coleman, Board Chair Susan Stetzer, District Manager
June 27,2018

Marisa Lago, Director
Department of City Planning
120 Broadway, 31st Floor
New York, NY 10271

Dear Director Lago,

At its June 2018 monthly meeting, Community Board 3 passed the following resolution:

VOTE: To support the M1 Hotel Text Amendment

WHEREAS, our district has been inundated with over-development of hotels; and

WHEREAS, the proposal is generally in line with previous positions CB 3 has taken regarding

an appropriate mix of uses for development and preservation of affordable housing and light
manufacturing; so

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, CB 3 supports the proposed M1 Hotel text amendment,

which requires special permits for hotels in M1 districts.

Please contact the community board office with any questions.

Sincerely,
/ 7 o ,/ .‘.- P
Alysha Lewis-Coleman, Chair MyPhuong Chung, Chair
Community Board 3 Land Use Zoning, Public & Private Housing

Committee



Cec:

Xinyu Liang, New York City Department of City Planning

Bob Tuttle, New York City Department of City Planning

Marian Guerra, Office of New York City Councilmember Margaret Chin

Sheila Rodriguez, Office of New York City Councilmember Rosie Mendez
Afraz Khan, Manhattan Borough President’s Office



CITY OF NEW YORK
MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD FOUR

330 West 42™ Street, 26™ floor New York, NY 10036
tel: 212-736-4536 fax: 212-947-9512
www.nyc.gov/mch4

BURT LAZARIN
Chair

JESSE R. BODINE
District Manager

July 2,2018

Marisa Lago, Chair

New York City Planning Commission
120 Broadway

31st Floor

New York, NY 10271

Re: N 180349 ZRY - Proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment
Dear Chair Lago:

On the recommendations of its Chelsea and Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen Land Use Committees,
Manhattan Community Board 4 (CB4), at its regularly scheduled meeting on June 6, 2018,
voted, by a vote of 36 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstaining and 0 present but not eligible to vote, to
recommend approval, with suggested modifications, of an application for an amendment to the
Zoning Resolution establishing a Special Permit requirement for hotel development in M1
districts.

Background

New York City’s tourism industry is thriving, with the number of visitors increasing by 50% to
63 million annually over the last dozen years. The hotel industry has responded by building new
hotels. Currently, there are 600 hotels in the City with 116,000 rooms, with another 24,000
rooms under construction. This wave of hotel construction is putting pressure on the City’s M1
districts: whereas 13% of existing hotel rooms are in M1 districts, 30% of the hotel rooms under
construction are in M1 Districts.

The proposed text amendment would establish a Special Permit requirement, allowing
communities in which the hotels are proposed, along with the City, to have a role in determining
whether a proposed hotel development is appropriate to the area. The proposed Special Permit
would apply to the development of a new transient hotel, the change of use or conversion to a
transient hotel, and the enlargement or extension of an existing transient hotel by 20 percent or
more of its existing floor area. The Special Permit would not be required for transient hotels
operated by or for the City or State for a public purpose. Additionally, the Special Permit
requirement will not apply in certain geographical areas, certain mixed-use districts, or in certain
special purpose districts.



The proposed findings for siting a transient hotel in an M1 district focus on incorporating
elements in the site plan to address potential conflicts with adjacent uses; vehicular and
pedestrian congestion; and preserving the essential character and future use or development of
the surrounding area. The City Planning Commission (CPC) may prescribe additional conditions
and safeguards.

Analysis and Recommendations

CB4 applauds the efforts of the Department of City Planning (DCP) and believes that the
proposed special permit is far better than the current situation where hotels in M1 districts are
permitted as-of-right unless there are special restrictions in place. The Board is acutely aware
that M1 districts permit use is not allowed elsewhere. The Board actively sought to protect its
West Chelsea M1 districts during the 2005 West Chelsea rezoning in order to give existing
businesses the chance to remain in place and to give future businesses a place to locate.

The concentration of transient hotels in a small area is an additional, significant concern. The
approximately five blocks comprising Subarea P2 of the Special Garment Center District and
Subareas D5 and E of the adjacent Special Hudson Yards District provide a cautionary example.
In 2009 there were no hotel rooms in these areas. There now are 4,296 hotel rooms with an
additional 2,306 rooms under construction or permitted by the Department of Buildings. The
rapid development of hotels in this area has led to the loss of historic neighborhood character.

The proposed text amendment and the Special Permit requirement would complement and
extend these efforts, but we believe they can be further clarified to ensure complete review. The
Board is particularly concerned about the following issues:

e Hotel function with trash and linen service
e Adequate adjacent parking
e Adjacency to residential districts

The following requested amendments to the proposed Special Permit findings are intended to
determine whether a project incorporates elements addressing potential conflicts with adjacent or

nearby uses':

a) Impact on Surrounding Uses

DCP Proposed Finding: the site plan incorporates elements that are necessary to address
any potential conflicts between the proposed #use# and adjacent #uses#, such as the
location of the proposed access to the #building#, the #building’s# orientation and
landscaping;

CB4 Requested Amendment: the site plan incorporates elements that are necessary to
address any potential conflicts between the proposed #use# and adjacent #uses#, such as
the location of the proposed access to the #building#, the #building’s# orientation and
landscaping, and storage space for trash and for linens:

' See Appendix A: M1 Hotel Land Use Application, dated April 25, 2018.



b) Impact on Vehicular and Pedestrian Congestion

DCP Proposed Finding: such #use# will not cause undue vehicular or pedestrian
congestion on local #streets; and

CB4 Requested Amendment. such #use# will not cause undue vehicular or pedestrian
congestion on local #streets+-anéd or reduction in the availability of nearby parking: and

¢) Impact on Neighborhood Character

DCP Proposed Finding: such #use# will not impair the essential character or future use
or development of the surrounding area.

CB4 Requested Amendment: such #use# will not impair the essential character or future
use or development of the surrounding area and in areas where M1 districts are adjacent
to #residential# districts, such #use# shall be compatible with adjacent #residential#
districts.

In addition to determining whether a proposed project successfully mitigates potential conflicts,
the Board believes that it is important to address whether a proposed transient hotel is
fundamentally compatible with existing neighboring uses and areas. The Board requests that the
question of undesirable concentration of hotels be incorporated as an additional required finding:

d) Concentration of Hotels
such #use# shall not cause undue concentration of such #uses# within a 500 foot radius of

the proposed location.

Public Purpose Hotels

CB4 strongly supports public purpose hotels. However, after continued internal discussion we
do not believe they should be excluded from the Special Permit requirement because we are
concerned that the proposed exclusion may be used as a vehicle for for-profit transient hotels to
site in M1 zones. Although the conversion of a public service hotel to a transient hotel will
require a Special Permit, the Board believes it is likely that the default conclusion will be that a
building that operates as a public service hotel is fundamentally unsuited for any use but a hotel,
thus minimizing the compatibility hurdle.

Conclusion

CB4 supports the proposed text amendment with further text amendments to the findings. We are
grateful to DCP for their work on this issue.

Sincerely,
Burt Lazarin Jean-Daniel Noland
Chair Chair

Manhattan Community Board 4 Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen Land Use Committee



John Lee Compton
Co-Chair
Chelsea Land Use Committee

Enclosure

cc: Hon. Gale A. Brewer
Hon. Corey Johnson, City Council

Gty ocbinsonl

Betty Mackintosh
Co-Chair
Chelsea Land Use Committee



MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD FIVE
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Vikki Barbero, Chair 450 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2109 Wally Rubin, District Manager
New York, NY 10123-2199
212.465.0907 f-212.465.1628

June 29, 2018

Hon. Marisa Lago

Chair of the City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York, NY 10007

Re:  Application by DCP to amend the city's zoning text to establish a special permit for
new hotel development in Light Manufacturing (M1) districts.

Dear Chair Lago:

The Community Board Five Executive Committee passed the following resolution with a
unanimous vote:

WHEREAS, The Department of City Planning (DCP) proposes a citywide zoning text
amendment to introduce a special permit under the jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission
(CPC) for new hotels in light manufacturing (M1) districts (the Proposed Action); and

WHEREAS, The stated purpose and goal of the proposal is to support the Mayor’s Housing New
York Plan, released in 2014, that emphasizes the demand for additional housing to meet the
needs of a growing population; and

WHEREAS, According to the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR)
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT (EAS) 18DCP042Y, Manufacturing (M)
districts present an area of opportunity to accommodate increasing growth; and

WHEREAS, Hotel use is currently permitted as-of-right; and

WHEREAS, Under the Proposed Action, such uses in M1 districts would require a special
permit; and

WHEREAS, CBS5 has a large number of blocks that are zoned M1 and therefore will be
significantly impacted by the proposed zoning text amendment; and

WWW.CB5.0RG C [)/—' OFFICE@CB5.0Ig
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WHEREAS, M1 districts were designed to support light manufacturing and have recently seen a
proliferation of as-of-right hotels that present as one of the most competitive uses allowed in M1
districts and;

WHEREAS, Other M districts (M2 & M3) were, in 1974, amended to require certain non-
manufacturing uses such as hotels to apply for special permit; and

WHEREAS, Hotels planned for M1 districts remained as-of-right; and

WHEREAS, DCP states that the largest increase in hotel construction has been in areas other
than Manhattan in the past ten years, the bulk of the increase in hotel development within the
borough of Manhattan has been in Midtown; and

WHEREAS, M1 districts, particularly those within the boundaries of Manhattan Community
Board Five, are especially attractive to hotel developers; and

WHEREAS, CBS is not in favor of the proliferation of hotels, which brings higher FAR and less
parking to our M1 districts, but is concerned with the anticipated and highly likely outcome of
the ease in the ability for developers to make hardship cases, which in all probability will bring
more residential buildings; and

WHEREAS, Currently the hotel as-of-right use has been an important factor when CB5
recommends denial of BSA variances to allow residential development; and

WHEREAS, CBS believes if a hotel use is no longer as-of-right, hardship cases may be easier to
get approved, dangerously depriving the community of an opportunity to mitigate impact of
residential development; and

WHEREAS, Community Board Five is concerned with the unintended consequence of the BSA
issuing hardship variances for residential development, which would place an undue burden on
our district, including our school system as well as our transit system; and

WHEREAS, CBS5 is concerned with the impact to the Garment District, that is in large part in an
M1 District, particularly the loss of manufacturing (as is evident in CB5’s position regarding the
City’s current proposal to rezone the Garment District); and

WHEREAS, If the proposed zoning text amendment is adopted, an applicant filing for hardship
with the BSA may have a stronger chance to succeed because a zoning-compliant use such as
hotel would no longer have to be studied to make the case for hardship, leading to a potential
increase of approvals for residential buildings by way of BSA variance, which would equate to
hugely detrimental spot zoning; and

WHEREAS, Community Board Five believes that this unintended consequence of requiring
special permits for hotels in the Midtown corridor could generate a new set of concerns and
problems for businesses and residents of this neighborhood; therefore be it

WWW.CB5.0RG C [)/- OFFICE@CBS.0rg
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RESOLVED, Community Board Five recommends denial of the application proposing a zoning
text amendment to require a City Planning Commission special permit for new hotels in M1
districts unless:

1. Manhattan CBS5 is excluded from the proposed zoning text amendment and/or
2. DCP determines a fool-proof protocol for closing the hardship loophole, which
would prevent the development of residential buildings in M1 districts.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Sincerely,
Vikki Barbero Charles Jordan
Chair Chair, Land Use, Housing & Zoning Committee

WWW.CB5.0RG C[)5 OFFICE@CRS.0rg
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CITY OF NEW YORIK
MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD 10
215 West 125" Street, 4" Floor—New York, NY 10027
T: 212-749-3105 F: 212-662-4215

CICELY HARRIS
Chairperson

ANDREW LASSALLE
District Manager

June 6, 2018
RE: Resolution of Non-Support for Proposed M1 Hotel Zoning Text Amendment

Whereas, The New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) is proposing a zoning text
amendment to establish a new Special Permit under the jurisdiction of the City Planning
Commission for new hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in light manufacturing (M1)
districts citywide. A Special Permit is a discretionary action by the City Planning Commission
(CPC), subject to the public review process (ULURP). which may modify use regulations if
certain conditions specified in the Zoning Resolution are met. The public review process
includes Community Board, Borough President, and CPC review. The City Council may elect to
review a Special Permit application and Mayoral review is also optional. Because there are very
few motels, tourist cabins, or boatels in NYC, the term “hotel” is used here to refer to all of these
transient accommodations,

Whereas, DCP needs to ensure that sufficient opportunities for industrial, commercial, and
institutional growth remain, and believes it would be beneficial to revisit the zoning framework
for M1 districts. However, since 2010, there has been a rapid increase in hotels in M1 districts.
particularly in areas near transit. A market analysis of the City’s hotel conditions. produced by a
real estate and economics consultant team engaged by DCP, assessed current and anticipated
future conditions in the City’s hotel industry,

Whereas, The increase in hotels is due to a combination of rapid growth in tourism in New York
City over the last decade and the current zoning framework. DCP has recognized that the
following aspects of the zoning of MI districts make it especially well-suited for hotel
development:

[.  Hotels are commonly developed to the maximum permitted FAR, often at odds with
surrounding lower scale industrial uses in many M1 districts.
II.  The height and setback regulations allow for tower development, and these tall, slender
buildings often provide for efficient hotel layouts
[II.  Hotels can be developed on small, narrow lots, which are more widely available than
large lots. Lot assemblages are not usually needed.
IV.  The zoning has low parking and loading requirements for hotels.

Whereas, By establishing a new CPC special permit, DCP proposes a case-by-case, site-specific
review process to ensure that hotel development occurs only on appropriate sites. based on
reasonable considerations regarding whether a hotel presents the potential for conflicts with the
surrounding uses and how well a hotel reflects the general character of the surrounding area. A
CPC special permit would allow for the consideration of appropriateness of hotel development in



both the actively light industrial areas, where hotels and existing uses are potentially
incompatible, and the more mixed-use areas within M1 districts, where the City may want to
direct growth towards various other employment sectors. A CPC special permit would also still
allow for hotels to serve the needs of the tourism industry when appropriate,

Whereas, Transient hotels operated for a public purpose by the City of New York or
organizations under contract with City will be exempt from the Special Permit requirement.
Hotels operated for a public purpose are primarily used to provide temporary housing assistance,
or shelter, to homeless individuals and families. It is a legal obligation of the City to provide
shelter to all eligible persons within the five boroughs, and the City must maintain the existing
flexibility in zoning that permits temporary housing for the homeless in all M1 districts to ensure
it has sufficient capacity to meet census demand for temporary accommodations,

Whereas, The proposed CPC Special Permit would apply to all M1 districts, excluding MX or
paired M1/R districts, except for:

e M1 districts that include airport property and non-residential M1 districts adjacent to
airports. These M1 districts have a unique economic function in NYC and provide
essential airport services. and options for accommodations are among those necessary
services.

e MI districts with existing hotel Special Permit provisions, since appropriate controls for
hotel development have already been implemented for these areas.

Whereas, Any hotel existing within M1 districts on the date of adoption of the proposed zoning
text amendment would be considered a conforming use, meaning that any enlargement or
extension would be permitted so long as it does not exceed 20% of the existing floor area and the
zoning lot is not enlarged. Any enlargement or extension that does exceed 20% would require the
proposed Special Permit. Additionally, hotel developments with a building permit or partial
permit issued by the Department of Buildings before the referral date of the proposed action
would be permitted to start or continue construction as long as they complete their construction
and obtain a certificate of occupancy within three years of the date of adoption of the proposed
zoning text amendment,

Whereas, DCP presented the proposed M1 Hotel Zoning Text Amendment at Community Board
10 Land Use Meeting on Thursday May 17, 2018

Whereas, The CB10 Land Use committee voted against the text amendment. Partially due to
the CB10 moratorium on special interest housing, the committee was not in favor of the
“grandfathering” of the construction of transient hotels.

Whereas, M1 zoning districts are widely located far away from commercial business districts,
where hotels are typically located.

Whereas, Instead of building transient housing such as motels, we urge the Mayor and DCP to
collaborate with HPD to build permanent housing for low-income and formerly homeless
households. NYC is facing an affordable housing crisis which acutely affects the ever-growing



homeless population of approximately 75,000 individuals and children. These formerly homeless
families should be provided permanent affordable housing rather than transient housing in ill-
suited enclaves used primarily for manufacturing purposes. Furthermore, the zoning text
amendment facilitates the development of transient housing which costs about $170 per day per
person for tens of thousands of New Yorkers in the shelter system. This policy is an ineffective,
costly mechanism which fails to provide long-term solutions to housing families and individuals
in the shelter system.

Whereas, Manufacturing districts are not appropriate for developing transient hotels to house the
homeless. We need more permanent housing for the homeless and low-income communities,
which will not be accomplished by this zoning text amendment. We recommend the that any
zoning action for residential use in manufacturing districts include permanent housing and long-
term comprehensive planning to make these areas more suitable for permanent residential uses.

Therefore, be it resolved that, At its regularly scheduled General Board meeting held on
Wednesday, June 6, 2018, Community Board 10 approved the following resolution RE: Non-
Support for Proposed M1 Hotel Zoning Text Amendment by a vote of 31 in favor, 1 opposed,
and 2 abstention.



COMMUNITY BOARD ELEVEN

BOROUGH OF MANHATTAN
1664 PARK AVENUE
NEW YORK, NY 10035
TEL: 212-831-8%29
FAX: 212-369-3571

www.cbllm.org

Nilsa Orama

Chair

A.nge] D.Mescain

District Manager

EAST HARLEM * HARLEM * EL BARRIO *# SPANISH HARLEM * RANDALL’S & WARD’S ISLAND

June 26, 2018

Marisa Lago

Director

New York City Department of City Planning
120 Broadway, 31st Floor

New York, NY 10271

Re: Recommendation on Land Use Application No. N 180349 ZRY
Dear Director Lago,

On June 14, 2018, Community Board 11 (CB11) voted on land use application, N 180349 ZRY,
submitted by the New York City Department of City Planning (“the applicant”) with respect to a
proposed zoning text amendment which would introduce a Special Permits under the jurisdiction of the
City Planning Commission for new hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in Light Manufacturing
(M1) districts citywide. CB11’s held a public hearing on this matter during the meeting of our Land Use,
Landmarks & Planning Committee on June 13, 2018; representatives from the Department of City
Planning initially presented the proposal to the committee on May 9, 2018.

Project Description
According to the Environmental Impact Statement for this application:

“The Department of City Planning "believes it would be beneficial to revisit the zoning
Jramework for M1 districts. In this context, the proliferation of hotels in M1 districts is seen as
problematic. Hotels are currently permitted as-of-right in M1 districts, and hotel development in
Mldisiricts has accelerated significantly since 2010. A combination of rapid growth in tourism in
New York City (“NYC” or the “city”) and the current zoning framework, which in M1 districts
work well for hotels, have contributed to a significant increase in new hotel development in M1
districts, particularly in areas near transit. M1 districts require relatively little off-street parking
for hotels, and the height and setback regulations work well for the tall, slender hotels that have
become more common in the city. Hotels also benefit from a business model that can maximize
the value of permitted height and floor area ratios in M1 districts.

Consequently, hotels have proven flexible enough to develop on more readily-available smalier
or constrained sites, potentially precluding other types of development that may rely on
assemblages to create development sites that comply with zoning requirements and provide a
viable, marketable building.



Hotels may directly or indirectly detract from opportunities for other kinds of development—
including industrial, residential, institutional and other commercial uses—by occupying vacant
or underdeveloped sites that may be inappropriate because they create land use conflicts, or by
driving the expansion of other tourism-oriented uses. Given the disparate characteristics of the
city’s M1 districts, the increasingly diminishing stock of buildable land in NYC and M districts’
position as NYC'’s last land reservoirs, careful thought about the trajectory of hotel development
is appropriate.

The CPC special permit would be required for transient accommodations including hotels, motels
and boatels. This would allow for more balanced neighborhood growth, prevent conflicts with
viable industrial businesses in core industrial areas, while supporting the growth of other kinds
of commercial uses and, in limited instances, residential uses in other light manufacturing
districts.”

Communitv Board Recommendation

Community Board 11 (CB11) recommends approval of Land Use Application N 180349 ZRY for
proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment as presented by the Department of City Planning on the
condition that the City should not exempt itself from the requirements of the proposed amendment.

Full Board Vote: 31 in favor; I opposed, 1 abstained

If you have any questions regarding our recommendation, please contact Angel Mescain, District
Manager, at 212-831-8929 or amescain @cb11m.org.
Nilsa Orama

Chair

Community Board 11

Sincerely,

cc: Hon. Gale A. Brewer, Manhattan Borough President (via email)
Hon. Diana Ayala, New York City Council (via email)
Hon. Bill Perkins, New York City Council (via email)
Hon. Ben Kallos, New York City Council (via email)
Hon. Keith Powers, New York City Council (via email)
Hon. Jose M. Serrano, New York State Senate (via email)
Hon. Brian Benjamin, New York State Senate (via email)
Hon. Robert Rodriguez, New York State Assembly (via email)
Hon. Inez Dickens, New York State Assembly (via email)
Matthew Pietrus, NYC Department of Parks and Recreation (via email)
Steven Villanueva, Community Board 11 (via email)
Alex Kohen, Community Board 11 (via email)

EAST HARLEM * HARLEM * EL BARRIO * SPANISH HARLEM * RANDALL’S & WARD’'S ISLAND



Pursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure

B PL/_\\N[\”NG Community/Borough Board Recommendation

spplicaton# N 180349 ZRY Project Name: Proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment

CEQR Number

Borough(s) Citywide
Communitv District Number(s). Citywide

Please use the above application number on all correspondence concerning this application

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1. Complete this form and return to the Department of City Planning by one of the following options:
« EMAIL (recommended): Send email to CalendarOffice@planning.nyc.gov and include the following subject line:
(CB or BP) Recommendaticn + (6-digit application number), e.g., “CB Recommendation #C100000ZSQ”"
e MAIL: Calendar Information Office, City Planning Commission, 120 Broadway, 315t Floor, New York, NY 10271
* FAX: to (212) 720-3488 and note “Attention of the Calendar Office”
2. Send one copy of the completed form with any attachments to the applicant's representative at the address listed below,
one copy to the Borough President, and one copy to the Borough Board, when applicable.

Docket Description

IN THE MATTER OF an application submitted by the New York City Department of City Planning who
proposes a zoning text amendment to establish restrictions on new hotel developments with in M1 (light
manufacturing) districts citywide to ensure that sufficient opportunities to support industrial, commercial, and
institutional growth remain and that hotels are built on appropriate sites. The proposed text amendment would
apply to all M1 districts, excluding MX or paired M1/R districts, as well as M1 districts that include or are
adjacent to airport property. In addition, M1 districts with existing hotel Special Permit provisions would be
excluded.

Applicant(s): Applicant’s Representative:

New York City Department of City Planning Beth Lebowitz
NYC Department of City Planning, Zoning
Divison

120 Broadway, 31st floor
New York, NY 10271

Recommendation submitted by:

Manhattan Community Board 11

Date of public hearing: June 13, 2018 Location: Bonifacio Senior Center, 7 East 116th Street, NY NY

Was a quorum present? YES NO D A public hearing requires a quorum of 20% of the appointed members of the board,
- but in no event fewer than seven such members.

Date of Vote: June 20, 2018 Location: Silberman School of Social Work, 2180 3rd Ave, NY NY

RECOMMENDATION

[:I Approve Approve With Modifications/Conditions

D Disapprove D Disapprove With Modifications/Conditions

Please attach any further explanation of the recommendation on additional sheets, as necessary.

Voting

#In Favor: 30 # Against: 1 # Abstaining: 1 Total members appointed to the board: a7

Name of CB/BB officer completing this form Title Date

Angel D. Mescain District Manager 6/26/2018




Community Board 12 - Manhattan

Washington Heights & Inwood
530 West 166 St. Room &-A, New York, NY 10032
Phone: (212) 568-8500, Fax; (212) 740-8197
Website: www.nyc.gov/mcb12

Shahabuddeen A, Ally, Esq,, Chairperson =
Ebenezer Smith, District Manager

June 29, 2018

Hon. Marisa Lago, Chairperson
NYC Planning Commission
120 Broadway, 31¢ Floor

New York, NY 10271

Resolution Supporting the M-1 Zone Hotel Text Amendment Proposed by the Department of City Planning.

Dear Chairperson Lago:

At the General Meeting of Community Board 12 Manhattan held on Tuesday, June 26, 2018 the following resolution
passed with a vote of 42 in favor, 1 opposed, 0 abstentions.

Whereas:

Wherzas:

Whereas:

Whereas:

YWhereas:

The Department of City Planning ("DCP") is proposing a Citywide Text Amendment (‘Land Use
Application N180349 ZRY" or the "Text Amendment”) to intreduce a Special Permit under the jurisdiction
of the City Planning Commission {(“CPC") fo establish restrictions on the development of new hotels,
motels, tourist cabins and boateis in Light Manufacturing (M1) districts in order to ensure a balanced mix
of uses and sufficient opportunities to support the future growth of permitted uses in M1-zoned sites
including industrial, commercial, community facility, residential and institutional uses. The proposed Text
Amendment would apply to all M-1 districts excluding MX or paired M-1/R districts, M-1 districts that
include or are adjacent to airport property, and M-1 districts with existing hotei Special Permit provisions;

and

Over the last several decades New York City (the "City") has become one oi the most popular tourist
destinations. In 2017 the City was visited by nearly 63 million tourists. This increase in tourism is driving
an increased demand for hotels and hotel development citywide. Since 2010 hotel room inventory
increased 42%, with more than 33,000 new hetel rooms created in 220 new hotel properties; and

Hotels are currently permitted as-of-right in M-1 districts. Since 2010 there has been a rapid increase in
the development of hatels in M-1 districts, particularly on sites near transit. Thirteen percent {13%)} of all
existing hotel rooms in the City are in M-1 zoned districts, Currently, there are 24,000 hotel rooms in the
development pipeline, 30% of which are located in M-1 zoning districts; and

While the growth of tourism has had positive ecanomic development impacts for the City, land use
conflicts have also resuited. Hotels developad in M-1 districts that retain strong industrial characteristics
can conflict with existing businesses that generate noise, truck traffic, loading activity and other
perceived nuisances, often resulting in compiaints from hotel guests; and

The rapid growth of tourism and hotel demand has given hotel development a competitive advantage
aver other uses permitted as-of-right in M-1 zoned districts. This competitive advantage may directly or



Hen. Marisa Lago

June 29, 2018
Fage 2

~ Whereas:

Whereas:

Whereas:

Resolved:

The proposed Special Permit would require a full ULURP, including community board review, that would
examine develepments on a site-specific, case-by-case basis and would allow for the consideration of
lhe appropriateness of new hote! developments in both M-1 districts with active light industrial business
activity and weil as M-1 districts where the City may want to direct growth of other development types,
employment sectors or housing. The Special Permit would allow CPC to consider the balanced mix of
uses, jobs and other opportunities for future growth and development of light industrial and other uses
permitted in M-1 zones; and

There are limited M-1 zoned sites in Washington Heights and inwood, primarily at the tip of Manhattan
and in Shemman Creek. The proposed Inwood Rezoning already includes provisions to balance and
confrol hotet development; and

On June 6, 2018 Sarah Eimore, Planner for DCP's Manhattan office presented the proposal for the Text
Amendment to the Land Use Committee of Community Board 12-Manhattan; now, theretore, be it

Community Board 12-Manhattan supports the M-1 Hotel Text Amendment.

Shanatuddeen A. Ally, Esqg.

Chairperson
cC; Han. Bill de Blasio, Mayer Hon. Alfred Taylor, Assembly Member
Hon. Gale Brawer, Manhattan Borough President Hon. Carmen De La Rosa, Assembiy Member
Hon. Scoit M. Stringer, Compiroller Hon. Ydanis Rodriguez, Council Member
Hon. Latitia James, Public Advocaie Hon. Mark Levine, Councit Member
Hon. Adriano Espaillat, Congressman Hon. Edith Msuchen, Director NYC Planning

Hon. Brian Benjamin, State Senator Hon. Marisol Aicantara, State Senator
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City of New York
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L AEES
City Planning Commission ~2\ 72 O

120 Broadway, 3 1st Floor =
New York, NY 10271

RE:

N 180349 ZRY: M1 Hotel Zoning Text Amendment

Dear Chair Lago:

On June 19, 2018 Community Board 1 Queens (CB1Q), after a duly
advertised public hearing and on recommendation of the Land Use
Commitiee, voted to support the proposed M1 District Hotel Zoning Text

Amendment (N 180349 ZRY) with 19 in favor, 11 opposed and 0 abstentions.

While the purpose of the proposed special permit is to appropriately site new
hotels and ensure a mix of uses that support industrial, commercial and
institutional growth in M1 districts and IBZs, the new requirement also raises
more land use issues for this Community District.

The Text Amendment does not address the hotel-related issues in
CD1 that arose since the adoption of the Long Island City Special
Purpose District. That zoning amendment envisioned new mixed
commercial and residential development but, instead, the Special
District significantly tipped the residential/industrial balance from a
traditionally mixed-use neighborhood to an area that is now
predominantly commercial and transient.

The proposed zoning text exempts any new hotel proposed in the
LIC Special Purpose District from special permit review; allowing
the current hotel development trend in the area to continue;

The proposed zoning text exempts any new hotel from special
permit review that is used for or converted to a public purpose,
potentially causing oversaturation of shelters in the Dutch Kills and
Ravenswood areas;

The text amendment will increase filings with DOB to secure
permits for hotels so they may be grandfathered and avoid special
permit review. In recent months permit applications were filed with
DOB to construct 700+ new rooms at four sites in CDI.

Three years is too generous a timeline to complete construction
under existing zoning regulations without community review. There
has already been a stalled and incomplete construction site in Dutch
Kills that requested from BSA an extension of time to complete
under the previous zoning regulations.

Adopting a special permit requirement would transfer hotel
development pressures to local areas where they are permitted as-of-
right, i.e. local commercial streets that are zoned C4-2A and C4-3;
but developed with local service uses for the surrounding residential
areas.

Melinda Katz

Borough President, Queens
Vicky Morales

Director, Community Boards
Marie Torniali

Chairpersen

Florence Koulouris

District Manager

BOARD MEMBERS (cont.)

Rose Anne Alafogiannis
George Alexiou
Loren Amor

Giselle Aida Burgess
Edwin Cadiz
Katerina Duarte
Katie Ellman
Mackenzi Farquer
Dean O. Feratovic
Amy Hau

Helen Ho

Pauline Jannelli
Vanessa Jones-Hall
George Kalergios
Nancy Konipol

Jerry Kril

Frances Luhmann-McDonald
Hannah Lupien
Prabir Mitra

Eric Mouchette
Stella Nicolaou
Mary O'Hara
Yawne Robinson
Manuel Salce
Rodolfe Sarchese
Dominic Stiller
Andre Stith

Kathleen Warnock

Boundaries: North: East River, Bowery Bay — East: 82 St., Brooklyn-Queens Expressway — South: Queens Plaza No., Northern Blvd,, LIRR Tracks - West: East River



Hotel Text Amendment
Page 2

The Community Board’s vote followed a presentation by a Department of City Planning representative and
discussion about the land use trends in Ravenswood and Dutch Kills where the number of new hotels
soared over the last decade and where there is a new trend to convert hotels or use rooms in existing hotels
for homeless shelters. The Land Use Committee had the same concemns as those raised by the Board and
after discussing the text amendment at the May and June committee meetings there was consensus to
'comand support of the text amendment since it gives the community the benefit of some oversight.

-

rioff, Co-Chair
and Use Committee




Community Board No. 2

43-22 50th Street, 2nd Floor
Woodside, New York 11377
(718) 533-8773

Fax (718) 533-8777 Denise Keehan-Smith

Chairwoman
Melinda Katz Email qn02@cb.nyc.gov Debra Markell Kleinert
Queens Borough President www.nyc.gov/queensch?2 District Manager

June 15, 2018

Ms. Marisa Lago

Director

Department of City Planning
City Planning Commission
Calendar Information Office
120 Broadway, 31 Floor
New York, NY 10271

RE: M1 Hotel Text Amendment- Application Number N180349 ZRY
Dear Ms. Lago:

On June 7, 2018, Community Board 2 held a puhlic hearing to review the M1 Hotel Text Amendment
Application Number N180349 ZRY. At that meeting with a quorum present, a motion was made and
seconded to approve the application.

The motion carried with 28 in favor of the motion; none opposed and no abstentions.

CB 2 recommends that the LIC Special District be included in the geographic areas covered by the text
amendment and that DCP initiate a study immediately to review including the LIC special mixed use
district in the text amendment with the potential to expand to other special districts.

Please contact CB2 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

ra Markell Kleinert
District Manager

DMK/mag

cC; Honorable Joseph Crowley, US Congress
Honorable Carolyn B. Maloney, US Congress
Honorable Grace Meng, US Congress
Honorable Nydia M. Velazquez, US Congress

“Serving the Communities ol Long Island City, Sunnyside, Woodside and Maspeth”



Honorable Michael Gianaris, NY State Senate

Honorable Brian Barnwell, NYS Assembly

Honorable Michael DenDekker, NYS Assembly
Honorable Catherine T. Nolan, NYS Assembly

Honorable Robert Holden, NYC Council Member
Honorable Jimmy Van Bramer NYC Council Member
Honorable Daniel Dromm, NYC Council Member
Honorable Melinda Katz, Queens Borough President of the Borough of Queens
Honorable Melva Miller, Deputy Borough President
Irving Poy, Queens Borough President’s Office

John Perricone, Queens Borough President’s Office
John Young, NYC Department of City Planning

Alexis Wheeler, NYC Department of City Planning
Denise Keehan-Smith, Chairwoman, Community Board 2
Lisa Deller, Chair, Land Use Committee CB 2

DCP M1 Hotel Text Amendment N180349 ZRY



Pursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure

PU\NN”\IG Community/Borough Board Recommendation
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Piease use the above applicaticn number an all correspendence cencerming s agpplication

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1. Complete this form and return to the Department of City Planning by one of the following options
= EMAIL (recommended): Send email to CalendarOffice@planning.nyc.qov and include lhe following subject line:
(CB or BP) Recommendation + (6-digit application number), e.g., “CB Recommendation #C10000028Q"
« MAIL: Calendar Information Office, City Planning Commission, 120 Broadway. 31* Floor. New York, NY 10271
« FAX to(212) 720-2488 and note "Attention of the Calendar Office”
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one copy to the Borough President, and one copy to the Boraugh Board, when applicable.
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COMMUNITY BOARD No. 3, Q.

82-11 37" Avenue, Suite 606

Jackson Heights, New York 11372

Telephone: (718) 458-2707 Fax: (718) 458-3316
Website: www.CB3QN.NYC.GOV

Email: Communityboard3@ nye.rr.com

City Planning Commission
Calendar Information Office
120 Broadway, 31" Floor
New York 10271

July 2,2018

Re: M1 Hotel Text Amendment Special Permit (CPC)

Dear Commissioner Lago,
Queens Community Board3 reviewed City Planning Commission’s M1 Hotel Text Amendment
Special Permit proposal at its full board meeting on May 17, 2018.

The proposal calls for the issuance of a Special Permit for all new hotels that desire to build
within M1 districts. The objective of the proposal would be to limit the potential for conflicts
bet\fveen uses as well as achieve a balance mix of uses and jobs in neighborhoods by ensuring
that sufficient opportunities for industrial, commercial and institutional growth remain.

In Community Board 3 (Project Site/Development Area) is located in the western portion of the
district, facing North: at Astoria Boulevard South, South: 25™ Avenue, East: 77% Street, and
West: Brooklyn/Queens Expressway. This is the property where the Bulova Corporate Center,
Home Depot and Bed Bath and Beyond resides.

Recommendation:

Community Board 3 after review of this matter recommends the proposed M1 Hotel Zoning
Text Amendment be approved and encouraged to fulfill its use and purpose with the following
Proviso:

The Department of City Planning (DCP) will with all its ability, keep Community Board 3
informed of the progress and development of this Zoning Text Amendment.

Vote

The motion to approve the proposal was passed unanimously.



We thank the City Planning Commission for providing us the opportunity to comment on the
application.

Sincerely,

Philip R. Papas
Chairman
Community Board 3

4815-1490-6982, v. 3



COMMUNITY BOARD #4Q

Serving: Corona, Corona Heights, Elmhurst, and Newtown

46-11 104™ Street

Corona, New York 11368-2882
Telephone: 718-760-3141  Fax: 718-760-5971
e-mail: qn04@cb.nyc.gov

Melinda Katz Damian Vargas
Borough President Chairperson

Melva Miller Christian Cassagnol
Deputy Borough President District Manager

June 14, 2018

John Young, Director

NYC DEPT. OF CITY PLANNING
Queens Borough Office

120-55 Queens Blvd.

Kew Gardens, NY 11415

RE: M| Hotel Special Permit
Dear Mr. Young:

The Zoning and Land Use Committee of CB4Q reviewed and approved the proposed M1 Hotel text
amendment as presented by Kathi Ko, NYC Dept. of City Planning.

At a ULURP & Zoning Committee meeting held on Tuesday, May 22, 2018, with a quorum present, the
details of the proposed text amendment to require a CPC Special Permit for new hotels within the M1 Districts
was presented to the Committee. The Committee was in agreement with the proposal.

Please contact the CB4Q office if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

COMMUNITY BOARD 4

Cc: Kathi Ko
City Planner, Queens




Community Board No. 5

Borough of Queens
Ridgewood, Maspeth, Middle Village and Glendale

61-23 Myrtle Avenue o Glendale, NY 11385
(718) 366-1834
Fax (718) 417-5799
E-mail: gnscb5@nyc.rr.com

Vincent Arcuri, Jr, Gary Giordano
Chairperson District Manager

June 30, 2018

Hon. Marisa Lago, Chairperson
and Commissioners

N.Y. City Planning Commission
120 Broadway (31" Floor)
New York, New York 10271

Att: Calendar Office
Re: CB5Q Recommendation In The Matter Of a

Email and Mail Proposed M1 Zone Hotel Zoning Text Amendment
ULURP No. : N 180349 ZRY
CEQR No.: 18DCP0O42Y

Dear Chairperson Lago and Commissioners:

Community Board 5, Queens conducted a Public Hearing on Wednesday, May 16, 2018, at 7:30pm, IN
THE MATTER OF an Application by the New York City Department of City Planning to introduce a Special
Permit, under the jurisdiction of the N.Y. City Planning Commission, for new hotels, motels, tourist
cabins and boatels in M1 Zoning Districts throughout the City of New York. At this public hearing, Joy
Chen, Planner in the Queens Office of the Dept. of City Planning, gave a power point presentation
regarding this application.

Ms. Chen stated that this proposal for an M1 Hotel Zoning Text Amendment would require developers
to obtain a Special Permit from the N.Y. City Planning Commission, for the establishment of new hotels,
motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in M1 Zoning Districts. She informed those present that the purpose
of this proposal is to limit the potential for conflicts between uses, and to achieve a balanced mix of
uses and jobs in neighborhoods, by ensuring that opportunities for industrial and commercial growth
remain. The power point presentation states that a case-by-case, site specific review process would be
established to ensure that hotels are built only on appropriate sites, minimizing conflicts in industrial
areas and achieving a balanced mix of uses in mixed use areas.

Ms. Chen cited statistics from a recent market analysis indicating that since 2010 there has been an
increase in the number of hotels located in M1 Districts, particularly in areas located near public transit.
According to these statistics, 13% of existing hotel rooms are located in M1 Districts, and 30% of hotel
rooms currently in construction are being built in M1 Districts.



June 30, 2018
Page 2
COMMUNITY BOARD 5, QUEENS

Hon. Marisa Lago, Chairperson and Commissioners
New York City Planning Commission
Re: CB5Q Recommendation In The Matter Of a
Proposed M1 Zone Hotel Zoning Text Amendment
ULURP No. : N 180349 ZRY

At this hearing, members of Community Board 5, Queens expressed concern that this proposed zoning
text amendment would allow an exemption for transient hotels operated for a public purpose.
According to our reading of the proposed text amendment, transient hotels operated for a public
purpose by the City of New York, or organizations under contract with the City of New York, will be
exempt from the special permit requirement. Board Members questioned how many of the existing
hotel rooms in Queens are already used by the Dept. of Homeless Services to house homeless people,
and with a hotel industry that is supposedly booming, how is it that so many hotels in Queens have
closed, and have been converted into homeless shelters?

The Zoning and Land Use Review Committee of Community Board 5, Queens met on Monday, June 4,
2018 to consider this proposed zoning text amendment. Some committee members stated that they
liked the concept of requiring a special permit for the location of a hotel or motel in an M1 District, but
that the exemption provision for transient hotels operated for a public purpose would pose serious
concerns for the M1 zoned areas of District 5, Queens, since District 5, Queens has a significant amount
of M1 zoning. After discussion, committee members unanimously agreed to recommend in opposition
to this proposed zoning text amendment because this proposed text amendment, if adopted, will allow
transient hotels that are the equivalent of homeless shelters to be located in M1 Districts, and because
the proposed exemption for hotels operated for a public purpose would undermine the intent of the
proposed amendment.

At the regular monthly meeting of Community Board 5, Queens, conducted on June 13, 2018, the
members of the Board unanimously voted in opposition to this proposed M1 Zone Hotel Text
Amendment for the reasons given in the foregoing paragraph. The vote in opposition to this proposed
zoning text amendment was: 33 in favor of opposition, -0- against, -0- abstaining, and -0- not voting.

Please seriously consider the opposition of Community Board 5, Queens to this proposed text
amendment, when coming to a decision regarding this important matter.

Sincerely,
,/E/a%éuwéa/

Gary“Giordano

District Manager

CC: Hon. Bill de Blasio, Mayor of the City of New York
John Young, Director and Joy Chen, Planner-Queens Office, NYC Dept. of City Planning
Hon. Melinda Katz, Borough President of Queens
Hon. Robert Holden, Hon. Antonio Reynoso, Hon. Karen Koslowitz and Hon. James Van Bramer



JosePH C. HENNESSY
CHAIR

FRANK P. GuLLUSCIO
DISTRICT MANAGER

GAIL M, GORDON
18T VICE-CHAIR

STEVEN GOLDBERG
2ND VICE-CHAIR

NAOMI ALTMAN
VICE-CHAIR - SECRETARY

GREGORY CARLSON
VICE-CHAIR - FINANCE

NORMAN LEIBOWITZ
VICE-CHAIR - LAND Ust

PETER BEADLE
VICE-CHAIR - SCOPING

COMMUNITY BOARD 6, QUEENS
104-01 METROPOLITAN AVENUE - FOREST HILLS, NY 11375-4136
TEL: (718) 263-9250 - FAX: (718) 263-2211
QNOG@CB.NYC.GOV
WWW.NYC,GOV/CRBQ

MELINDA KATZ
HOROUGH PRESIDENT

June 22, 2018

City Planning Commission
Calendar Information Office
120 Broadway — 31* Floor
New York, NY 10271

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to you in reference to the zoning text amendment — N
180349 ZRY.

At the June 13, 2018 meeting of Community Board 6, the board
voted unanimously to approve the amendment with the following
condition: Any transient facility, regardless of either having contractual status
with a State, City or non-profit organization, or not having such status, and
regardless of the eventual end use, be subject to the Special Permit requirements.

Thank you for your consideration to this matter. Should you require
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

incerely,

c

Joseph C. Hennessy
Chair

2
'fm// %u_o«:
Frank P. Gullgsci
District Mandger

Cc: Mr. John Young, Queens Director — Department of City Planning



RO Community/Borough Board Recommendation
L\J\J’"'\.‘:?PI_ANN|NG Pursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure

Application # N [% 03 qu Z R Y Project Name M \ H OT E L TEKT AMENDNENT
cear number | @ DC PO42Y Borough(s) o}

Community District Numberi(s).

Please use the above applhication number on all corespondernice concerming this application

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1 Complete this form and return lo the Department of Cily Planning by one of the following options:
«  EMAIL (recemmended): Send email te CalendarOffice@planning.nyc.gov and include the following subject line:
(CB or BP) Recormmmendation + (6-digit application number), e.g., “CB Recommendation #C100000Z5Q°
* MAIL: Calendar Information OHice, City Planning Commission, 120 Broadway, 31% Floor, New York, NY 10271
» FAX 10(212) 720-3488 and note "Atlention of the Calendar Office”
2 Send one capy of the completed form wath any attachments lo the applicant's representative at the address listed below,
one capy to the Borough President. and e¢ne copy to the Borough Board, when applicable.

ot

1‘\ lll.}l'i \I\II}R OF an application submitted by N \/ C. DE PART ME NT OF ClT\/ PLP\NN lN G

Applicant{s): Applicant's Representative:

NYC DCP HALLAH SALEH,
CITY PLANNER

Recommendation submitted by:

QUEENS COMMUNITY BOARD 9

oot - 127-15 KEW GARDENS RD.
Dmoofpublxchoanng:os 'O%[ZO[% Location: ‘\<gw GP\léDENSJ NY ”L‘\S

Was a quorum present? YES NO D A pubke haanng requires a quorum of 20% of the appointed members of the board
Lo but in no event fower than seven such members

, <03 (0] AVE
Date of Vote: OC) l ‘2]20‘% Location: %)s?.gl\?El P\AéKl N\/ \\I'Hb

| RECOMMENDATION ‘L
I D Approve D Approve With Modifications/Conditions
E Disapprove E Disapprove With Medifications/Conditions

Please attach any further explanation of the recommendation on additional sheets, as necessary.

Voting 5 ABSENT and | NOT PRESENT

#In Favor: 0 3 Agair!sl:3—, # Abstaining: l Total members appointed to the board: LI Li

Name of CB/BB officer completing this form Title Date

J RICHARD SMITH  |CHAIRPERSON|06 |1 [2018




City of New York

COMMUNITY BOARD NO.9

Queens Borough Hall (718) 286-2686
120-55 Queens Boulevard, Room 310-A Fax: (718) 286-2685
Kew Gardens, NY 11424 Email: communitybd9@nyc.rr.com

Website: www.nyc.gov/queensch9

J. Richard Smith, Chairperson * Lisa Gomes, District Manager * Melinda Katz, Borough President

May 22,2018
Resolution on M1 Hotel Text Amendment
Queens Community Board 9

Whereas the Bill de Blasio administration is proposing a plan to encourage hotel
development in M1 (manufacturing) zones throughout the city to address an increase
in tourism

Whereas this plan specifically requires a Special Permit that requires a full ULURP
process for each proposed hotel.

Whereas the Special Permit requirement is waived whenever the City determines that
the proposed site will be used for a “public purpose”, such as to house homeless
individuals, a jail, etc.

Whereas there is ample precedent for using hotels to house homeless individuals,
throughout Queens and the other New York City boroughs.

Whereas there is no provision for the case of a hotel established under this text
amendment and it is subsequently determined that it is more advantageous to accept
public use.

Therefore be it resolved that Queens Community Board 9

e Strongly OPPOSES the waiving of the Special Permit when a hotel is proposed
for a public use.

« Strongly SUPPORTS a second Special Permit when a hotel initially receives a
Special Permit and the City subsequently determines that the hotel will be used
for a public purpose, for whatever reason.

“SUPPORT A DRUG FREE COMMUNITY BOARD NO. 9°
Woodhaven, Ozone Park, Richmond Hill, & Kew Gardens



Pursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure

=P ANNING Community/Borough Board Recommendation

N180349 ZRY jeetiare M1 Hotel Text Amendment

0
. Queens .

Please use the above application number on all cormespondence concerning this application

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1. Complete this form and return to the Department of City Planning by one of the following options:
+ EMAIL (recommended): Send email to CalendarOffice@planning.nyc.gov and include the fcllowing subject line:
(CB or BP) Recommendation + (6-digit application number), e.g., “CB Recommendation #C100000ZSQ"
« MAIL: Calendar Information Office, City Planning Commission, 120 Broadway, 31% Floor, New York, NY 10271
« FAX: to (212) 720-3488 and note “Attention of the Calendar Office”
2. Send one copy of the completed form with any attachments to the applicant's representative at the address listed below,
one copy to the Borough President, and one copy to the Borough Board, when applicable.

IN THE MATTER OF an application submitted by 1, N.Y City Department of City

Planning proposes a zoning text amendment to establish restrictions
on new hotel developments within M1 (light manufacturing)

districts citywide to ensure that sufficient opportunities

to support industrial, commercial and institutional growth remain
and that hotels are built on appropriate sites. The proposed text
amendment would apply to all Ml districts, excluding MX or paired
MI/R districts, as well as Ml districts that include or are
adjacent to airport property. In addition, Ml districts with
existing hhtel Special Permit provisons would be excluded.

y\nnlican 1 Arnitirantic Ranr andativia
Applicant(s) Applicant's Representative

New York City Department of City Planning| Beth Lebowitz
120 Broadway, 3lst Floor NYC Dept. of City Planni
New York, NY 10271 A Zoning Division

T

Naw Vol NY 107271
! P R Ty IOTT
Recommendation, submitted by:

Community Board 10 Queens

Date of public hearing: Location:

June 7, 2018 South Ozone Park
Was a quorum present? YES NO D A public hearing requires a quorum of 20% of the appointed members of the board,
but in no event fewer than seven such members.
Date of Vote: Location: Knights of
June 7, 2018 ghts of Columbus Hall

Cogel Moams Dol N
A== = 3 LUTIC J.GLI\’ IN L

RECOMMENDATION

D Approve m Approve With Modifications/Conditions

D Disapprove D Disapprove With Modifications/Conditions

Please attach any further explanation of the recommendation on additional sheets, as necessary.

Voting

#In Favor: 3] # Against: () # Abstaining: Total members appointed to the board: 41

Name of CB/BB officer completing this form Title Date

Elizabeth Braton Chairperson June 20, 2018
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The City of New York
Queens Community Board 11

Serving the Communities of Auburndale, Bayside, Douglaston, Hollis Hills
Little Neck and Oakland Gardens

Christine L. Haider Chairperson Joseph Marziliano District Manager

OFFICE OF THE
CHAIRPERSON

June 13, 2018 JUN 192018
21208

Marisa Lago, Director

NYC Dept. of City Planning
120 Broadway — 31 Floor
New York, NY 10271-3100

RE: NI180349
Proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment

Dear Ms. Lago:

We are writing to you regarding the proposed zoning text amendment which would
introduce a Special Permit in M1 zoning districts.

Queens Community Board 11 met on Monday, June 11, 2018. A public hearing was held.
A motion was made to approve the above-referenced amendment with the following
provisions: 1) that the exemption for the homeless shelters be removed and 2) that it be

extended to all zoning districts. The motion passed by a vote of 22 in favor, 6 opposed,
and 5 abstentions.

We trust you will find this information helpful. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Phoitn 2 MW don,

Christine L. Haider
Chair

jb

46-21 Little Neck Parkway, Little Neck, NY 11362 Tel. 718-225-1054 Fax 718-225-4514
QN11@cb.nyc.gov  www.nyc.gov/queenscb11



Community BWoard 12

The City of Netw Pork
Borough of Rueens

Jamaica, Hollis, St. Albans, South Ozone Park, and Springfield Gardens

50-28 161 Street (718) 658-3308
Jamaica, New York 11432 Fax (718) 739-6997

anl12@ch.nyc.gov

www.nyc.gov/qcb12

Melinda Katz Rene Hill
BOROUGH PRESIDENT CHAIRPERSON
Vicky Morales Casella Yvonne Reddick
DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY BOARDS DISTRICT MANAGER
July 16, 2018

1. Proposed M1 Hotel Zoning Text Amendment submitted by the Department of City Planning.
It is required that DOB and CB give permission to build hotels in M1 areas. Currently they have
as-of-right to build, so if this vote is passed it will make the process of building in M1 areas much
harder

Vote taken at Board Meeting on June 20, 2018

Place of Meeting: Robert Ross Johnson Family Life Center

172-17 Linden Blvd
St. Albans, NY

45 Members Present

42 Members Approved

1 Members Opposed

2 Members abstained

45 Voted

Signature of CB officer completing this form Title Date

ﬂf)mnm 7{7//& @aﬂ#ﬁ%wjﬁé TUe/ 915




MPL/\NNNG Commumtleorough- Board Recommendation
= Pursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure

IVENT CHY PUARNNING CITY OF NEW YORK

Application #: N 180349 ZYR Project Name: M1 Hotel Text Amendment

CEQR Number: Borough(s): Queens
Community District Number(st: 14

Piease use the above application number on ail comespondence conceming this application

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1. Complete this form and return to the Department of City Planning by one of the following options:
» EMAIL (recommended): Send email to CalendarOffice@planning.nyc.gov and include the following subject line:
(CB or BP) Recommendation + (6-digit application number), e.g., “CB Recommendation #C1000002SQ"
« MAIL: Calendar Information Office, City Planning Commission, 120 Broadway, 31% Floor, New York, NY 10271
+ FAX: to (212) 720-3488 and note “Attention of the Calendar Office”
2. Send one copy of the completed form with any attachments to the applicant's representative at the address listed below,
one copy to the Borough President, and one copy to the Borough Board, when applicable.

Docket Description.

IN THE MATTER OF an application submitted by The NYC Department of City Planning proposes a zoning
text amendment to require a City Planning Commission Special Permit for new hotels within MI districts. This
proposal would limit the potential for conflicts between uses as well as achieve a balanced mix of uses and jobs
in neighborhoods by ensuring that sufficient opportunities for industrial, commercial, and institutional growth
remain.

Applicant(s): Applicant’s Representative:
NYC Department of City Planning NYC Department of City Planning

Recommendation submitted by:
Queens ~ . Community Board 14

Date of public hearing: June 12,2018 =~ Loqaiti'qm Kﬁighfs of Golu‘mbﬁs Hall- 333 Beach 90 _st’réet '

Was a quorum present? YES ,-:‘,1; NQ o Qﬁf’;ﬁ %gm:mm ofzoxoﬂha appainlodnnmbe:s of ths board,

Date of Vote: . W TRE AR ch;tiqn; :

REGOHIIENDA‘"DN

£ Avprove
. Dlaapprove

B AppmvaWﬂh ModﬁnatonsiCondmons :

#lnFavor: 29 #Against #Anszalnmg 4 _Total members appointed to the board:
‘Name of CB/BB off‘ cercompietmg lh;s fnr:m Sy "r'it.le- et s & _' | Date :
'Jonathansaska S U R TR T e

* SEE ﬂJrl:a,cLJ | hbe



COMMUNITY July 25,2018
BOARD #14

COMMUNITY BOARD #14

City of New York
Borough of Queens

To Whom It May Concern,
DOLORES ORR
Chairperson On June 12, 2018 with a quorum present and a public hearing
JONATHAN GASKA held, Community Board #14 approved N180349-ZYR with the condition
Kl that ALL hotels require a special permit.

*This is an attachment to Planning vote sheet

Sincerely,

1931 Mott Avenue, Room 311
Far Rockaway, NY 11691
Tel.: (718) 471-7300

Fax: (718) 868-2657
corock14@nyc.r.com




[\| 5 Community/Borough Board Recommendation

Pursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure

+~ N 180349 ect ! M1 Hotels Text Amendment

Staten Island

Piease use the above applicalion number on all carrespondence conceming this apphication

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1. Complete this form and return to the Department of City Planning by one of the foliowing options.
« EMAIL (recommended): Send email to CalendarOffice@planning.nyc.qov and include the following subject line:
(CB or BP) Recommendation + (6-digit application number), e g , "CB Recommendation #C100000ZS5Q"
+ MAIL: Calendar Information Office, City Planning Commission, 120 Broadway, 31* Floor, New York, NY 10271
« FAX to(212) 720-3488 and note “Attention of the Calendar Office”

2, Send one copy of the completed form with any attachments to the applicant's representative at the address listed below,
one copy fo the Borough President, and one copy to the Borough Board, when applicable.

IN THE MATTER OF an application submitted by The NYC Department of City Planning proposes a zoning
text amendment to require a City Planning Commission Special Permit for new hotels within M1 districts. This
proposal would limit the potential for conflicts between uses as well as achieve a balanced mix of uses and jobs
in neighborhoods by ensuring that sufficient opportunities for industrial. commercial, and institutional growth

remain.

Community Board #1 approved the application with the conditions that: sufficient parking be included one car
per 2 guest rooms.

Apphcant(s Applicant s kepresentative

NYC Department of City Planning NYC Department of City Planning

22 Reade Street 22 Reade Street
New York, New York 10007 New York, New York 10007

Recommendation submitted b

Staten Island Community Board 1

¥

Location Board Office

Date of public hearing

Was a quorum present? A public heanng requires a quorum of 20% of the appointed members of the board,
) : : ' WEa NG I:' but in no event fewer than seven such members

Date of Vote: June 12, 2018 Location: All Saints Church, 2329 Victory Bivd.

RECOMMENDATION

D Approve Approve With Modifications/Conditions

D Disapprove D Disapprove With Modifications/Conditions

Please attach any further explanation of the recommendation on additional sheets, as necessary.

Voting

# In Favor 19 # Against 18 's appointed to the 49

Chairman 6/19/2018




DANAT. MAGEE ATIS 460 BRIELLE AVENUE
CHAIR STATEN ISLAND, NEW YORK 10314

THE CITY OF NEW YORK 718-317-3235
DEBRA A. DERRICO » FAX: 718-317-3251
DISTRICT MANAGER Community Board 2

BOROUGH OF STATEN ISLAND

May 16, 2018

Ms. Yvette Gruel

City Planning Commission
Calendar Information Office
120 Broadway, 31* floor
New York, New York 10271

Re: N 180349 ZRY
M1 Hotel Text Amendment

Dear Ms. Gruel:

We are writing to inform you that on Tuesday, May 15, 2018, at the regular monthly meeting of the
Full Board, Community Board 2 reviewed the M1 Hotel zoning text amendment, (N 180349 ZRY),
to establish a new Special Permit under the jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission for new
hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in light manufacturing (M1) districts citywide.

Correspondence in support of the M1 Hotel zoning text amendment from the Nicotra Group was
read into the public record. After discussion, the Board voted unanimously to approve the above-
referenced text amendment and include the condition that the Hampton Inn & Suites Hotel, and
future hotels, and boatels located on South Avenue’s Corporate Park be exempt from this law and
considered “grandfathered” in.

Thank you in advance for taking the Board’s comments into consideration.

Sincerely,
/QQ/)%-J J )C(Ufﬁu—’ R'L»lamt :"? - Cb(‘:-fo»;g)A.-o
Dana T. Magee ¢ Robert J. Col legio '

Chair Chair, Land Use



Pursuant to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure

WS P]_/A\NN”\IG Community/Borough Board Recommendation

application # N 180349 ZRY Project Name M1 Hotel Text Amendment

? Number 18DCP042Y E s)' Staten Island

Number(sy: 3

Initv District

Please use the above application number on all correspondence concerning this application

SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

1. Complete this form and return to the Department of City Planning by one of the following options:
¢ EMAIL (recommended): Send email to CalendarOffice@planning.nyc.gov and include the following subject line:
(CB or BP) Recommendation + (6-digit application number), e.g., “CB Recommendation #C100000Z5Q"
e MAIL: Calendar Information Office, City Planning Commission, 120 Broadway, 31% Floor, New York, NY 10271
¢ FAX: to (212) 720-3488 and note “Attention of the Calendar Office”
2. Send one copy of the completed form with any attachments to the applicant's representative at the address listed below,
one copy to the Borough President, and one copy to the Borough Board, when applicable.

Docket ription

IN THE MATTER OF an application submitted by the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP)
proposing a zoning text amendment to Article VII, Chapter 4 of the City's Zoning Resolution to establish a new
special permit under the jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission (CPC) for new hotels, motels, tourist
cabins and boatels in light manufacturing (M1) districts citywide. These uses are currently permitted as-of-right.
Under the proposed action, such uses in M1 districts would require a special permit with the exception of special
mixed-use districts (MX), paired light manufacturing-residential (M1/R) districts, or M1 districts that include
airport property and areas adjacent to airports.

Applicant(s): Applicant’s Representative

Department of City Planning

Recommendation submitted by:
Staten Island Community Board 3

Date of public hearing: June 13, 2018 Location: 1243 Woodrow Road, Staten Island, NY 10309

Was a quorum present? YES NO D A public hearing requires a quorum of 20% of the appointed members of the board,
but in no event fewer than seven such members.

Date of Vote: June 26, 2018 Location: 1075 Woodrow Road, Staten Island, NY 10312

RECOMMENDATION

D Apprave Approve With Modifications/Conditions

D Disapprove D Disapprove With Modifications/Conditions

Please attach any further explanation of the recommendation on additional sheets, as necessary.

Voting

#In Favor: 23 # Against: 4 # Abstaining: Total members appointed to the board: 40

Name of CB/BB officer completing this form Title Date

Frank Morano Chairman of the Board 6/26/2018




BOROUGH OF STATEN ISLAND

COMMUNITY BOARD #3
1243 Woodrow Road - 2" Floor
Staten Island, NY 10309

GN' )/‘ Telephone:  (718) 356-7900  Fax: (718) 966-9013
(48 or Website: www.nye.gov/sich3

June 28, 2018

M1 HOTEL TEXT AMENDMENT
N 180349 ZRY
CEQR # 18DCP042Y

EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION

Community Board 3 is in agreement with the application to require a special permit for hotel

development in M1 zones.

The Board additionally requests that a special permit be required for hotel development in C
zones as well. Applicants will seek alternative zoning districts to avoid the special permit process

in the M1 zones.
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New York Hotel and Motel Trades Council, AFL-CIO = 707 Eighth Avenue, New York, NY 100

Testimony of the New York Hotel & Motel Trades Council, AFL-CIO regarding the
Proposed Special Permit Requirement for Hotels in M1 Zones

City Planning Commission
July 25,2018

My name is lan Dunford and I'm here today to speak on behalf of the New York Hotel Trades
Council, the union representing the 35,000 women and men working in hotels across New
York City. Our members are the heart of the hospitality industry, which serves as one of the
city's key economic engines.

The Union has closely monitored the hotel development boom that has occurred over the
last decade and we are keenly aware of the large number of hotels that have been built in
manufacturing zones across the city.

We agree with the city's findings that this type of hotel development is imbalanced and out
of context. Since 2005, hotels have been built in areas of the city that no one would have
imagined. This development has been, in many cases, in direct conflict with the various
public land use plans and policies for these communities. And local communities have
responded, with calls for the city to put a stop to hotel towers rising next to homes or
replacing once-thriving light-industrial businesses, taking away manufacturing jobs from
hard working New Yorkers.

Furthermore, we believe that the proliferation of hotels in manufacturing zones is
ultimately not good for the city’'s tourism economy. We have already seen the negative
effects of oversaturation borne out in recent declines in Average Daily Rates and Revenue
Per Available Room.

A special permit requirement for hotels is a proper tool to ensure that another boom of out-
of-context hotel development does not occur and we are heartened that the city agrees, as is
witnessed in the inclusion of hotel special permit language in various recent rezonings,
most notably the East Midtown rezoning, where hotel special permits will serve the city’s
aim to revitalize the area with world-class office development.

The New York Hotel Trades Council supports the city’'s proposed requirement of a special
permit for hotels in light manufacturing zones. The Union believes that it is the most
sensible means of ensuring that any new hotel development fits within the context of its
surrounding community and guarantees that when developers seek to build hotels in
manufacturing zones, all stakeholders have a seat at the table.



Written Testimony
Hotel Special Permit for Industrial Business Zones

City Planning Commission Hearing
July 25, 2018

Presented by:

Darryl Hollon —Brooklyn East Industrial Account Manager, Business Outreach Center Network



Good morning Chair Lago and members of the City Planning Commission. Thank you for the
opportunity to testify. My name is Darryl Hollon and | am the Brookiyn East Industrial Business
Service Provider for the Business Outreach Center (BOC) Network, The BOC Network, through
the NYC Dep’t of Small Business Services, manages six of NYC's twenty-one Industrial
Business Zones (IBZ): 2 in Brooklyn East and 4 in Queens Central

The recent proliferation of hotels in the Brooklyn East area | service mandates an in-depth
special permit process to place checks and balances on any future hotel evelopment in the
Industrial Busines Zone. There are many reasons and here |'ll cite just one: without a special
permit, there is little possibility for industrial development that supports living wage job growth
for its surrounding communities.

A graphic example was unannounced site on the border edge of the East New York IBZ at 268-
272 Williams Ave now under hotel construction. Earlier this year an anonymous Roslyn NY
based company filed applications for the two East New York IBZ properties totaling over 51K s/f,
to erect two four-story hotels. What's most disturbing about this is that one-half a city block
south of these two properties is a bustling residential community with one of the City's highest
employment rates at 11.2% according to the American Community Survey 2016, a rate almost 3
times the New York City unemployment rate of 4.2%. In comparison, other surveys for this area
have the rate ranging from 12.47% to as high as 17.85%. The loss of this property to hotel
development negates the opportunity for industrial development fostering a potential 25+
manufacturing jobs that pay living wages and a government commitment to the East New York
Community to lower a devastatingly high unemployemnt rate.

Limiting hotel construction in IBZ's is part of the City’s 2015 Industrial Plan to preserve the
integrity of core industrial areas. Pedestrian foot traffic and higher rents are a few of the
unwelcome by-products of the hotel industry taking root in industrial areas. As part of the East
New York Industrial Plan its No. 1 objective and | quote the NYC EDC President & CEO at that
time Maria Torres-Springer.

e 1. Preserving and Growing Commercial and Industrial Space. To create jobs for
residents of East New York, we need to both preserve existing commercial and industrial
space, and create additional space for new employers.

Requiring a special permit with stringent guidelines for hote! development in IBZ’s will dissuade
the encroachment of any improper hotel in a designated New York City Industrial Business
Zone. This must be done! Thank you!



HNW Industry Inc

1384 Broadway 10" Floor

Comments in Opposition: M1 Hotel Zone Amendment

Tourism has been increasing as a part of New York City’s economy with visitor numbers
growing to over 60 million annually in recent years. This has created hundreds of thousands of new
jobs, in the process, tourism has been elevated from a fairly important part of the city’s economy to one
of the four leading drivers of job creation in New York.

Total Visitors to NYC, 1998-20417

62.8

25
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 1006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Sourca: NYC & Company

Tourism has aiso become an increasingly vital source of new middle-income jobs. As just one
example, the city is now home to nearly as many accommodations jobs, which pay $62,000 per year on
average, as jobs in manufacturing, which pay an average of $58,000. According to Tourism Economics,
the firm that produces tourism figures and analysis for NYC & Company, the tourism and hospitality
sector directly employs 291,084 people in the five boroughs, roughly 4x the number of manufacturing
jobs.



TRAVEL & TOURISM INCOME COMPENSATION

income
YOY Change Compensation YOY Change
(inmiilions)

Direct 291,084

Indirect 42,400
Induced 49,901

sounct: NYC & Company/Tourism Ecanomics

Tourists spent over $43 Billion in 2016 - responsible for over 380,000 jobs and generated 11.5
8illion in Tax Revenue. This has been growing in lockstep with visitor counts/hotel rooms and
represents a significant part of New York City’'s economy and tax revenue

TAXES REVENUES GENERATED BY TRAVEL & TOURISM IN NYC

(millions $) YOY Change

Federal $5,506.4 4.3%

State $1,818.3 31%
3.6%

Local

T T T | W T W e T e T

BOURC: NYC &k Company/Tourfsm Econnmics

In contrast to the growing tourism boom - there have been no new construction of light
industry and manufacturing in Manhattan's M1 zones ~ instead it has been consistently shrinking year
over year due to changing consumer trends. From March 2017 to March 2018, New York City’s apparel
manufacturing industry shrunk by an additional 7.7%, a loss of approximately 1,000 jobs. In 1987, the
Special Garment Center District overlay was established to preserve apparel production space in the
Garment District. The decline of the industry in the Garment District and New York City continued,
unabated, at the same rate after the implementation of the special district overlay as it did before.
Nationwide, the apparel manufacturing industry has been lasing jobs to overseas competition for more
than three decades. Any restriction on hotel construction will not bring manufacturing jobs back to
Manhattan - but it would put a serious damper on the tourism boom that has been powered by new
and growing hotel supply.
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The industry’s decline has been exacerbated by a shift in U.S. consumer spending habits. As a
percentage of discretionary expenditures, apparel is being displaced by technology and “experiences,”
which includes, travel, eating out, and activities.

CONSUMER SPENDING: APPAREL/FOOTWEAR VS. “EXPERIENCES”
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New York City is the greatest tourism destination in the world with more visitors annually
than Paris and London combined; the tourism boom of the last 20 years has brought thousands of jobs
in accommeodations, retail, entertainment, construction, art, and music to this city. Restricting hotel
construction would not do anything to bring manufacturing jobs back into the city, but it will slow down
or stop the growth in tourism-related jobs that have accounted for so much of the city’s job growth in
the last 10 years. Restricting new hotel development will make hotel rooms less affordable and make
New York City less welcoming and accommodating to the expanding global middle class who are
planning their vacations abroad. This new law will benefit most the rich hotel owners of the city by
restricting competition so that they can charge more per room and make visiting the City less affordable
for ordinary people. The Planning Commission should not restrict free market economics. It would
not make sense for the city to restrict the number of banks, grocery stores, bookstores, etc; it would
not make sense to restrict the number of hotels in the city.
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July 18, 2018

Re: M1 Zoning Hotel Market Analysis

In fulfillment of our agreement as outlined in the Letter of Engagement, we are pleased to
transmit our report analyzing hotels located within the M1 zoning districts of New York City.

This report explores the historical and prospective economic trends of the New York City hotel &
tourism market and the potential unintended economic and social impacts for various New York
City stakeholders if the proposed special permit to limit new hotel development in M1 zoning
districts is adopted by the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP). While some of the
DCP’s arguments presented in the M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an
Environmental Impact Statement, dated April 23, 2018, may have merit, the report’s conclusion(s)
largely rely on unsupported assumptions. Overall, the report and analysis fail to consider the
repercussions from artificially restricting hotel development in M1 zoning districts. This report’s
purpose is to address and analyze these repercussions.

Introduction

During the past decade, New York City has significantly benefited from the growth of its tourism
industry, which has spurred development of new hotels throughout the five boroughs, in effect
creating multiple new lodging markets outside of the borough of Manhattan. During this time,
there has been a trend of increased hotel development in M1 zoning districts, particularly outside
of Manhattan. Reportedly, 20 percent of new hotel rooms built between 2008 and 2017 in
Manhattan were located in M1 zones, compared to 37 percent outside Manhattan.! Despite the
significant supply increases over the past several years, hotel demand has kept pace, and in most
instances, exceeded new supply, causing occupancy to increase and generating increased
economic activity, jobs, and tax revenues for New York City annually.

According to the DCP, M1 districts are considered one of the last land reserves for buildable land
in the City and believes it is necessary to reevaluate the existing M1 zoning district framework to

1 M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement — Page 23

LWIIA

LW HOSPITALITY ADVISORS



M1 Zoning Hotel Market Analysis | Page 3

safeguard opportunities to support residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional growth
for the future. Hotels may directly or indirectly detract from other kinds of development
opportunities by either occupying sites that could be developed to better achieve neighborhood
development goals and/or changing neighborhood character. The M1 Hotel Text Amendment
Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement report states several rationales for
why new hotel development should require a special permit, which includes: Hotel uses in M1
zones have a competitive advantage in terms of FAR and parking requirements compared to
industrial/manufacturing uses; hotels built in industrial neighborhoods may conflict aesthetically;
and projected excess hotel room supply by 2028. The proposed City Planning Commission (CPC)
special permit would affect all new hotels, motels, tourist cabins, and boatels in M1 zoning
districts, excluding MX or paired M1/R districts, citywide and would require a case-by-case, site-
specific review process by the DCP. Transient hotels operated for a public purpose by the City or
organizations under contract with the City to provide housing to the homeless will be exempt
from the special permit requirement, in addition to hotel development on airport property and
specific areas adjacent to airports. The DCP concluded that the proposed CPC special permit
would restrict hotel development in M1 zones and shift hotel development to commercial and
mixed-use districts where hotel development would continue as-of-right, but not significantly
affect the amount or type of hotel development.

Literature Review

LWHA® has reviewed the NYC Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook
authored by BJH Advisors, BAE Urban Economics, and VHB; and M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final
Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement prepared by VHB Engineering Surveying
& Landscape Architecture PC for the New York City Department of City Planning and believe the
reports rely largely on unsupported assumptions and conclusions, which include the following:

e “The Proposed Action is not development-inducing as its principal effect would be to
affect the location, but not the amount or type, of future hotel development in the City.”?

o Response: The assumption that restricting hotel development in M1 zones would
not affect the amount or type of future hotel development is not supported by
any data. Additionally, the report states that lot area available for hotel
development as-of-right would decrease by 45 percent, while the permitted floor
area would decrease by 25 percent under the proposed CPC special permit, both
of which contradict the assumption that the amount or type of future hotel
development would not be affected if the proposed CPC special permit is adopted.
Additionally, Commercial and Mixed-Use zones represent only 4.69 percent of the
total lot area of New York City and are generally densely developed, which would
limit new development further. Given that this is a major underlying assumption

2 M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement — Page 40
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of the report, it needs to be analyzed, supported and proven in order for the
analysis to have validity.

e “By introducing a CPC special permit, the Department of City Planning proposes a case-
by-case, site-specific review process to ensure that hotel development occurs only on
appropriate sites”?

o Response: A case-by-case, site-specific review process for each proposed hotel
development would be a time consuming and expensive endeavor for both the
would-be developer and the City that would require specialized knowledge.
Additionally, the proposed review process would create opportunity for outside
forces to influence “appropriate” projects. This process is at best unclear and
undefined and requires significant study to ensure fairness and reasonable
decision making would be part of this process. Passing such a statute with so many
undefined parameters will likely deter developers from pursuing new hotel
projects in the future.

e “Transient hotels operated for a public purpose by the City of New York or organizations
under contract with City will be exempt from the special permit requirement. Hotels
operated for public purpose are primarily used to provide temporary housing assistance,
or shelter, to homeless individuals and families. It is a legal obligation of the City to
provide shelter to all eligible persons within the five boroughs, and the City must maintain
the existing flexibility in zoning that permits temporary housing for the homeless in all M1
districts to ensure it has sufficient capacity to meet census demand for temporary
accommodations. This is in line with the Administration’s recently-released plan to
address homelessness in the City, called “Turning the Tide,” which involves a borough-
based approach to shelter siting, as the City seeks to end shelter programs in cluster
apartments and commercial hotels (NYC Office of the Mayor, 2017b).”*

o Response: The report titled Turning the Tide on Homeless released by the current
administration states that the de Blasio administration is committed to ending the
use of commercial hotels to shelter homeless. The DCP report appears to be
contradictory to the de Blasio administration report, which brings into question
why this exemption would be included.

e The M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact
Statement report states several rationales for why new hotel development should require
a special permit, one being that hotel uses in M1 zones have a competitive advantage in
terms of FAR and parking requirements compared to industrial/manufacturing uses.

3 M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement — Page 33
4 M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement — Page 34
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o Response: Restricting development of a productive building class because it offers
development “advantages” over the other property-types in M1 zones lacks sound
reasoning. Restricting successful property-types does not resolve the underlying
issue(s) that would allow for natural growth in industrial/manufacturing uses. The
DCP should consider the possibility that changing the underlying regulations to
support industrial/manufacturing growth would achieve better results than
restricting other successful property uses (hotels) that create significant tax
revenues and jobs for New York City. The principle of Highest and Best Use (H&BU)
should reign. If land owners, developers, investors and financing institutions
believe a specific use to be its H&BU, that would seem to be the most
comprehensive market-based approach.

The M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact
Statement report states several rationales for why new hotel development should require
a special permit, one being that hotels built in industrial neighborhoods may conflict
aesthetically.

o Response: According to the M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an
Environmental Impact Statement report approximately a dozen hotels are located
in areas classified as “active” industrial. Given that the majority of hotels are
currently located and proposed for more mixed-use M1 zones with limited
industrial activity, it suggests that hotels would complement new commercial
development in these neighborhoods. Further, homeless shelters would certainly
be as or more conflicting to neighborhoods than hotels.

The M1 Hotel Text Amendment Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact
Statement report assumes that the current pipeline of approximately 38,000 hotel rooms
will be built by 2028.

o Response: The use of current pipeline figures and not accounting for fewer or
additional proposed rooms should be addressed. Hotel projects are already being
abandoned or repurposed due to financing difficulties, which demonstrates a lack
of consideration of the current situation and economic feasibility principles.
Essentially, the market is restricting and governing itself in the natural order of
HBU. Additionally, new projects may emerge during the period (2018-2028) being
studied once the current proposed supply is absorbed into the market.

The methodology utilized to calculate room night demand presented within the NYC Hotel
Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook is flawed. Two of the three data
points utilized to project leisure demand growth are either not relevant (U.S. national
person trips — 1.1% growth) or generally supported (New York City Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) — 0.8% growth). Additionally, the methodology employed to project
business (commercial) demand is considered weak given the utilization of citywide non-
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agricultural employment projections (provided by the Fiscal Year 2018 City of New York
Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget; and New York Metropolitan Transportation
Council 2045 Regional Transportation Plan) to forecast future business hotel demand.
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Resources Utilized

In analyzing the historical and prospective economic trends of the New York City tourism market,
and more specifically its hotel market, this report relies on both primary and secondary data
sources. Primary sources include interviews with tourism industry stakeholders. Secondary data
sources include information provided by private companies such as Smith Travel Research (STR);
Moody’'s Analytics; PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC); Tourism Economics; not-for-profit
organization such as NYC & Company; federal agencies such as the Federal Reserve;
Congressional Budget Office; Bureau of Economic Analysis; local agencies such as NY NJ Port
Authority; Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget, NYC Independent Budget Office; City of
New York Department of Finance; New York City Department of City Planning; City of New York
Department of Buildings; Javits Center; New York Metropolitan Transportation Council; New York
State Department of Labor; New York City Comptroller; New York City Economic Development
Corporation; Department of Homeless Services; in addition to literature reviews.

Findings

Economic Impact

Keeping with current trends and no artificial restriction of hotel development imposed by the
DCP in M1 zones, New York City’s hotel market is anticipated to remain healthy through 2028
despite the significant amount of proposed supply. Our economic impact findings are
summarized below and represent the anticipated increase over 2016 figures:

e An additional $55.5 billion in economic impact by 2028;

e An additional $37.1 billion in direct visitor spending by 2028;
e Anadditional $25.6 billion in wages & salaries by 2028;

e An additional 202,409 jobs by 2028;

e An additional $11.7 billion, including $4.24 billion in local taxes generated by tourism by
2028.

e Anadditional household tax savings of $1,290 resulting from the tourism industry in 2028.
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47,714

New York City's projected local tax revenue gain |

from tourism between 2016 and 2028 of $4.24 180,575 Students
Billion could support the following*:

497,743
59,004 Families Housed in Shelters
Billions Gallons of Wastewater
3,506
Treated
*Budget allocation provided by the NYC Independent Budget Office 4,900,797
and Department of Homeless Services.

Occupancy Taxes

In 2016, Hotel Room Occupancy Tax generated approximately $545 million (excluding N/A and
remarketers revenue) in tax revenue for the City. We have projected Hotel Room Occupancy Tax
revenues to exceed $1 billion (excluding N/A and remarketers revenue) in 2028, which represents
an increase of approximately $534 million or nearly double 2016 figures.

Real Property Taxes

In 2017, the average real property tax revenue citywide for hotels was $89.77 per lot square foot,
compared to an average of $11.89 per square foot for all other Class 4 properties, which
represents a 655% (7.55 times) increase. Specific to M1 zones, average M1 hotel tax revenues
per lot square foot in 2017 was $42.10, compared to an average of $7.54 for other Class 4
properties, which represents a 448% (5.58 times) increase. Hotels located in M1 zones generated
approximately $120 million in real property tax revenues during the 2017 tax year. Overall, hotels
generate significantly more tax revenue per lot square foot on average than the average Class 4
property. By restricting future hotel development in M1 zones, the City is inherently reducing the
potential for future property tax revenue.

Conclusion

While one of the responsibilities of the DCP is to facilitate physical and socioeconomic growth
within the City, the current proposed CPC special permit zoning change, restricting new hotel
development in M1 zones is at best, misguided. The hotel and tourism industries have historically
been a vital part of the City’s economy, generating hundreds of thousands of jobs, hillions of
dollars in tax revenue, and over $64 billion in economic impact in 2016 (NYC & Company). Despite
hotel owners experiencing the negative effects of additional competition, New York City is
anticipated to continue to achieve increased economic and social benefits from hotel and tourism
growth. Although restricting hotel development in M1 zones is not anticipated to reduce
historical contributions of the industry, it is projected that restricting M1 hotel development will
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reduce the potential economic and social benefits to the City in the long term. For these reasons,
we believe that current action plan by the City to adopt the CPC special permit for new hotel
development in M1 zones to be imprudent, and therefore the CPC special permit should not be
adopted in the near future.
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Introduction

This report presents an overview of the hotel industry in New York City in addition to the current
and projected future conditions. It is intended to provide guidance regarding the potential
impacts of adopting a CPC special permit restricting hotel development in M1 zoning districts.
The report analyzes trends related to hotel demand, supply, occupancy, average daily rate (ADR),
and RevPAR, with a particular focus on future development in M1 zones.

A New York City hotel and tourism market overview is followed by forecasts of hotel supply,
demand, occupancy, ADR, and RevPAR for each borough assuming the CPC special permit is not
adopted. The final sections of the report analyze the economic impact of tourism industry, in
addition to hotel room occupancy and real property taxes relating to hotels.

Data Sources

In preparing this report, LWHA® relied on both primary and secondary data sources. Primary
sources include interviews with tourism industry stakeholders. Secondary data sources include
information provided by private companies such as Smith Travel Research; Moody’s Analytics;
PricewaterhouseCoopers; Tourism Economics; not-for-profit organization such as NYC &
Company; federal agencies such as the Federal Reserve; Congressional Budget Office; Bureau of
Economic Analysis; local agencies such as NY NJ Port Authority; Mayor’s Office of Management
and Budget, NYC Independent Budget Office; City of New York Department of Finance; New York
City Department of City Planning; City of New York Department of Buildings; Javits Center; New
York Metropolitan Transportation Council; New York State Department of Labor; New York City
Comptroller; New York City Economic Development Corporation; Department of Homeless
Services; in addition to literature reviews.

Primary Data

LWHA® collected primary data through an interview process that extended over several months
in the winter of 2017/2018. LWHA® conducted 12 interviews with key stakeholders related to
the hotel industry of New York City. These stakeholders included hotel owners, hotel developers,
hotel general managers, City economic development representatives, NYC & Company
representatives, and others who are able to speak knowledgeably about the New York City hotel
& tourism market.

Secondary Data

LWHA® reviewed secondary data sources for the purpose of this study. The main secondary
sources utilized in this report include historical market and hotel pipeline data from Smith Travel
Research (STR), in addition to the following sources:

e NYC & Company Reports
e New York City Department of City Planning
e City of New York Department of Buildings
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e City of New York Department of Finance

e New York City Economic Development Corporation
e NY NJ Port Authority

e Javits Center

e Department of Homeless Services

e New York City Comptroller

e Congressional Budget Office

e New York City Independent Budget Office

New York City Office of Management and Budget
New York Metropolitan Transportation Council
Federal Reserve

Moody’s Analytics

PricewaterhouseCoopers

Tourism Economics

Literature Review

LWHA® reviewed numerous published sources relating to hotel and tourism industries in New
York City. Sources included third-party outlook reports, academic studies, industry reports, and
news articles.

Key Definitions
Key indicators of the hotel industry include Occupancy Rates, Average Daily Rate (ADR) and

Revenue per Available Room (RevPAR), which are defined below:

Occupancy Rate is the ratio of rooms that are occupied compared to the total amount of
available rooms over a specific period of time.

Average Daily Rate (ADR) is the average room rate paid per room over a specific period of time.

Revenue per Available Room (RevPAR) is calculated by multiplying a hotel’s average daily room
rate (ADR) by its occupancy rate.
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New York City Lodging Market

During the past decade, New York City has benefited from the growth of its tourism industry,
which has spurred development of new hotels throughout the five boroughs. According to the
New York City Department of City Planning, there were 115,532 hotel rooms across 632 hotels in
the five boroughs of New York City as of April 2017, with Manhattan accounting for
approximately 83 percent of the total rooms in the City. Hotel room inventory in New York City
has increased by 57 percent since 2007, with the creation of more than 40,000 hotel rooms
through 275 hotels. The following chart details the growth in New York City hotels and number
of rooms.

New York City Hotel and Room Supply
Years Hotels Growth Rooms Growth
2007 357 73,692
2008 381 7% 76,821 4%
2009 412 8% 81,629 6%
2010 453 10% 88,408 8%
2011 472 4% 90,969 3%
2012 494 5% 93,250 3%
2013 526 6% 98,682 6%
2014 556 6% 103,570 5%
2015 594 7% 108,441 5%
2016 623 5% 113,908 5%
2017* 632 1% 115,532 1%
CAGR 5.9% | 4.6%
*Inventory as of April 2017
Source: Department of City Planning - NYC Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outfook

Historically, most of the new hotel development occurred in Manhattan, however, the boroughs
of Brooklyn and Queens have witnessed significant growth in the number of hotel rooms.
Brooklyn and Queens made up approximately 16 percent of the total number of hotel rooms in
New York City in 2017, compared to approximately 11 percent in 2007. The chart below details
the growth in hotel room supply by borough between 2007 and 2017.

New York City Hotel Room Supply by Borough

2007 2017* % Change
Manhattan 64,144 95,449 48.8%
Brooklyn 1,911 5,953 211.5%
Queens 6,553 12,264 87.2%
Bronx 597 1,088 82.2%
Staten Island 487 778 59.8%
Total 73,692 115,532 56.8%

*As of April 2017
Source: Department of City Planning - NYC Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook

Hotels are classified as Use Group 5 and are permitted as-of right in the following zoning districts:
C1 (except for C1-1, C1-2, C1-3 or C1-4 Districts), C27, C4, C5, C6, C8 and M1. Hotels are also
permitted in Mixed-Use districts (MX) and paired M1/R districts. Outside of Manhattan, the
majority of hotel development has occurred in the following submarkets: Long Island City,
Jamaica, Flushing, North Brooklyn, Downtown Brooklyn, Greenpoint, Williamsburg, and Gowanus.
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The aforementioned submarkets represent approximately 82 percent of all hotel rooms outside
of Manhattan. These neighborhoods offer travelers ease of access to Manhattan, transportation
hubs, and surrounding major business and leisure demand generators, while at the same time
generally more affordable hotel rates when compared to Manhattan.

Approximately 40 percent of hotels built outside of Manhattan since 2007 have been located in
M1 zones. The increasing share of new hotel development in M1 zones is primarily the result of
the generally lower land costs compared to Commercial and Mixed-Use districts, and locational
attributes. As exhibited by new development projects (retail, commercial, office, etc.) throughout
the City, lower land cost typically attracts developers, which has benefitted various
neighborhoods like Williamsburg and Long lIsland City. The following chart displays the
percentage of hotel rooms located in M1 zones for 2017.

Percentage of Hotel Rooms by Zoning District (2017)

M1 Non-Manufacturing
Citywide 13.1% 86.9%
Manhattan 9.2% 90.8%
Other Boroughs 31.4% 68.6%

Source: Department of City Planning - NYC Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook

The vast majority of hotels are located outside of M1 zones. It is important to note that given the
lack of suitable development sites and project feasible land costs in Commercial and Mixed-Use
zones, there has been a recent increase in new hotels being developed in M1 zones since 2008.
The following chart details the percentage of hotel rooms built between 2008 and 2017 by zoning
district.

Hotel Rooms built in 2008-2017 by Zoning District
M1 Non-Manufacturing
Citywide 24.2% 75.8%
Manhattan 20.1% 79.9%
Other Boroughs 36.5% 63.5%
Source: Department of City Planning - NYC Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook

Over the ten-year period studied, there has been a growing trend of hotels being developed in
M1 zones. This trend of increasing hotel development in M1 zones represents a growing shortage
of feasible development sites outside of M1 zones for new hotels in New York City. According to
the Department of City Planning, Commercial (excluding commercial overlays) and Mixed-Use
zones represent only 4.69 percent of total lot area of New York City, while Manufacturing zones
make up 13.66 percent of total lot area. However, hotel development in Manufacturing zones is
currently only permitted as-of-right in M1, and not M2 or M3 zones. Approximately a dozen
hotels are located in areas classified as “active” industrial areas, with the remaining hotels
located in areas with moderate or no industrial activity where hotels support the existing retail,
office and residential uses. Given Commercial zones are generally densely developed, there is
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less opportunity for new development. As most hotel developers seek the best located
development site available that is legally permissible, physically possible, and financially feasible
for hotel development, the current situation suggests that many developers are turning to M1
zones due to decreasing site availability and project feasibility in other zones. If the CPC special
permit is adopted, itis likely that many hotel projects will be abandoned or repurposed as a result
of the longer, and uncertain entitlement process.

Per information provided by the Department of City Planning, the lot area of where hotel
development is allowed as-of -right is anticipated to decrease by 45 percent, while the permitted
floor area is anticipated to decrease by 25 percent under the proposed CPC special permit.
However, the Department of City Planning assumes that the proposed CPC special permit would
result in a shift of hotels rooms to areas where hotel development could still occur as-of-right
with no significant change to the amount or type of future hotel development. This information
is contrary to the data presented and is not considered to be realistic given Commercial and
Mixed-Use zones represent only 4.69 percent of the total lot area of New York City and are
generally densely developed.

Hotel Scale & Size

According to the Department of City Planning, upscale hotel rooms in New York City represent
the majority of the inventory in 2017 with a 52.4 percent share, followed by the midscale
segment with a 20.2 percent share. Over the past ten years, more than 40,000 hotel rooms have
been built across all hotel room classes in New York City. The inventory of midscale hotel rooms
throughout the five boroughs has experienced the largest increase, almost doubling from 11,857
rooms in 2007 to 23,301 in 2017. Further, the midscale segment is the only segment that
experienced its share increase over the past decade from 16.1 percent in 2007 to 20.2 percent in
2017. It is important to note that the increase of midscale segment hotels has advocated the
ability of middle-class tourists to visit New York City, whereas historically they were not able to
afford the high rates. The following chart displays the percentage of hotel rooms by typology.
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Percentage of Total New York City Hotel Rooms by Typology
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Over the past ten years, the average room count of hotels has decreased from 206 rooms to 183
rooms, representing a 11 percent decrease. This trend has been driven primarily by development
of limited and select-service hotels, which typically tend to have fewer rooms than full-service
hotels.

Hotel Development in New York City

New York City is the most active hotel investment and development market in the country, but
also the most expensive construction market. According to the Department of City Planning - NYC
Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook, construction costs for hotels in
Manhattan is typically around $1,100 per square foot (including $400 per square foot for land
price). From reviewing our internal development budget records and speaking with local hotel
developers, total development cost per gross building area in New York City typically ranges from
$600 to $1,500 per square foot all-in. As a result of land being generally more available and less
expensive in M1 zones, developers have found in M1 zones an opportunity to increase the
feasibility of new development projects. Currently, some lenders have already stopped financing
hotel projects in development, while other lenders are less likely or not willing to make loans on
new hotel projects in the City until the new supply is absorbed, prompting investors to rely more
on EB-5 financing for their projects. The EB-5 program enables a foreign national to receive a
green card for investing a minimum of $500,000 dollars in a commercial enterprise or project.
The EB-5 program has been successful with large projects such as Hudson Yards, driving foreign
investment into the City. As land and construction costs continue to increase, in addition to a
rapidly decreasing number of suitable development sites and decreasing availability of financing,
hotel development is anticipated to decelerate and stabilize in line with historical figures.
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Additionally, it is important to note that if the proposed CPC special permit is adopted, there
would be an increased risk and cost associated with developing hotels as most developers would
not acquire a development site for hotel development if it was uncertain that they would receive
City approval for their intended project.

Hotel Pipeline

New York City hotel room inventory is expected to continuously increase over the next several
years throughout the five boroughs. According to the Department of City Planning, there are
24,151 hotel rooms across 170 hotels under construction and 13,835 hotel rooms across 106
hotels in pre-construction phase in New York City for a total pipeline of 37,986 hotel rooms and
276 hotels. If all proposed hotels were to come to fruition, total hotel supply would increase by
approximately 33 percent, which is in line with supply growth figures between 2007 and 2011.
Projects under construction are considered relatively certain to be completed, while projects in
the pre-construction phase are less likely to be completed until the hotel projects currently under
construction are absorbed by the market and financing becomes more readily available.

Total Hotels Under Construction

Market Number of Hotels Total Room Count
M1 Zones | Total | % M1 Hotel | M1 Zones | Total | % M1 Room
Manhattan 14 68 20.6% 3,029 14,095 21.5%
Bronx 4 11 36.4% 267 933 28.6%
Queens 24 52 46.2% 2,336 5,173 45.2%
Brooklyn 18 36 50.0% 1,500 3,652 41.1%
Staten Island 2 3 66.7% 270 298 90.6%
New York City Total 62 | 170 36.5% 7,402 24,151 |  30.6%

Source: Department of City Planning - NYC Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook

Total Hotels in Pre-Construction

Market Number of Hotels Total Room Count
M1 Zones Total % M1 Hotel M1 Zones Total % M1 Room
Manhattan 9 34 26.5% 1,153 4,862 23.7%
Bronx 0 7 0.0% 0 586 0.0%
Queens 11 37 29.7% 1,351 5,113 26.4%
Brooklyn 10 26 38.5% 1,373 3,055 44.9%
Staten Island 1 2 50.0% 180 219 82.2%
New York City Total 38 | 106 [ 29.2% 4,057 13,835 | 29.3%

Source: Department of City Planning - NYC Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook

Total Pipeline Hotels

Market Number of Hotels Total Room Count
MiZones | Total [ %MilHotel | MlZones | Total | %M1 Room
Manhattan 23 102 22.5% 4,182 18,957 22.1%
Bronx 4 18 22.2% 267 1,519 17.6%
Queens 35 89 39.3% 3,687 10,286 35.8%
Brooklyn 28 62 45.2% 2,873 6,707 42.8%
Staten Island 3 5 60.0% 450 517 87.0%
New York City Total 93 276 | 33.7% 11,459 37,986 30.2%

Source: Department of City Planning - NYC Hotel Market Analysis Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook
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Manhattan has the largest share of hotel rooms in the pipeline with 18,957 projected rooms,
followed by Queens with 10,286 rooms and Brooklyn with 6,707 rooms. Approximately 30
percent of the new hotel development in New York City is planned for M1 zones. However, given
that many hotel projects under construction or in pre-construction are already being put on hold
as a result of financing difficulties, we anticipate many of these projects will not be completed as
hotels or will be delayed until the market absorbs the current supply under construction.

New York City Hotel Room Demand

New York City is the business and financial capital of the United States and is home to more
“Fortune 500" firms than any other city in the nation. New York is also a major center of the
entertainment industry and serves as one of the world's fashion capitals. Additionally, the City is
one of the nation's premier tourist destinations. The principal attractions for leisure travelers
include: Times Square, Central Park, Wall Street, the World Trade Center and Freedom Tower,
Statue of Liberty, Central Park, Jacob K. Javits Convention Center, and the Theater District, to
name a few. This high concentration of business activity and numerous leisure demand
generators creates substantial hotel room night demand.

New York City is the one of most visited destinations in the world, with an estimated record-
breaking 62.8 million visitors in 2017, representing a 29 percent increase since 2010. According
to NYC & Company, New York City is the most popular destination in the U.S. for international
travelers. Total international travelers represent 13.1 million visitors in 2017, making up 21
percent of all New York City visitors. The U.K., China, Canada, Brazil and France are the top 5
international feeder markets, accounting for approximately 36 percent of the total international
travelers. Presented in the graph below, the number of international travelers has increased by
35 percent since 2010, compared to 27 percent growth for domestic travelers. Top domestic
feeder markets include the States of New York (33 percent of total), New Jersey (15 percent of
total), Pennsylvania (7 percent of total), Florida (5 percent of total), and Massachusetts (5 percent
of total). Approximately 52 percent of domestic visitors stay overnight, and New York City is the
largest domestic day-trip market in the country.
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Leisure travelers represent approximately 49.6 million visitors in 2017, making up 79 percent of
total visitors to New York City. Visiting friends and relatives as purpose of visit account for
approximately 33 percent of the leisure travel. Boroughs outside of Manhattan are increasingly
attractive towards leisure visitors, offering more affordable hotel rates, and ease of access to
major leisure demand generators. As exhibited in the supply section of the report, all boroughs
with the exception of Staten Island have experienced significant growth in terms of room supply
and it is important to note that demand has kept pace with supply increases, demonstrating the
strength of the New York City tourism market. Over the past several years, neighborhoods such
as Williamsburg and Long Island City have experienced tremendous transformation from
previous industrial areas to growing vibrant communities.

Business travel accounts for 21 percent of visitors to New York City. Nearly half of the business
travel is driven by delegates and participants in trade shows or conventions. The Javits
Convention Center in Manhattan is the City’s largest convention center and considered a vital
economic anchor for New York State, welcoming more than 2.1 million attendees, through 99
events in 2016. The Javits Convention Center is currently undergoing a major $1.5 billion
expansion project that will enlarge the facility by 1.2 million square feet, amounting to a fivefold
increase in meeting room space. Upon completion of the expansion in 2021, the Javits
Convention Center is expected to attract at least 15 new events, generating an additional 200,000
hotel room nights per year.® As the MICE (Meetings, Incentives, Conferencing, Exhibitions) sector
continues to increase, New York City’s tourism industry is anticipated to benefit from additional
demand.

5 http://www.javitscenter.com
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Visitor spending has increased by more than 50 percent since 2009, representing an average
annual growth rate of 6.3 percent. According to NYC & Company, the majority of tourism spend
is related to lodging (28 percent of total) and food & beverage (21 percent of total), while
shopping (20 percent of total), local transportation (18 percent), and art, entertainment &
recreation (12 percent of total) make up the majority of the remaining visitor spend. The
following chart exhibits the historical visitor spending between 2010 and 2016.

Total Direct Visitor

Year Spending (Billions $) % Change
2010 31.5

2011 34.5 10%
2012 36.9 7%
2013 38.8 5%
2014 41.2 6%
2015 42.3 3%
2016 43.0 2%

Source: NYC & Company

New York City exhibits less seasonality than most markets with January and February being the
relatively slowest months of the year, with citywide occupancy levels most recently in the low to
mid 70’s. For the remainder of the year, occupancy levels exceed 85 percent. The timing of Easter
and Passover holidays in the spring can change hotel performance in Q1 by as much as three
points. The summer vacation season typically generates increased domestic and international
travel in Q3. Q4 is regularly the busiest travel period due to a mix of business and holiday travel.®
The following chart exhibits monthly New York City hotel occupancy data since 2008.

New York City Seasonality
Year January February  March April May June July August September October November December
2008 74% 80% 85% 86% 89% 89% 88% 91% 85% 84% 78% 79%
2009 61% 66% 72% 83% 82% 84% 83% 86% 88% 87% 79% 83%
2010 67% 73% 84% 86% 90% 88% 85% 86% 87% 86% 82% 80%
2011 65% 69% 80% 86% 88% 87% 87% 87% 89% 89% 85% 83%
2012 69% 4% 83% 88% 88% 89% 88% 90% 88% 90% 88% 89%
2013 76% 78% 86% 87% 89% 88% 88% 90% 89% 90% 85% 86%
2014 73% 75% 83% 89% 92% 91% 88% 91% 90% 90% 85% 87%
2015 69% 76% 84% 88% 90% 91% 90% 88% 90% 90% 84% 86%
2016 70% 76% 85% 87% 89% 90% 90% 89% 91% 89% 88% 88%
2017 72% 76% 85% 89% 89% 91% 91% 90% 91% 91% 88% 89%
Source: Smith Travel Research

Overall, the New York City lodging market has benefited from the City’s strong economic base
and numerous leisure attractions. While hotel supply has increased on an annual basis since 2000,
hotel demand has exceeded supply additions with the exception of five of the last 18 years.
Despite the significant influx of new hotel rooms since 2010, occupancy levels only experienced
a slight decrease in 2015, exhibiting the strength of the New York City market and its ability to
absorb new supply. However, it is important to note that increased competition from new supply

5 NYC & Company
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has resulted in downward ADR pressure since 2015, decreasing profits to hotel owners and
financing of new hotel projects. The following chart exhibits hotel metrics for New York City.
Please note that we have utilized data provided by Smith Travel Research which may be different
from data presented by NYC & Company and other sources, but is considered representative of
the overall hotel market.

New York City

Year Supply I % Change | Demand | % Change | Occupancy ‘ % Change ! ADR | % Change | RevPAR | % Change
2000 18,887,525 15,716,905 83.2% $223.44 $185.93

2001 19,741,989  4.52% 14,655,100 -6.76% 74.2% -10.79%  $196.48 -12.07% $145.85 -21.56%
2002 20,446,698  3.57% 15325940  4.58% 75.0% 0.97%  $185.77 -5.45%  $139.24  -4.53%

2003 20,978,071  2.60% 15,890,708  3.69% 75.7% 1.06%  $181.09 -2.52%  $137.17  -1.49%

2004 21,032,853  0.26% 17,284,282  8.77% 82.2% 8.49%  5$200.83 10.90% $165.03  20.31%
2005 21,084,350  0.24% 17,789,637  2.92% 84.4% 2.67%  $233.16 16.10%  $196.72  19.20%
2006 21,267,450  0.87% 17,902,758  0.64% 84.2% -0.23%  $264.17 13.30%  $222.38  13.04%
2007 21,919,494  3.07% 18,694,364  4.42% 85.3% 1.32%  $292.79 10.83% $249.71 12.29%
2008 22,668,279  3.42% 19,033,734  1.82% 84.0% -1.55%  $297.75  1.69%  $250.01  0.12%

2009 24,124,211 6.42% 19,235,139  1.06% 79.7% -5.04%  $229.90 -22.79% $183.31 -26.68%
2010 25,568,548  5.99% 21,198,951 10.21% 82.9% 3.98%  $247.31 7.57%  $205.05 11.86%
2011 27,577,450  7.86% 22,881,215  7.94% 83.0% 0.07%  $260.77 5.44%  5216.36 5.52%

2012 28,397,405  2.97% 24,254,994  6.00% 85.4% 2.94%  $267.77  2.69%  $22871 5.71%

2013 29,491,571  3.85% 25,356,096  4.54% 86.0% 0.66%  $275.43  2.86%  5236.81  3.54%

2014 31,486,032 6.76% 27,169,940  7.15% 86.3% 0.37%  5$278.98  1.29%  $240.74  1.66%

2015 32,729,527  3.95% 28,035,427  3.19% 85.7% -0.73%  $272.82  -2.21%  $233.69 -2.93%
2016 34,643,495  5.85% 29,821,960  6.37% 86.1% 0.50%  $264.75 -2.96%  $227.90 -2.48%
2017 36,752,680  6.09% 31,929,340 7.07% 86.9% 0.92%  $260.42 -1.63% $226.24 -0.73%
CAGR (2000-2017) | 3.99% 4.26% 0.25% | | o0.90% | | 1.16%

Source: Smith Travel Research

Right to Shelter

In 1979, the case Callahan v. Carey, established that all homeless individuals have the right to
emergency shelter. After the case was settled in 1981, the City and State of New York have been
obligated to provide emergency shelter for individuals who are homeless by reason of poverty or
due to mental, physical, or social dysfunction, making New York the anly city in the United States
required to provide shelter to every homeless person. Since then, the homeless population in
New York City has increased drastically, with a record-level of 60,903 homeless individuals as
January of 2018, a 95 percent increase since 2002.7 Homeless individuals and families are
typically housed in shelters, cluster apartments, and commercial hotels. In Pitts v. Black, the case
mandated that homeless people in New York should be permitted to register to vote even if they
reside in shelters or on the streets. As a result, the homeless population has increasingly become
an important political topic for politicians.

7 NYC Department of Homeless Services
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The following exhibit presents homeless population figures provided by the Department of
Homeless Services (DHS).

Date of Census | Total Individuals | % Change
2013 50,370
2014 57,941 15%
2015 57,338 -1%
2016 59,644 4%
2017 59,933 0%
1/29/2018 60,903 2%
Source: Department of Homeless Services

According to the New York City Comptroller, the homeless population housed specifically in
commercial hotels was 7,790 as of February 28, 2017, which represents a 32.5 percent increase
from October 31, 2016. Most recent figures put the number of homeless being housed in
commercial hotels significantly greater at approximately 11,000. During the four-month period
between October 31, 2016 and February 28, 2017 approximately 347,000 hotel rooms were
booked and the total cost to tax payers was $65.2 million. On an annual basis, the cost of housing
the homeless in commercial hotels is over $100 million. Additionally, the City has foregone over
$8 million in taxes and fees from commercial hotels. The highest room rate between October 31,
2016 and February 28, 2017 was $549 per night at a hotel near Times Square, which the DHS
booked a block of 10 rooms. During the same time, there was a total of 162 rooms booked for
$400 per night or higher in five Manhattan hotels. The average daily cost for commercial hotel
bookings has increased by approximately 600 percent, increasing from $82,214 in November of
2015 to $576,203 in February of 2017. The average room rate as of February 2017 was
approximately $185, which equate to a monthly rent of $5,550 (assuming 30 days). The following
charts exhibit historical figures relating to DHS’s use of commercial hotels.
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Growth in Commercial Hotel Bookings, 11/1/15 - 2/28/17

Source: New York City Comptroller — DHS Commercial Hotel Update 11/1/16 — 2/28/2017

DHS Commercial Hotel Bookings - Average Daily Cost by Month

Source: New York City Comptroller — DHS Commercial Hotel Update 11/1/16 — 2/28/2017
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The following exhibit displays the location and number of homeless facilities in New York City as
of February 2017.

Manhattan Bronx
80 Sheilters 87 Shelters
13 Clusters 215C
16 Hote > ~~ 6 Hot

This plan will shrink our footprint oo s
by ending the use of all cluster Brooklyn Queens
buildings and hotels citywide. 983 Shelte 26 She

48 st 0C

22 Hotels 40t

Staten Island
1S 1

0C :

0 Hot

Source: Turning the Tide on Homelessness in New York City

In February of 2017, Mayor Bill de Blasio announced his “Turning the Tide on Homelessness” plan
which intends to create 90 new shelters over the next five years, and to end the use of cluster
and commercial hotels as homeless shelters by 2023. It is important to note that the City has
been contracting with various organizations to convert commercial hotels into homeless shelters.
The Hotel Chandler, located in Manhattan, was recently converted to a homeless shelter in 2018
with 170 units housing at least 340 individuals. Additional hotels reported to be currently or will
be converted to homeless shelter include the Fairfield Inn New York Long Island City, City View
Inn, Holiday Inn Express Queens Maspeth, and Park Savoy, to name a few. According to several
market participants, the City plans to acquire additional hotels through city contracts for the
purpose of converting them to homeless shelters.

Overall, the trend of the City removing hotel room inventory from the current supply is
anticipated to mitigate possible negative effects of the proposed hotel supply anticipated to
enter the market. It is important to note that while Mayor Bill de Blasio proclaims to end the use
of commercial hotels to house the homeless, hotel developers that contract with the City of New
York or organizations under contract with the City to house the homeless in their hotels will be
exempt from the CPC special permit restricting new hotel development in M1 zones, which is
contradictory. It appears that if the proposed CPC special permit is adopted, the number of
homeless housed in hotels is sure to increase, along with the tax burden to New York City
residents.
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Manhattan Hotel Market

Manhattan is the business and tourism center of New York City, with the largest and most diverse
lodging market of any of the boroughs. With over 96,000 rooms, the majority of hotels are
classified as upscale or luxury. The various distinct lodging submarkets within Manhattan benefit
from their own unigue demand generators. Primary submarkets include Harlem, Upper East Side,
Upper West Side, Midtown, Garment, Flatiron, SoHo, Lower East Side, and Financial District. The
following chart exhibits hotel metrics for Manhattan. Please note that we have utilized data
provided by Smith Travel Research which may be different from data presented by NYC &
Company and other sources, but is considered to be representative of the hotel market.

Manhattan

Year Supply % Change Demand | % Change | Occupancy | % Change I ADR | % Change | RevPAR I % Change
2008 20,195,456 17,083,791 84.6% $313.79 $265.44

2009 21,403,517 5.98% 17,257,578 1.02% 80.6% -4.68% 524133  -23.09% $194.58 -26.69%
2010 22,431,682 4.80% 18,789,250 8.88% 83.8% 3.89%  $262.00 857%  S$219.46 12.78%
2011 24,125,578 7.55% 20,245,024 7.75% 83.9% 0.18% $276.88 5.68% $232.35 5.87%

2012 24,662,707 2.23% 21,246,571 4,95% 86.1% 2.66% $284.46 2.74% $245.06 5.47%

2013 25,492,896 3.37% 22,088,364 3.96% 86.6% 0.58% $293.20 3.07% $254.04 3.66%

2014 27,151,233 6.51% 23,690,540 7.25% 87.3% 0.70% $297.69 1.53% $259.75 2.25%

2015 28,051,949 3.32% 24,206,242 2.18% 86.3% -1.10% $291.57 -2.06% $251.60 -3.14%
2016 29,473,852 5.07% 25,565,790 5.62% 86.7% 0.52% $282.47 -3.12% $245.01 -2.62%
2017 30,846,159 4.66% 27,004,779 5.63% 87.5% 0.93% $277.67 -1.70% $243.09 -0.79%

CAGR (2008-2017) | 4.82% | | 5.22% | | o038% | | -135% | | -0.97%

Source; Smith Travel Research

Given Manhattan represents the majority of the New York City hotel market, occupancy and ADR
trends are in line with the overall City with demand increases typically surpassing supply
additions and ADR exhibiting a negative trend since 2015. It is important to note that between
2008 and 2017 occupancy has only decreased twice, once during the economic recession in 2009
and again in 2015 by only one point.

Queens Hotel Market

Queens is the second largest hotel market of the five boroughs with over 12,000 rooms. The
majority of the Queens room inventory is classified as midscale. While JFK and LaGuardia Airports
continue to be the primary demand generator for the borough, the neighborhoods of Long Island
City, Flushing, and Jamaica have become important commercial centers, creating new hotel
markets. The following chart exhibits hotel metrics for Queens. Please note that we have utilized
data provided by Smith Travel Research which may be different from data presented by NYC &
Company and other sources, but is considered to be representative of the hotel market.
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Queens

Year Supply | % Change | Demand } % Change | Occupancy i % Change | ADR 1 % Change | RevPAR | % Change
2008 1,930,057 1,520,176 78.8% $150.17 $118.28

2009 2,140,517 10.90% 1,567,625 3.12% 73.2% -7.02% $122.69 -18.30% $89.85 -24.04%
2010 2,382,482 11.30% 1,881,215 20.00% 79.0% 7.82% $126.90 3.43% $100.20 11.52%
2011 2,420,073 1.58% 1,877,311 -0.21% 77.6% -1.76% $130.78 3.06% $101.45 1.25%

2012 2,562,344 5.88% 2,064,812 9.99% 80.6% 3.88% $141.60 8.28% $114.11  12.48%
2013 2,762,027 7.79% 2,260,416 9.47% 81.8% 1.56% $146.60 3.53% $119.97 5.14%

2014 3,061,044 10.83% 2,474,364 9.46% 80.8% -1.23%  5143.47  -2.14%  $115.97  -3.34%
2015 3,258,325 6.44% 2,713,275 9.66% 83.3% 3.02%  $147.17  2.58% $122.55 5.68%

2016 3,443,474 5.68% 2,916,199 7.48% 84.7% 1.70%  $150.68  2.38% $127.61 4.12%

2017 3,724,098 8.15% 3,174,789 8.87% 85.2% 0.66%  $157.49  4.52% $134.26  5.21%

CAGR (2008-2017) | 7.58% 8.53% | | oss% | | 0.53% | | 1.42%

Source: Smith Travel Research

Despite the significant increases in hotel supply, occupancy levels have continued to break new
records, achieving approximately 85 percent occupancy in 2017. Unlike the citywide metrics, ADR
has experienced increases since 2015 given the higher quality hotels being added to the market
and the impact of DHS contracts.

Brooklyn Hotel Market

Brooklyn is the third largest hotel market of the five boroughs with over 6,000 rooms. The
majority of the Brooklyn room inventory is classified as upscale. Downtown Brooklyn has the
largest central business district outside of Manhattan. Benefitting from its accessibility to
Manhattan, Brooklyn has experienced tremendous development over the past decade and has
become a tourist destination of its own with popular neighborhoods of Williamsburg,
Greenpoint, Red Hook, Gowanus, and Downtown Brooklyn, to name a few. The following chart
exhibits hotel metrics for Brooklyn. Please note that we have utilized data provided by Smith
Travel Research which may be different from data presented by NYC & Company and other
sources, but is considered to be representative of the hotel market.

Brooklyn
Year Supply | % Change } Demand | % Change | Occupancy | % Change | ADR | % Change | RevPAR | % Change
2011 864,859 = 658,748 - 76.2% - $171.75 - $130.82 -
2012 1,000,464 15.68% 821,910 24.77% 82.2% 7.86%  S184.36  7.34% $151.46  15.78%
2013 1,041,710 4.12% 858,934 4.50% 82.5% 0.37%  $191.60 3.92% $157.98  4.30%
2014 1,063,085 2.05% 879,076 2.34% 82.7% 0.29%  $188.73  -1.49%  $156.07 -1.21%
2015 1,157,159 8.85% 937,224 6.61% 81.0% -2.05% $187.86 -0.46% $152.16 -2.50%
2016 1,441,810 24.60% 1,133,494 20.94% 78.6% -2.94% $184.86 -1.60% $145.33 -4.49%
2017 1,812,001 25.68% 1,485,014 31.01% 82.0% 4.25% $189.81 2.68% $155.56 7.04%
CAGR (2011-2017) | 13.12% | | 1451% | [ 123% | | 1.68% | | 2.93%
Source: Smith Travel Research

Demand has for the most part kept up with supply increases with the exception of 2015 and
2016. In 2017, demand surpassed the 25.68 percent increase in supply, the largest percentage
increase during the period studied, resulting in occupancy growth of 4.25 percent and ending the
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year at 82.0 percent. ADR has fluctuated between 2011 and 2017, and exhibited growth of 2.68
percent in 2017 despite the 25.68 percent increase in supply.

Bronx Hotel Market

The Bronx is the fourth largest hotel market of the five boroughs with approximately 1,000
rooms. The majority of the Bronx room inventory is classified as economy. Most of the hotel
demand is generated as a result of its proximity to Manhattan, Yankee Stadium, nearby colleges,
and business parks located in Westchester County.

The following chart exhibits hotel metrics for the Bronx. Please note that we have utilized data
provided by Smith Travel Research which may be different from data presented by NYC &
Company and other sources, but is considered to be representative of the hotel market.
Additionally, please note that there is limited historical data available as a result of the Smith
Travel Research report requirements.

Bronx
Year I Supply | % Change | Demand | % Change | Occupancy | % Change | ADR I % Change I RevPAR ‘ % Change
2016 155,243 118,477 76.3% $170.27 $129.95
2017 194,095 25.03% 149,969 26.58% 77.3% 1.24% $171.62 0.79% $132.60 2.04%
Source: Smith Travel Research

Similar to the aforementioned boroughs, demand surpassed supply growth in 2017. Occupancy
ended 2017 at approximately 77 percent. Despite a supply increase of over 25 percent, ADR
exhibited positive growth as well.

Staten Island Hotel Market

Staten Island has the smallest hotel market within New York City with fewer than 800 rooms.
Given its distance from Manhattan and lack of public transportation, Staten Island is more of a
standalone market compared to the other boroughs. The majority of the Staten Island room
inventory is classified as economy. Hotel demand is generated as a result of its proximity to
Manhattan, Newark International Airport, and businesses located within the borough and New
Jersey. Please note that we have utilized data provided by Smith Travel Research which may be
different from data presented by NYC & Company and other sources, but is considered to be
representative of the hotel market.
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Staten Island

Year Supply —| % Change | Demand | % Change | Occupancy | % Change | ADR | % Change | RevPAR | % Change
2011 186,285 - 126,389 - 67.8% - $115.46 - $78.34 -
2012 191,235 2.66% 144,474 14.31% 75.5% 11.35%  S$127.36  10.30% $96.21 22.82%
2013 205,495 7.46% 166,486 15.24% 81.0% 7.24% $139.57 9.59% $113.08 17.53%
2014 205,495 0.00% 136,717 -17.88% 66.5% -17.88%  $126.22 -9.57% $83.97 -25.74%
2015 205,495 0.00% 141,805 3.72% 69.0% 3.72% $128.24 1.61% $88.50 5.39%
2016 205,485 0.00% 150,353 6.03% 73.2% 6.03% $128.14  -0.08% $93.76 5.95%
2017 205,495 0.00% 150,954 0.43% 73.5% 0.43% $125.26 -2.25% $92.04 -1.83%

CAGR | 165% | | z.01% | | 1.34% | | 137% | | 2.72%

Source: Smith Travel Research

Distinct from the rest of the City, Staten Island has experienced limited supply growth over the
past several years. Demand has exhibit growth annually with the exception of 2014, when
demand generated as a result of Hurricane Sandy left the area. ADR growth has been limited
exhibiting a compound annual growth rate of 1.37 percent.
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New York City Hotel Market Projections

The following analyses summarizes our conclusions by borough and citywide assuming the CPC
special permit is not adopted. We have projected hotel supply based on pipeline data provided
by Smith Travel Research, as well as historical supply figures for the later projection years. We
have assumed that following the completion of the current hotel pipeline supply growth would
return to a more organic rate in line with historical figures/averages. Based on the exhibited
statistical significance, we have projected Manhattan, Queens, and Brooklyn hotel demand via
statistical regression analyses utilizing borough GDP data (historical + forecast) provided by
Moody’s Analytics. Bronx and Staten Island hotel demand were projected in line with Moody's
Analytics projected GDP growth by borough. Average daily rate (ADR) was projected by borough
based on historical trends and CPI.

In these analyses, the dependent variable (hotel demand) is predicted by an independent
variable (GDP). We have performed multiple regression analyses using several variables and
concluded that GDP represents a strong predictor for hotel demand.

We have provided below a short description of the key terminology described within the
regression analyses in order for the reader to better understand the conclusions.

R-squared ranges from 0 to 1 (0% to 100%), and the closer the R-squared is to 1, the more
“goodness of fit” a model has. Measures of goodness of fit typically summarize the discrepancy
between observed values and the values anticipated in the model. The R-squared coefficient of
determination is a statistical measure of how well the regression line approximates the actual
data points. An R-squared of 1 indicates that the regression line perfectly fits the data. Therefore,
if the R-squared for “Hotel Demand vs. GDP” were 100%, then it could be deduced that hotel
demand is completely tied to GDP without any influence from other factors.

When a hypothesis test in statistics is performed, a p-value helps to determine the significance
of the results. Hypothesis tests are used to test the validity of a claim that is made about a
population. This claim being tested is called the null hypothesis. The alternative hypothesis is the
hypothesis believed if the null hypothesis is determined to be untrue. All hypothesis tests
eventually use a p-value to weigh the strength of the evidence. The p-value is a number between
0 and 1 and interpreted in the following way:

o Asmall p-value (typically < 0.05) indicates strong evidence against the null hypothesis,
so the null hypothesis can be rejected.

e A large p-value (> 0.05) indicates weak evidence against the null hypothesis, so the
null hypothesis fails to be rejected.
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The t-stat measures the size of the difference relative to the variation in the sample data. The
greater the magnitude of t (it can be either positive or negative), the more likely the null
hypothesis is untrue. The closer tis to 0, the more likely the null hypothesis is true.

Regression analysis is one of the statistical techniques that we have employed in this report. This
type of analysis attempts to explore and model the relationship between hotel demand and GDP,
and provide information that is useful to identify significant factors in an experiment and
examine the relationship between these factors and the response. Additionally, it is important
to that we have spoken with several professionals knowledgeable about this subject in order to
confirm our methodology.

The following charts display historical market information and our forecasts citywide and by
borough. Please note that we have utilized historical data provided by Smith Travel Research
which may be different from data presented by NYC & Company and other sources, but is

considered to be representative of each borough.

Citywide

2015* 2016 2017 Proj. 2028
Supply 32,672,928 34,715,874 36,781,848 59,212,283
Demand 27,998,546 29,884,313 31,965,545 51,338,384
Occupancy 86% 86% 87% 87%
ADR $273 $265 $260 $310
RevPAR $234 $228 $226 $269
Notes: 1) Historical figures provided by Smith Travel Research.
2) Supply projections based on aggregate of individual borough analyses.
3) Demand projections based on agqgregate of individual borough analyses.
4) ADR projections based on individual borough analyses.
*Does not include Bronx data as a result of limited historical information.

Manhattan

2015 2016 2017 Proj. 2028
Supply 28,051,949 29,473,852 30,846,159 45,115,384
Demand 24,206,242 25,565,790 27,004,779 39,474,058
Occupancy 86% 87% 88% 87%
ADR $292 $282 5278 $341
RevPAR 5252 $245 5243 $299

Notes: 1) Historical figures provided by Smith Travel Research.
2) Supply projected utilizing Smith Travel Research NYC Pipeline Report and historical figures.

3) Demand projected via a statistical regression analysis based on Manhattan histerical and forecasted Gross Domestic Product (GDP) data provided by Moody's Analytics. Adj. R"2 -
90.8%; P-Value < 1%; T-Stat > 9; Significance F < 1%.

4) ADR fras been forecasted based on historical trends.

Q
2015 2016 2017 Proj. 2028
Supply 3,258,325 3,443,474 3,724,098 9,126,678
Demand 2,713,275 2,916,199 3,174,789 7,797,096
Occupancy 83% 85% 85% 85%
ADR 5147 $151 $157 $207
RevPAR $123 5128 $134 5177

Notes: 1) Historical figures provided by Smith Travel Research.
2) Supply projected utilizing Smith Travel Research NYC Pipeline Report and historical figures.

3) Demand projected via a statistical regression analysis based on Queens historical and forecasted Gross Domestic Product (GDP) data provided by Moody's Analytics, Adj. R"2 -
98.3%; P-Value < 1%; T-Stat > 22; Significance F < 1%,
4) ADR has been forecasted based on historical trends.
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Brooklyn
2015 2016 2017 Proj. 2028
Supply 1,157,159 1,441,810 1,812,001 3,283,356
Demand 937,224 1,133,494 1,485,014 2,790,395
Occupancy 81% 79% 82% 85%
ADR 5188 $185 5190 $217
RevPAR $152 $145 $156 5184

Nates: 1) Historical figures provided by Smith Travel Research.

2) Supply projected utilizing Smith Travel Research NYC Pipeline Report and historical figures.

3) Demand projected via a statistical regression analysis based on Brooklyn historical and forecasted Gross Domestic Product (GDP) data provided by Moody's Analytics. Adj. RA2 -

74.7%; P-Value < 1%, T-Stat > 4; Significance F < 1%.
4) ADR has been forecasted based on historical trends and CPI,

Bronx
2016 2017 Proj. 2028
Supply 155,243 194,095 1,289,745
Demand 118,477 149,969 985,184
Occupancy 76% 77% 76%
ADR $170 $172 5197
RevPAR $130 $133 5151
Notes: 1) Historical figures provided by Smith Travel Research.
2) Supply projected utilizing Smith Travel Research NYC Pipeline Report and historical figures.
3) Demand has been projected in line with forecasted Gross Domestic Product growth provided by Moody's Analytics.
4) ADR has been forecasted based on historical trends and CPI.
Staten Island

2015 2016 2017 Proj. 2028
Supply 205,495 205,495 205,495 397,120
Demand 141,805 150,353 150,994 291,650
Occupancy 69% 73% 73% 73%
ADR $128 $128 §125 $142
RevPAR $88 $94 $92 $105

Notes: 1) Historical figures provided by Smith Travel Research.
2) Supply projected utilizing Smith Travel Research NYC Pipeline Report and historical figures.
3) Demand has been projected in line with forecasted Gross Domestic Product growth provided by Moody's Analytics.

4) ADR has been forecasted based on historical trends and CPI.

Overall, supply is anticipated to increase on an annual basis with demand keeping up with supply
additions, resulting in the New York City lodging market continuing to remain healthy with
occupancy levels stabilizing in line with 2017 figures and ADR exhibiting moderate growth.
Historically, supply increased by a compound annual growth rate of 5.8 percent between 2008
and 2017. We have projected supply to increase by a compound annual growth rate of 4.0
percent between 2018 and 2028. Demand historically increased by a compound annual growth
rate of 6.2 percent between 2008 and 2017 and we projected demand to increase by a compound
annual growth rate of 4.6 percent between 2018 and 2028. ADR is projected to exhibit moderate
growth with a compound annual growth rate of 2.0 percent between 2018 and 2028. All things
considered, we anticipate for New York City occupancy and ADR to achieve 87 percent and 5310
in 2028, respectively.

The analyses presented above is based upon assumptions and estimates that are subject to
uncertainty and variation. In addition, we make assumptions as to the future behavior of
consumers and the general economy, which are highly uncertain. However, it is inevitable that
some assumptions will not materialize and unanticipated events may occur that will cause actual
achieved results to differ from the analyses contained above and these differences may be
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material. Therefore, while our analysis was conscientiously prepared based on our experience
and the best data available, we make no warranty that the conclusions presented will, in fact, be
achieved.
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Tourism Economic Impact Analysis

The following study analyzes the economic and social impact of the tourism industry on the New
York City economy. The historical data presented in this analysis was collected from NYC &
Company. Additionally, we have utilized data provided by the NYC Independent Budget Office
(IBO}) in order to better understand which government functions local tax revenues typically
support. The following chart exhibits historical figures relating to the social and economic impact
generated by tourism.

Estimated Economic Total Direct Visiter ~ Total NYC Jobs Supported Total Income Avg. Income Total Taxes Generated by Travel

Vao: Impact (Billions $) Spending (Billions $) by Visitor Spending Compensation (Billions $) Compensation and Tourism (Billions $)
2010 N/A $31.5 310,156 $17.3 555,778 $8.1
2011 N/A $34.5 324,605 $518.6 557,300 $8.8
2012 N/A $36.9 339,303 $19.7 558,060 $9.3
2013 N/A $38.8 348,157 $20.6 559,169 $9.7
2014 N/A $41.2 362,085 $22.5 $62,140 $10.5
2015 $62.9 5423 375,268 $23.6 $62,888 $11.1
2016 $64.3 543.0 383,385 $24.7 564,426 $11.5
Total Gain 2010 - 2016 $11.5 73,229 $7.4 $8,648 $3.4
CAGR (2010 - 2016) 2.2% (2015 - 2016) 5.3% 3.6% 6.1% 2.4% 6.0%

Source: NYC & Compony

According to NYC & Company, the City’s tourism industry generated $64.3 billion in total
economic impact in 2016, which represents a 2.2 percent increase over 2015 figures. Total direct
visitor spending increased by $11.5 billion between 2010 and 2016, representing an annual
growth rate of 5.3 percent. The tourism industry supported 1 in 11 jobs in New York City during
2016, which equates to 8.8 percent of all payroll employment. In 2016, the tourism industry
supported a total 383,385 jobs, of which 291,084 were generated directly from the tourism
industry, making tourism the sixth largest industry in New York City. Tourism has historically been
one of the fastest growing industries in terms of overall employment for New York City, providing
jobs to low-skilled workers. Approximately 92,301 jobs are supported indirectly by the tourism
industry, which include real estate, professional and business services, information, finance, and
education. The tourism industry gained approximately 73,229 jobs between 2010 and 2016.
Wages and salaries increased to $24.7 billion in 2016, representing a 4.8 percent increase from
the previous year and a 43 percent increase from 2010 levels. The New York City tourism industry
generated approximately $11.5 billion in tax revenue in 2016, consisting of approximately $4.2
billion in local taxes, $1.8 billion in State taxes, and $5.5 billion in Federal taxes. Total taxes
increased by 3.8 percent in 2016 from the previous year. An additional $3.4 billion in taxes has
been generated since 2010. Overall, the tourism industry has consistently provided increasing
economic and social benefits to the City on an annual basis.
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The following chart exhibits historical and projected social and economic figures. We have
projected the economic indicators in line with historical growth rates.

Vet Estimated Economic Total Direct Visitor ~ Total NYC Jobs Supported Total Income Avg. Income Total Taxes Generated by Travel
Impact (Billions $) Spending (Billions $) by Visitor Spending Compensation (Billions §) Compensation and Tourism (Billions $)
2010 N/A $31.5 310,156 §17.3 $55,778 $8.1
2011 N/A $34.5 324,605 518.6 $57,300 $8.8
2012 N/A $36.9 339,303 519.7 $58,060 $9.3
2013 N/A $38.8 348,157 520.6 $59,169 $9.7
2014 N/A $41.2 362,085 §22.5 562,140 $10.5
2015 $62.9 $42.3 375,268 $23.6 $62,888 $11.1
2016 $64.3 $43.0 383,385 524.7 564,426 $11.5
2017 $67.7 $45.3 397,171 $26.2 $65,992 $12.2
2018 $71.3 $47.7 411,453 $27.8 567,597 $12.9
2019 $75.1 $50.2 426,248 $29.5 569,240 $13.7
2020 $79.1 $52.9 441,576 $31.3 $70,924 $14.5
2021 $83.3 $55.7 457,454 $33.2 $72,648 $15.4
2022 587.8 $58.7 473,904 $35.3 $74,415 $16.3
2023 $92.4 $61.8 490,945 $37.4 $76,224 517.3
2024 597.4 $65.1 508,598 $39.7 $78,077 518.4
2025 $102.6 $68.6 526,887 $42.1 $79,975 $19.5
2026 $108.0 §72.2 545,833 $44.7 681,920 5206
2027 $113.8 $76.1 565,461 $47.4 $83,911 $21.9
2028 $119.8 580.1 585,794 $50.3 585,952 $23.2
Total Gain 2016 - 2028 $55.5 §37.1 202,409 $25.6 521,525 $11.7
CAGR (2016 - 2028) 5.3% 5.3% 3.6% 6.1% 2.4% 6.0%
Source: NYC & Company

We have utilized the respective compound annual growth rate between 2010 and 2016 for each
indicator to forecast future figures. Our projections assume that there are no major adverse
social, economic, governmental, and environmental changes to the New York City tourism
industry. Tourism-related economic impact is anticipated to exceed $119 billion in 2028, which
represents a gain of $55.5 billion over 2016 figures. Total direct visitor spending is anticipated to
increase by $37.1 billion between 2016 and 2028. An additional 202,409 jobs are anticipated to
be supported by the tourism industry by 2028, with average wages increasing by approximately
$21,500 from 2016 figures. Total taxes are anticipated to generate $23.2 billion revenues in 2028,
representing an increase of $11.7 billion from 2016 figures.

The table below exhibits the possible economic loss scenarios associated with an adverse change
to the current trend.

Potential Economic Loss
3 5 Total Taxes Generated by
% Loss of 2016 - 2028| Estimated Economic Change Total Direct Visitor Spending Change Total Income Change : Change
& i an e - e i Travel and Tourism

Gain Impact (Billions $) (Billions $) (Billions $) (Billions $) | Compensation {Billions $) (Billions $) (Billions §) (Billions §)
D% $55.5 5371 $25.6 $11.7

5% $52.7 -$2.8 $35.3 -81.9 $24.4 -51.3 $11.1 -50.6
10% $50.0 -85.6 $334 -83.7 $23.1 -52.6 $10.5 -51.2
15% 547.2 -$8.3 $31.6 -$5.6 $21.8 -53.8 $9.9 -S1.8
20% 544.4 -511.1 $29.7 -$7.4 $20.5 -585.1 59.3 -52.3
25% 5416 -513.9 $27.8 -$9.3 $19.2 -56.4 58.8 -52.9
30% 538.9 -516.7 $26.0 -811.1 $18.0 -$7.7 $8.2 -53.5
35% $36.1 -519.4 $24.1 -$13.0 $16.7 -59.0 57.6 -54.1
40% 5333 -522.2 $22.3 -514.9 $15.4 -510.3 57.0 -54.7
45% $30.5 -$25.0 $20.4 -516.7 $14.1 -$11.5 $6.4 -55.3
50% 527.8 -527.8 $18.6 -518.6 $12.8 -$12.8 $5.8 -55.8

While the extent of the possible negative impact of the proposed CPC special permit restricting
new hotel development in M1 zones was not explicitly forecasted, we have presented possible
economic loss scenarios from the current trend based on percentage decreases in overall
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economicimpact. While there are many factors that could negatively impact the tourism industry,
we believe that restricting future hotel development is one major factor that would contribute
to economic loss for New York City and its residents.

Employment Impact
The chart presented below exhibits possible job loss scenarios from the current trend based on
percentage decreases.

Potential Employment Loss
B Total NYC Jobs Supported Change
by Visitor Spending (Jobs)

0% 202,409
5% 192,289 -10,120
10% 182,168 -20,241
15% 172,048 -30,361
20% 161,927 -40,482
25% 151,807 -50,602
30% 141,686 -60,723
35% 131,566 -70,843
40% 121,445 -80,964
45% 111,325 -91,084
50% 101,205 -101,205

As exhibited above, a 10 percent decrease would result in the loss of approximately 20,000 jobs.
Overall, New York City tourism industry jobs are anticipated to be adversely impacted if less
hotels are built as a result of the proposed zoning change.

Visitor Expenditure Impact
Utilizing data provided by NYC & Company, the following chart exhibits historical direct visitor
spending figures.

Total Direct Visitor Spending (Thousands $)
Local Arts, Entertainment

Year Lodging Food & Beverage Shopping Transportation & Recreation Misc. Change

2010 $8,820,000 $6,615,000 $6,300,000 $5,670,000 $3,780,000 $315,000

2011 $9,660,000 $7,245,000 $6,900,000 $6,210,000 $4,140,000 $345,000 $3,000,000

2012 $10,332,000 $7,749,000 $7,380,000 $6,642,000 $4,428,000 $369,000 $2,400,000

2013 $10,864,000 $8,148,000 $7,760,000 $6,984,000 $4,656,000 $388,000 $1,900,000

2014 $11,536,000 $8,652,000 $8,240,000 $7,416,000 $4,944,000 $412,000 $2,400,000

2015 $11,844,000 $8,883,000 $8,460,000 $7,614,000 $5,076,000 $423,000 $1,100,000

2016 $12,040,000 $9,030,000 $8,600,000 $7,740,000 $5,160,000 $430,000 $700,000
Total Gain 2010 - 2016 $3,220,000 52,415,000 52,300,000 52,070,000 $1,380,000 $115,000 $11,500,000

Source: NYC & Company

As presented above, the majority of visitor expenditure relates to lodging, food & beverage,
shopping, local transportation, and art, entertainment & recreation. Visitor spending has
increased by $11.5 billion between 2010 and 2016.
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The table below exhibits the possible visitor expenditure loss scenarios associated with an
adverse change to the current trend. The figures are based on the projected gain between 2016
and 2028.

Potential Direct Vistor Spend Loss (Thousands $)
Local Arts, Entertainment
% Loss Lodging Food & Beverage Shopping Transportation & Recreation Misc. Change ($)

0% $10,395,838 $7,796,878 $7,425,598 $6,683,039 $4,455,359 $371,280

5% $9,876,046 $7,407,034 $7,054,318 $6,348,887 $4,232,591 $352,716 -$1,856,400
10% $9,356,254 $7,017,190 $6,683,039 $6,014,735 $4,009,823 $334,152 -53,712,799
15% $8,836,462 $6,627,347 $6,311,759 $5,680,583 $3,787,055 $315,588 -$5,569,199
20% $8,316,670 $6,237,503 $5,940,479 $5,346,431 $3,564,287 $297,024 -$7,425,598
25% $7,796,878 $5,847,659 $5,569,199 $5,012,279 $3,341,519 $278,460 -59,281,998
30% $7,277,086 $5,457,815 $5,197,919 $4,678,127 $3,118,751 $259,896 -$11,138,398
35% $6,757,295 $5,067,971 $4,826,639 $4,343,975 $2,895,983 $241,332 -$12,994,797
40% $6,237,503 $4,678,127 $4,455,359 $4,009,823 $2,673,215 $222,768 -$14,851,197
45% $5,717,711 $4,288,283 $4,084,079 $3,675,671 $2,450,447 $204,204 -$16,707,596
50% $5,197,919 $3,898,439 $3,712,799 $3,341,519 52,227,680 $185,640 -$18,563,996

As presented above, a decrease of 10 percent in visitor spending would result in approximately
$3.7 billion less expenditures, in addition to the loss of the associated sales tax and other tax
revenues.

Government Tax Impact

The following exhibit details what local taxes generated by the tourism industry generate for
various city services and departments. The following government allocations were provided by
the NYC Independent Budget Office.

Local Tax Revenues (Thousands $)
Health,
Pension & Police, Fire & General Sanitation &  Transportation  Recreation &

Year Education Social Services  Fridge Benefits Corrections Government Debt Service  Environmental & Housing Cultural Change
2010 $823,015 $529,081 5529,081 $293,934 $264,540 $205,754 5176,360 588,180 529,393

2011 $894,139 $574,804 5574,804 $319,335 $287,402 $223,535 5191,601 595,801 531,934 $254,017
2012 $944,943 $607,463 5607,463 $337,480 $303,732 $236,236 5202,488 5101,244 533,748 $181,441
2013 $985,585 $633,591 $633,591 $351,995 $316,795 $246,396 $211,197 5105,598 $35,199 $145,152
2014 $1,066,871 $685,845 5685,845 $381,025 $342,923 $266,718 5228,615 $114,308 538,103 $290,305
2015 $1,127,835 §725,037 §725,037 $402,798 $362,518 $281,959 5241679 $120,839 540,280 $217,729
2016 $1,168,477 $751,164 §751,164 $417,313 $375,582 $292,119 5250,388 5125,194 541,731 5145,152

Total Gain 2010 - 2016 $345,463 $222,083 $222,083 $123,380 $111,042 486,366 $74,028 $37,014 $12,338 $1,233,796

Local taxes generated by the tourism industry support key functions of the City’s government.
Between 2010 and 2016, the tourism industry generated an additional $345 million for education,
$222 million for social services, $222 million in government employee benefits, and $123 million
for police, fire & corrections, as well as millions for other departments. Annual increases between
2010 and 2016 ranged from $145 million to $290 million. The tourism industry generated an
additional $1.234 billion in local tax revenue between 2010 and 2016 to support vital functions
of the City’s government, which advocate economic and social well-being. The following exhibit
describes the impact of increased tourism-related taxes on various New York City departments
between 2010 and 2016. For example, the difference of $345.46 million between 2010 and 2016
in education-allocated funds supports 4,560 teachers.
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Local Tax 2010-2016 Increase Impact

Category Budget Excess Allocation
Education $345,462,902 4,560 Teachers
Social Services $222,083,294 30,581 Child Care Vouchers
Pension & Fridge Benefits $222,083,294 Benefits to City Workers
Police, Fire & Carrections $123,379,608 888 Police Officers
General Government $111,041,647 150,550 Job Placements through the Workforcel Career Centers
Debt Service $86,365,726 City Loan Principal and Interest reimbursed
Health, Sanitation & Environmental Protection $74,027,765 72 Billions gallons of wastewater treated
Transportation & Housing $37,013,882 248 Lane miles resurfaced
Recreation & Cultural $12,337,961 1,175 Summer Pool and Beach Season Lifeguards

Overall, the increased tax revenue between 2010 and 2016 supported 4,560 teachers, 30,581
child care vouchers, approximately $222 million in benefits to City workers, 888 police/fire
officers, 150,550 job placements, and 72 billion gallons of treated wastewater.

The table below exhibits the possible government tax impact scenarios associated with an
adverse change to the current trend.

Potential Local Tax Loss (Th ds §)
% Loss of 2016 - s " ” Pension & Police, Fire & General . Health: Sarltation Transportation  Recreation &
2028 Gain BAULAtiOn  SocHlSEIVERS oo Renefiti: (Cormctions  Govemmeni  DPCvovvke (BEnvimnmentall Cgdl oo Cultural Change (3)
Protection

0% 51,186,821 $762,956 $762,956 $423,865 $381,478 $296,705 5254,319 $127,159 542,386
5% $1,127,480 $724,809 $724,809 $402,671 $362,404 $281,870 $241,603 $120,801 540,267 -$211,832
10% $1,068,139 $686,661 $686,661 $381,478 $343,330 $267,035 $228,887 $114,443 $38,148 -5423,865
20% $949,457 $610,365 $610,365 $339,092 $305,183 $237,364 $203,455 $101,728 $33,909 -$847,729
25% $890,116 $572,217 $572,217 $317,899 $286,109 5222529 $190,739 $95,370 531,790 -$1,059,662
30% $830,775 $534,070 $534,070 5296,705 5267,035 $207,694 $178,023 589,012 529,671 -$1,271,594
35% $771,434 $495,922 $495,922 $275,512 $247,961 $192,858 $165,307 $82,654 $27,551 -$1,483,526
40% $712,093 $457,774 $457,774 $254,319 $228,887 $178,023 $152,591 $76,296 $25,432 -$1,695,459
45% $652,752 $419,626 $419,626 $233,126 $209,813 $163,188 $139,875 $69,938 $23,313 -$1,907,391
50% $593,411 5381,478 5381478 $211,932 $190,739 $148,353 $127,159 $63,580 $21,193 -$2,119,324

As detailed above, a 10 percent decrease results in a loss of approximately $424 million in tax
revenue to the City government. Percent decreases more than 25 percent result in a loss of over
$1 billion in tax revenue between 2016 and 2028. The following exhibit depicts the outcome of a
10 percent decrease in tourism-related tax revenues to the City.

10% Budget Decrease Impact - 2028

Category Budget Decrease Allocation
Education $118,682,119 1,336 less Teachers
Social Services $76,295,648 8,959 less Child Care Vouchers
Pension & Fridge Benefits 576,295,648 less Benefits to City Workers
Police, Fire & Corrections 542,386,471 260 less Police Officers
General Government $38,147,824 44,107 less Job Placements through the Workforcel Career Centers
Debt Service $29,670,530 less City Loan Principal and Interest Reimbursed
Health, Sanitation & Environmental Protection $25,431,883 21 Billion Less Gallons of Wastewater Treated
Transportation & Housing $12,715,941 73 less Lane miles resurfaced
Recreation & Cultural 54,238,647 344 |ess Summer Pool and Beach Season Lifeguards

As presented above, a decrease of 10 percent in local taxes generated by the tourism industry
would result in approximately 1,336 less teachers, 8,959 less child care vouchers, $76.3 million
less benefits to City workers, 260 less police/fire officers, and 44,107 less job placements through
the City. Additionally, state and local tax proceeds from the tourism industry saved New York City
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households approximately $1,925 in 2016. Based on the current trend, New York City households
are anticipated to save $3,215 in 2028 as a result of taxes generated by the tourism industry. If
all the proposed hotels were not developed, the savings to households would be less.

Household Tax Savings Analysis 2016 2028
Total State and Local Taxes (Billions) $6.0 $12.1
Avg. Household Savings $1,925 $3,880
Deflated Avg. Household Savings 51,925 $3,215
Difference $1,290

Conclusion

The City has historically benefited from the tourism industry in terms of economic impact, job
creation, and tax revenues. Although there are many factors that could negatively impact the
tourism industry, we believe that restricting future hotel development is one major factor that
would contribute to economic growth opportunities being lost. Therefore, we believe the
proposed CPC special permit restricting new hotel development in M1 zones would only lessen
the economic and social benefits generated by the tourism industry to the City in the future.
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New York City Real Property Tax Analysis

The following study analyzes real property tax revenues generated by Class 4 properties in all
zones and specifically M1 zones during tax years 2016 and 2017. Tax Class 4 properties includes
“All commercial and industrial properties, such as office, retail, factory buildings and all other
properties not included in tax classes 1, 2 or 3”. 2 Tax revenues were calculated using data
provided by the City of New York Department of Finance Division of Tax Policy and Department
of City Planning (PLUTQ), then compared on a per lot area (square foot) basis, which is presented
below. For purposes of this analysis, hotel, utility, vacant land, and tax-exempt parcels were
excluded from the Class 4 calculation. Hotel building use codes H6, H7, H8, and HR were excluded
from the hotel calculation given those building codes represent apartment hotels, dormitories,
and single room occupancy (SRO), which are not considered transient hotels.

Citywide
Citywide
Avg. Hotel Real Avg. M1 Hotel Real
B Avg. Class 4 Real . Avg. M1 Class 4 Real
Property Tax Property Tax
Tax Year Property Tax Revenues  Index Property Tax Revenues Index
Revenues Per Lot Revenues Per Lot
Per Lot Area (Sq. Ft.)* Per Lot Area (Sq. Ft.)*
Area (Sq. Ft.) Area (5q. Ft.)
2016 $84.37 $10.83 779% $38.60 $6.89 560%
2017 $89.77 $11.89 755% $42.10 $7.54 558%
Notes: *Class 4 Tax Revenues exclude Hotel, Utility, and Vacant Land Tax Revenues
Sources: City of New York Department of Finance Division of Tax Policy; Department of City Planning PLUTO data.

On a citywide level, hotel properties generated on average approximately $84.37 per lot square
foot in real property tax revenues in 2016 for New York City, approximately 6.8 times greater
than the average of other Class 4 properties in all zoning districts. While less pronounced, hotels
in M1 zones generated approximately 4.6 times greater real property tax revenues per lot square
foot than the average M1 zone Class 4 property in 2016.

In 2017, hotel properties generated an average $89.77 per lot square foot in real property tax
revenues, approximately 6.6 times greater than the average of other Class 4 properties. Like 2016,
hotel properties in M1 zones generated tax revenues per lot square foot approximately 4.6 times
greater than the average M1 zone Class 4 property.

8 City of New York Department of Finance
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Manhattan
Manhattan
Avg. Hotel Real Avg. M1 Hotel Real
B Avg. Class 4 Real 2 Avg. M1 Class 4 Real
Property Tax Property Tax
Tax Year Property Tax Revenues  Index Property Tax Revenues Index
Revenues Per Lot Revenues Per Lot
Per Lot Area (Sqg. Ft.)* Per Lot Area (Sq. Ft.)*
Area (Sq. Ft.) Area (Sq. Ft.)
2016 $186.83 $73.52 254% $200.39 $71.90 279%
2017 $193.45 $80.61 240% $206.55 $80.37 257%
Notes: *Class 4 Tax Revenues exclude Hotel, Utility, and Vacant Land Tax Revenues
Sources: City of New York Department of Finance Division of Tax Policy; Department of City Planning PLUTO data.

In 2016, hotel properties on average generated $186.83 per lot square foot in real property tax
revenues, approximately 1.5 times greater than the average of other Class 4 properties in
Manhattan. Specific to M1 zones in Manhattan, hotels generated approximately 1.8 times
greater real property tax revenues per lot square foot than the average Class 4 property.

In 2017, hotel properties on average generated $193.45 per lot square foot in real property tax
revenues, approximately 1.4 times greater than the average Class 4 property. The same trend
can be observed in M1 zones where hotel real property tax revenues per lot square foot
generated approximately 1.6 times greater revenues than other Class 4 properties.

It is important to note that hotels located in M1 zones exhibit a higher contributory tax revenue
per lot square foot compared to Class 4 properties in all zones.

Queens
Queens
Avg. Hotel Real Avg. M1 Hotel Real
. Avg. Class 4 Real & Avg. M1 Class 4 Real
Property Tax Property Tax
Tax Year Property Tax Revenues  Index Property Tax Revenues Index
Revenues Per Lot Revenues Per Lot
Per Lot Area (Sqg. Ft.)* Per Lot Area (Sqg. Ft.)*
Area (Sg. Ft.) Area (Sq. Ft.)
2016 $12.04 $3.97 304% $8.47 $3.12 272%
2017 $14.13 $4.51 313% $11.69 $3.45 339%
Notes: *Class 4 Tax Revenues exclude Hotel, Utility, and Vacant Land Tax Revenues
Sources: City of New York Department of Finance Division of Tax Policy; Department of City Planning PLUTO data.

In 2016, hotel properties in Queens generated on average $12.04 per lot square foot in real
property tax revenues, approximately two times greater than the average of other Class 4
properties. In M1 zones, hotels generated 1.7 times greater real property tax revenues per lot
square foot than the average of other Class 4 properties.
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In 2017, hotel properties generated $14.13 per lot square foot in real property tax revenues,
approximately 2.1 times greater than the average of other Class 4 properties. In M1 zones, hotels
generated approximately 2.4 times greater real property tax revenues per lot square foot than
the average Class 4 property.

It is important note that hotel tax revenues per lot square foot in M1 zones increased by
approximately 38 percent between 2016 and 2017.

Brooklyn
Brooklyn
Avg. Hotel Real Avg. M1 Hotel Real
= Avg. Class 4 Real § Avg. M1 Class 4 Real
Property Tax Property Tax
Tax Year Property Tax Revenues  Index Property Tax Revenues Index
Revenues Per Lot Revenues Per Lot
Per Lot Area (Sq. Ft.)* Per Lot Area (Sq. Ft.)*
Area (Sqg. Ft.) Area (Sq. Ft.)
2016 $14.94 $3.73 401% $9.12 $3.25 280%
2017 $26.05 $3.26 800% $10.73 $3.59 299%
Notes: *Class 4 Tax Revenues exclude Hotel, Utility, and Vacant Land Tax Revenues
Sources: City of New York Department of Finance Division of Tax Policy; Department of City Planning PLUTO data.

In Brooklyn, hotel properties generated on average $14.94 per lot square foot in real property
tax revenues for New York City in 2016, approximately three times greater than the average of
other Class 4 properties. Similarly, hotels in M1 zones generated approximately 1.8 times greater
real property tax revenues per lot square foot than the average of the other Class 4 properties.

In 2017, hotel properties generated on average $26.05 per lot square foot in real property tax
revenues, approximately seven times greater than the average of other Class 4 properties.
Additionally, hotels in M1 zones generated approximately two times greater real property tax
revenues per lot square foot than the average Class 4 property.

Please note that the average hotel real property tax revenue per lot square foot in all zones
increased by approximately 74 percent in 2017 from the previous year, while the average Class
4 property decreased by approximately 13 percent. Additionally, M1 hotels increased tax
revenue per lot square foot by approximately 18 percent, while other M1 Class 4 properties
increased by approximately 10 percent.
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Bronx
Bronx
Avg. Hotel Real Avg. M1 Hotel Real
Pfo ST Avg. Class 4 Real gP e Avg. M1 Class 4 Real
X rope
Tax Year - Property Tax Revenues  Index perty Property Tax Revenues Index
Revenues Per Lot Revenues Per Lot
Per Lot Area (Sqg. Ft.)* Per Lot Area (Sq. Ft.)*
Area (Sq. Ft.) Area (Sq. Ft.)
2016 $8.49 $3.08 276% $6.69 $2.77 241%
2017 $9.34 $3.30 283% $6.30 $3.09 204%
Notes: *Class 4 Tax Revenues exclude Hotel, Utility, and Vacant Land Tax Revenues
Sources: City of New York Department of Finance Division of Tax Policy; Department of City Planning PLUTO data.

In 2016, hotel properties generated on average $8.49 per lot square foot in real property tax
revenues, approximately 1.8 times greater than the average Class 4 property. Within M1 zones,
hotels generated approximately 1.4 times greater real property tax revenues per lot square foot
than the average Class 4 property.

In 2017, hotel properties generated on average $9.34 per lot square foot in real property tax
revenues, approximately 1.8 times greater than the average of other Class 4 properties. In M1
zones, hotels generated on average approximately one times greater real property tax revenues
per lot square foot than the average Class 4 property.

Please note that the average hotel real property tax revenue per lot square foot in all zones
increased by approximately 10 percent in 2017 from the previous year compared to a 7 percent
increase for all other Class 4 properties. Additionally, M1 hotels decreased tax revenue per lot
square foot by approximately 6 percent, while other M1 Class 4 uses increased by approximately
12 percent.

Staten Island

Staten Island

Avg. Hotel Real Avg. M1 Hotel Real
Pfo erty Tax Avg. Class 4 Real gpm —— Avg. M1 Class 4 Real
Tax Year FEEY Property Tax Revenues  Index perty Property Tax Revenues Index
Revenues Per Lot Per Lot Area (Sq. Ft.)* Revenues Per Lot PeF Lot Arda (Sg. FL)®
er Lot Ar Ft s Ft
Area (Sqg. Ft.) 4 Area (Sq. Ft.) 4
2016 $2.75 50.82 337% $1.34 $1.06 126%
2017 $1.93 $1.16 166% $1.36 $1.12 122%

Notes: *Class 4 Tax Revenues exclude Hotel, Utility, and Vacant Land Tax Revenues

Sources: City of New York Department of Finance Division of Tax Policy; Department of City Planning PLUTO data.
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In 2016, hotel properties generated on average $2.75 per lot square foot in real property tax
revenues, approximately 2.4 times greater than the average of other Class 4 properties. Similarly,
hotels in M1 zones generated approximately 26 percent greater real property tax revenues per
lot square foot than the average Class 4 property.

In 2017, hotel properties generated on average $1.93 per lot square foot in real property tax
revenues, approximately 66 percent greater than the average of other Class 4 properties. Hotels
in M1 zones generated approximately 22 percent greater real property tax revenues per lot
square foot than the average of other Class 4 properties. Hotels in M1 zones exhibit a nominal
increase in tax revenue between 2016 and 2017, while hotels in all zones experienced a decrease.

Conclusion

Per information provided by the Department of City Planning and City of New York Department
of Finance Division of Tax Policy, hotels on average generate significantly higher tax revenue for
New York City on a lot area basis compared to the average Class 4 property. While the data
utilized in the above analyses includes exemptions, we anticipate the share of tax revenues
generated by hotels to increase in the future as exemptions are phased-out. Despite the
significant amount of new hotel supply that entered the City over the past several years, hotels
continue to generate on average significantly more tax revenue for the City compared to other
Class 4 uses. Therefore, if the CPC special permit is adopted, New York City will forego potential
tax revenues of a property type (hotel) that generates on a citywide average 6.6 times greater
revenue than the average Class 4 property. The potential tax revenue forgone by New York City
because of restricting hotel development in M1 zones is anticipated to impede the ability of the
City to fund its growing budget in the future.
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New York City Hotel Room Occupancy Tax Analysis

According to the New York City Department of Finance, “Hotel Room Occupancy Tax must be
paid on the occupancy, or the right of occupancy, of aroom or rooms in a hotel. A "hotel" includes
an apartment, hotel, motel, boardinghouse, bed-and-breakfast, bungalow, or club, whether or
not meals are served. The occupant of any room or rooms in a hotel must pay the tax.

Hotel operators and remarketers (when a room has been purchased through a re-seller) collect
the tax from the occupant. Rooms, apartments or units rented to occupants on fewer than three
occasions per year will not be subject to the tax. Rooms, apartments or units rented to occupants
for not more than 14 days total during a year will not be subject to the tax.

Permanent residents (who occupy a room for at least 180 consecutive days) are exempt from the
tax.

Occupancies by certain individuals and organizations are exempt from Hotel Tax imposed on rent
for hotel occupancy. These exempt individuals and organizations include, but are not limited to;

e A permanent resident (one who occupies a room for at least 180 consecutive days);

« New York State, a political subdivision of the State, or a public benefit corporation;

e The United States;

¢ The United Nations;

e A not-for-profit organization that was formed and operated exclusively for religious,
charitable or educational purposes, or for the prevention of cruelty to children or animals.”?.

Hotel Room Occupancy Tax is based on the rate being charged for a room. The following chart
details how the City calculates Hotel Room Occupancy Tax.

If the rent for the room is. .. The tax will be. ..

$10 or more, but less than $20 50¢ per day + 5.875% of the rent for the room
$20 or more, but less than $30 $1.00 per day + 5.875% of the rent for the room
$30 or more, but less than $40 $1.50 per day + 5.875% of the rent for the room
$40 or more $2.00 per day + 5.875% of the rent for the room

Source: New York City Department of Finance

For hotel suites, the tax is the fixed amount shown above for each room in the suite plus 5.875
percent of the rent for the suite.

In 2015, the City Council extended the 5.875 percent rate through November 30, 2019. Unless
the current rate is once again extended, the rate will revert to 5.0 percent. Given that the rate of

9 City of New York Department of Finance
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5.875 percent has been utilized since 2013, it is assumed that the rate of 5.875 percent will
continue to be extended through 2028,

This study analyzes historical figures and forecasts Hotel Room Occupancy Tax figures by borough.
We have utilized the historical data provided by the City of New York Department of Finance
Division of Tax Policy as the base of our analysis and applied the forecasted growth rates by
borough previously presented within this report to project room nights sold and gross rooms
revenues through 2028.

Citywide, Hotel Room Occupancy Tax revenues increased by $13.5 million (excluding N/A and
Remarketers) between 2014 and 2016, reflecting the continuous growth in the number of visitors
to the City.

The following tables detail the historical and projected revenues on a citywide and borough level
assuming the CPC special permit is not adopted.

Citywide
Gross Room Total Hotel Room

Room Nights Sold | Daily Room Sales Revenues Occupancy Tax @ Occupancy Tax

Tax Year (Thousands) Tax (Thousands $) (Thousands §)  |5.875% (Thousands $)| (Thousands $)
2014 34,231 $68,333 57,880,426 $462,975 $531,308
2015 35,524 $70,952 58,014,077 $470,827 $541,779
2016 36,455 $72,820 58,034,485 5472,026 5544,846

Proj. 2028 63,721 $127,441 516,195,946 $951,512 51,078,953
Source: City of New York Department of Finance

On a citywide level, Hotel Room Occupancy Tax generated approximately $545 million (excluding
N/A and remarketers revenue) in tax revenue in 2016. We have projected Hotel Room Occupancy
Tax revenues to exceed $1 billion (excluding N/A and remarketers revenue) in 2028, which

represents an increase of approximately $534 million from 2016 figures.

Manhattan
Gross Room Total Hotel Room
Room Nights Sold | Daily Room Sales Revenues Occupancy Tax @ Occupancy Tax
Tax Year (Thousands) Tax (Thousands $) (Thousands §)  |5.875% (Thousands $)| (Thousands $)
2014 30,000 $59,933 57,316,749 $429,859 $489,792
2015 30,861 561,690 57,383,353 $433,772 $495,462
2016 31,678 $63,329 $7,375,013 $433,282 5496,611
Proj. 2028 48,911 $97,823 $13,763,660 $808,615 $906,438
Source: City of New York Department of Finance

In Manhattan, Hotel Room Occupancy Tax generated approximately $497 million (excluding N/A
and remarketers revenue) in tax revenue in 2016. We have projected Hotel Occupancy Tax
revenues to reach approximately $906 million (excluding N/A and remarketers revenue) in 2028,
which represents an increase of approximately $410 million over 2016 figures.
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Queens
Gross Room Total Hotel Room
Room Nights Sold | Daily Room Sales Revenues Occupancy Tax @ Occupancy Tax
Tax Year (Thousands) Tax (Thousands $) (Thousands $)  |5.875% (Thousands $)| (Thousands $)
2014 2,399 54,797 $313,532 $18,420 $23,217
2015 2,713 S$5,425 $361,991 $21,267 526,692
2016 2757 $5,512 $376,953 $22,146 $27,658
Proj. 2028 7,371 514,743 $1,385,530 $81,400 596,143
Source: City of New York Department of Finance

In Queens, Hotel Room Occupancy Tax generated approximately $28 million (excluding N/A and
remarketers revenue) in tax revenue in 2016. We have projected Hotel Occupancy Tax revenues
to reach approximately $96 million (excluding N/A and remarketers revenue) in 2028, which
represents an increase of approximately $68 million over 2016 figures.

Brooklyn
Gross Room Total Hotel Room
Room Nights Sold | Daily Room Sales Revenues Occupancy Tax @ Occupancy Tax
Tax Year (Thousands) Tax (Thousands $) (Thousands $)  |5.875% (Thousands $)| (Thousands $)
2014 1,295 $2,589 5206,043 $12,105 514,694
2015 1,335 $2,665 $213,804 512,561 515,226
2016 1,417 52,827 $225,617 $13,255 $16,082
Proj. 2028 3,488 56,977 $650,978 538,245 545,222
Source: City of New York Department of Finance

In Brooklyn, Hotel Room Occupancy Tax generated approximately $16 million (excluding N/A and
remarketers revenue) in tax revenue in 2016. We have projected Hotel Occupancy Tax revenues
to reach approximately $45 million (excluding N/A and remarketers revenue) in 2028, which

represents an increase of approximately $29 million over 2016 figures.

Bronx
Gross Room Total Hotel Room
Room Nights Sold | Daily Room Sales Revenues Occupancy Tax @ Occupancy Tax
Tax Year (Thousands) Tax (Thousands $) (Thousands $)  |5.875% (Thousands $)| (Thousands $)
2014 401 s747 $27,762 $1,631 52,378
2015 466 5877 $36,340 $2,135 53,012
2016 436 5819 $36,579 $2,149 $2,968
Proj. 2028 3,626 $7,251 $351,986 $20,679 $27,930
Source: City of New York Department of Finance

In Bronx, Hotel Room Occupancy Tax generated approximately $3 million (excluding N/A and
remarketers revenue) in tax revenue in 2016. We have projected Hotel Occupancy Tax revenues
to reach approximately $28 million (excluding N/A and remarketers revenue) in 2028, which
represents an increase of approximately $24 million over 2016 figures.
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Staten Island

Gross Room Total Hotel Room
Room Nights Sold | Daily Room Sales Revenues Occupancy Tax @ Occupancy Tax
Tax Year (Thousands) Tax (Thousands $) (Thousands $)  |5.875% (Thousands $)| (Thousands $)
2014 136 $267 516,340 $960 51,227
2015 149 $295 518,587 $1,092 51,387
2016 167 5333 520,323 $1,194 51,527
Proj. 2028 324 5648 543,793 $2,573 $3,221

Source: City of New York Department of Finance

In Staten Island, Hotel Room Occupancy Tax generated approximately $1.5 million (excluding N/A
and remarketers revenue) in tax revenue in 2016. We have projected Hotel Occupancy Tax
revenues to reach approximately $3.2 million (excluding N/A and remarketers revenue) in 2028,
which represents an increase of approximately $1.7 million over 2016 figures.

Conclusion

The Hotel Room Occupancy Tax is anticipated to continue generating significant tax revenue for
New York City. Hotel Room Occupancy Tax figures are anticipated to exceed $1 billion (excluding
N/A and remarketers revenue) in 2028, which represents an increase of approximately $534
million over 2016 figures. It is important to note that Hotel Room Occupancy Tax has been
declining on a per property basis annually between 2014 and 2016 as a result of ADR decreasing
primarily in Manhattan. However, total Hotel Room Occupancy Tax revenues generated has
continued to increase annually. Assuming the occupancy tax rate remains constant, we anticipate
for overall occupancy tax revenues to continue to increase and occupancy tax revenues per
property to begin exhibiting a positive trend following the absorption of the hotel supply
currently under construction. The following chart depicts the possible Hotel Room Occupancy
Tax loss if there is a deviation from the current trend. For example, a 10 percent decrease would
result in a loss of approximately $53.4 million in tax revenue for the City.

Occupancy Tax Loss
% Loss from 2016-  Total Occupancy Change
2028 Gain Tax (Thousands $) (Thousands $)

0% $534,107

5% $507,402 -$26,705
10% $480,696 -§53,411
15% $453,991 -580,116
20% $427,286 -$106,821
25% $400,580 -$133,527
30% $373,875 -$160,232
35% $347,170 -$186,937
40% $320,464 -$213,643
45% $293,759 -$240,348
50% $267,054 -$267,054
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Assumptions & Limiting Conditions

1. Itis assumed that all data provided by all third-parties is accurate and correct unless otherwise specifically noted in
the report. Unless otherwise specifically noted in the report, LWHA has no reason to believe that any of the data
furnished contain any material error. Any material error in any of the above data could have a substantial impact on
the conclusions reported. Thus, LWHA reserves the right to amend conclusions reported if made aware of any such
error. Accordingly, the client-addressee should carefully review all assumptions, data, relevant calculations, and
conclusions within 30 days after the date of delivery of this report and should immediately notify LWHA of any
questions or errors.

2. Any projections included in the analysis are forecasts of estimated future operating characteristics that are predicated
on the information and assumptions contained within the report. Any projections of income, expenses and economic
conditions utilized in this report are not predictions of the future. Rather, they are estimates of current market
expectations of the future. The achievement of the financial projections will be affected by fluctuating economic
conditions and is dependent upon other future occurrences that cannot be assured. Actual results may vary from the
projections considered herein. LWHA does not warrant these forecasts will occur. Projections may be affected by
circumstances beyond the current realm of knowledge or control of LWHA.

3. Unless specifically set forth in the body of the report, nothing contained herein shall be construed to represent any
direct or indirect recommendation of LWHA to buy, sell, or hold any property. Such decisions involve substantial
investment strategy questions and must be specifically addressed in consultation form.

4, This study may not be duplicated in whole or in part without the specific written consent of LWHA nor may this report
or copies hereof be transmitted to third parties without said consent, which consent LWHA reserves the right to deny.
Exempt from this restriction is duplication for the internal use of the client-addressee and/or transmission to
attorneys, accountants, or advisors of the client-addressee. Also exempt from this restriction is transmission of the
report to any court, governmental authority, or regulatory agency having jurisdiction over the party/parties for whom
this study was prepared, provided that this report and/or its contents shall not be published, in whole or in part, in
any public document without the express written consent of LWHA which consent LWHA reserves the right to deny.
Finally, this report shall not be advertised to the public or otherwise used to induce a third party to purchase the
property or to make a “sale” or “offer for sale” of any “security”, as such terms are defined and used in the Securities
Act of 1933, as amended. Any third party, not covered by the exemptions herein, which may possess this report, is
advised that they should rely on their own independently secured advice for any decision in connection with this study.
LWHA shall have no accountability or responsibility to any such third party.

5. The maps, plats, sketches, graphs, photographs and exhibits included in this report are for illustration purposes only
and are to be utilized only to assist in visualizing matters discussed within this report. Except as specifically stated,
data relative to this study have been obtained from sources deemed accurate and reliable. None of the exhibits are
to be removed, reproduced, or used apart from this report.

6. No opinion is intended to be expressed on matters which may require legal expertise or specialized investigation or
knowledge beyond that customarily employed by real estate consultants. Opinions expressed presume that
environmental and other governmental restrictions/conditions by applicable agencies have been met, including but
not limited to seismic hazards, flight patterns, decibel levels/noise envelopes, fire hazards, hillside ordinances, density,
allowable uses, building codes, permits, licenses, etc.

7. Acceptance and/or use of this report constitutes full acceptance of the Contingent and Limiting Conditions and special
assumptions set forth in this report. It is the responsihility of the Client, or client’s designees, to read in full,
comprehend and thus become aware of the aforementioned contingencies and limiting conditions. Neither the
consultant nor LWHA assumes responsibility for any situation arising out of the Client’s failure to become familiar with
and understand the same. The Client is advised to retain experts in areas that fall outside the scope of the real estate
consulting profession if so desired.

8. Thereport is for the sole use of the client. Please note that our consent to allow the market study report prepared by
LWHA or portions of such report, to become part of or be referenced in any public offering, will be subject to the
granting of such consent which will be at LWHA's sole discretion and, if given, will be on condition that LWHA will be
provided with an Indemnification Agreement and/or Non-Reliance letter, in a form and content satisfactory to us, by
a party satisfactory to us.
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From: Public Hearing Comments (Do not reply) [mailto:PublicComments_DL@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2018 5:56 PM

To: Jacquelyne Sunwoo (DCP) <JSunwoo@planning.nyc.gov>; CitywideComments DL
<CitywideComments_DL@planning.nyc.gov>

Subject: Comments re: N 180349 ZRY - M1 Hotel Text Amendment

Re. Project: N 180349 ZRY - M1 Hotel Text Amendment

e Application Number: N 180349 ZRY
Project: M1 Hotel Text Amendment
Public Hearing Date: 07/25/2018
Borough: CW

Community District: CW

Submitted by:

Name: Gene Kaufman
Zip: 10003

| represent:

- Myself

Details for I Represent™: Hotel Architect

My Comments:
Vote: | am opposed

Have you previously submitted comments on this project? Yes
If yes, are you now submitting new information? Yes

I have attended or will attend the City Planning Commission's Public hearing on this project:
Yes

Additional Comments:
Attached please find a response to the proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment. This is in
addition to a the M1 Zoning Hotel Market Analysis by LWHA submitted earlier today.



August 1, 2018

A Response to the Proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment (“Response’) by Gene Kaufman

The following comments, and requests for additional scope to be included in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, refer to the proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment’s Final Scope of Work for an
Environmental Impact Statement dated 4/23/18 (“Final Scope™), Draft Environmental Impact Statement
dated 4/23/18 (“*DEIS”), Draft Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement dated 9/25/17
(“Draft Scope™), the Consultant Report NYC Hotel Market Analysis dated 2017 (“Market Analysis™), the
7/23/18 City Planning Commission review session, 7/25/18 City Planning Commission public hearing,
and 10/26/17 City Planning Commission scoping session.

The DEIS, Draft Scope and Final Scope make the identical contention that “the proliferation of hotels in
M1 districts is seen as problematic”. The Final Scope goes on to detail 1.4 billion square feet of
developable floor area zoned for hotel use with a projected 28,100 new hotel rooms in the No-Action
Condition. This amount of hotel rooms is approximately 10 million square feet, which is less than 1% of
the permitted developable area. Similarly, the Final Scope projection of an excess of 1,150 hotel rooms in
M1, which will comprise about 400,000sf, is about three-hundredths of 1% of the 1.4 billion buildable
square feet in M 1. Given the minute amount of hotel development relative to the available zoning area,
the characterization of this hotel development as a “proliferation” and “problematic” is not substantiated.

The Final Scope, page 3. that “hotels benefit from a business model that can maximize the value of
permitted height and floor area ratios in M1 districts” but omits the Draft Scope’s unsupportable
continuation “giving such development an additional advantage over other uses permitted in M1
districts”. However, the attitude of Final Scope that hotels function as “precluding” other types of
development remains one of perceived unfairness, that hotels appear to be successful but that there has
been little or no development for industrial uses since at least the Second World War. Despite M1 hotels
being relatively new, the Final Scope attempts to place responsibility for the roughly 70 year continuous
decline in industrial uses and land use at the feet of these few hotels. As explained in detail further down
in response to specifics of the report, the contention that hotels are more able to use smaller sites or that
assemblages are needed for other conforming uses is not substantiated.

The Final Scope claims that hotels “directly or indirectly detract from other opportunities for other kinds
of development” by occupying “sites that could have available to other uses”. To the extent that any
development for any use displaces any other potential use, this is as true as for any development for any
use in any location, but given that M1 new hotel development comprises less than 1% of the buildable M1
zoning area, as noted above, it is far reaching to state that other development is displaced, given that the
99% of the M1 developable area not being used by hotels can accommodate all other permitted M1 uses.
A second contention in the Final Scope Introduction, that hotels “land use conflicts™ is not substantiated
and will require an Additional Study (A#1) that also examines the benefits of hotel developments for
neighborhood character,

The Final Scope, Chapter [II Purpose and Need, Accommodating Residential Demand, starts by
identifying the “need for additional housing” and goes on to identify some prior rezoning of M1 land to
permit residential use. However, there is no exploration of potential future rezoning to MX, C or R use.
Not said is that the 1.4 billion buildable square feet of M1 zoning can house approximately 5 million




people if rezoned and fully developed as residential. (Building out under built residential zoning area and
residential upzoning also have the potential to add housing for millions of additional residents.) Surely
this DEIS needs to include a study of modifying as-of-right uses in M1 to include potential residential use
and mixed-use, including potential new MX districts (A#2).

Final Scope subheading “Accommodating Commercial Demand” states an “increased need” for “critical
retail establishments™, ignoring the fact that retail vacancy is high (“A Sign of the Times: More For-Rent
Notices in Manhattan” (NY Times 3/7/17) and “Pop Up Goes the Retail Scene as Store Vacancies Rise
(NY Times 5/30/17 and “NYC Retail Vacancies Soar Prompting Massive Rent Concessions (Zero Hedge
3/28/17) and “DeBlasio to Retail Landlords: Fill the space or be prepared to pay the tax” (Real Deal
4/2/18, which documents a doubling of retail vacancy rates since 2002.

Final Scope, Limited Supply of Buildable Land, lists all M districts (does not differentiate M1 from M2
and M3) as 14% of all land and Residential as 58%. It does reveal, though, that only 20% of
manufacturing zones land actually has industrial and manufacturing use, meaning that only 2.8% of all
NYC land is used for M district industrial and manufacturing business. Figure 1, a map of Affected M1
Districts and Transit Access, is so small that no one can figure out the boundaries of the M districts
relative to actual blocks and streets, not the relation to transit access that the map purports to show (M#1).
The Final Scope does not address the possibility of upzoning residential land, which at more than four
times the area of all M districts combined, has much more potential to accommodate growth than
manufacturing districts.

Final Scope, Light Manufacturing Districts as NYC’s Areas of Opportunity, page 12, indicates that more
than one-quarter of the M1 tax lots are in Manhattan CBD. There is no analysis of these lots apart from
the city wide M1, but at 5 and 10 FAR and with many 10 and 12 story commercial and loft law residential
conversions, these lots are consequentially different than M1 lots with 1.0 and 2.0 FAR in other boroughs.
Given the radically different character, location, and bulk regulations for M1-5 and M1-6 districts, it
seems clear both M1-5 (A#3) and M1-6 (A#4) districts should be studied an evaluated separately.

Final Scope, Historical Context, notes that the IBZ districts that were originally the target of the
rezoning, but “no land use regulations” have been tied to them. Clearly a separate study of these areas,
which was undertaken by DCP but not made public, might identify the possibilities to achieve the desired
industrial growth (A#5). The claim that “it became evident that a regulatory mechanism regarding hotel
development was needed also in other more mixed M districts outside of IBZ’s”. (A#6)

Final Scope, ““Uses and employment in M1 districts” page 15. summarizes job growth as primarily non
industrial-sector (later on page 19 the Final Report refers to “the city and national economy shifted away
from traditional manufacturing™), although it does state that recently industrial jobs have increased
slightly. It seems that the Draft and Final Scope and the zoning objectives they espouse should include
accommodating and furthering job growth and non-industrial job growth in particular, because “that is
where the jobs are”. Robust job growth is indicated in the IBZ’s, which suggests a “if it ain’t broke, don’t
fix it” approach. A separate study of employment in M districts is needed (A#7). However, the report
does not include any such study nor does it address anywhere the job growth associated with hotel
development, even though hospitality is among NYC’s biggest and fastest growing job sectors (29%
increase from 2006 to 2015, more than 50% of work force is minority, (Office of the State Controller
report 2-17 6/16). (A#8).

Final Scope, page 18, refers to “limited pre-existing residential development”, but there is no analysis or
computation of the amount of such residential, the concentration of it in certain areas, the longevity, etc.
(A#9). As the Final Scope seems to imply that hotels are a less noxious use than most of the permitted

uses in M1, the impact of hotel development versus industrial development would seem to be a big plus



for the existing residential occupants (A#10). The “neighborhood character” is a misnomer given the
prevalence of undeveloped space, as such character is yet undefined other than to say it is primarily
underutilized and otherwise characterless (A#11).

Final Scope, Areas of Opportunity, page 18, assesses the percentage of land of underbuilt land by zoning
district, 13% of manufacturing districts and 7% of residential districts. Multiplying these percentages by
the 13.66% manufacturing land and 57.85% residential land, 1.77% of underbuilt land is in manufacturing
districts and 4.05% of underbuilt land is in residential district, meaning that that residential districts are
228% more underbuilt than manufacturing districts. The Draft and Final Scope cite the need for “in-depth
planning efforts™ to facilitate commercial and housing development, but only the hotel special permit
aimed at limiting hotels is the zoning being contemplated. The impact of the effort to curtail hotel
development on potential residential use or certain commercial uses in future rezoning should be added to
the study (A#12), as hotels arguably will be beneficial if such zoning changes are contemplated for
appropriate M1 area.

Final Scope, Page 19. lists several needs identified by the DCP, including parking. The M1 parking
requirements are onerous and excessive, given observed current usage and the city’s stated preference for
mass transit use. Eliminating or minimizing parking requirements will free up many sites for
development, particularly relatively small sites that are too big to qualify for a parking waiver but too
small for cars to maneuver and park. A parking study would have an impact on many of this study’s
conclusions. (A#13)

Final Scope, Page 19. also repeats the prior statement about “proliferation” and “problematic™ hotel
development and states that hotels “may directly or indirectly detract from opportunities for other kinds
of development”, but with no supporting documentation. The contrary has been observed, that blocks that
formerly had noxious or objectionable uses or were simply vacant, have been greatly improved by hotels,
raising the profile and making the area more attractive for investment and development. The impact of
hotels, specifically the “proliferation” and as to whether they are “problematic”, neither of which is
sufficiently studied in the Draft or Final Scope or the DEIS, needs specific study to determine whether
these two points, which form the very basis of this entire proposal, have any bearing in reality (A#14).

Final Scope, Hotel Development in M1 Districts, Growth of Tourism, Page 20. cites “an unprecedented
60.7 million tourists™ in 2016 (which increased even higher to 62.8 million in 2017) and states ‘With this
rise in tourism comes an increase in the number of hotel rooms to meet the demand.” A study is needed to
determine how many hotels and hotel rooms are needed to support the demand of visitors that has been
increasing by 2 million per year, but thus study and the Market Study shall be addressed in due course.
Additionally, the comment about the hotel market of Brooklyn and Queens as being characterized by
“lower room rates” will also be addressed.

Final Scope

Page 19 includes a summary of current hotel development with a breakdown of M1 versus all other areas.
Obviously hotels are not permitted in residential districts, which comprise 57.85% of the total area of the
city. Less obvious but well known, land in commercial zoning districts that permit substantial residential
use are priced based maximum residential development. This effectively precludes hotel and other
commercial development in nearly all R and almost all C zoning districts. Historically, M zoning has
served to foster commercial development by prohibiting as-of-right residential use. Therefore, hotel
development in M1 districts is consistent with that long standing zoning strategy. The M1 hotel special
permit is an about face from zoning policy from 1961 to the present.

Final Scope, Hotels in M1 Zones. page 20, added to Draft Scope the claim that hotels are more successful
than other uses in large part because the other uses such as “office, retail, mini-storage, ambulatory care,




entertainment, industrial” are not viable because of “the high cost of construction, higher risk and low
demand for non-hotel uses”. Clearly, the cost of building offices or the demand for industrial use will not
change if a few more or less hotels are built, as there is no causal relationship, so one of the basic
premises of the rezoning proposal, that fewer hotels means more of everything else, is shown to be
without merit. Nearly six decades of almost no new construction in M1, including hotels, should be
adequate proof of that.

Final Scope, page 20, point 1, states that “there are few uses allowed in M1 district that are able to use the
entirety of their permitted FAR on small lots™. In M1 districts with 5.0 and 10.0 FAR, typically in
Manhattan, office use is common, and it is easy to use the full FAR. Perhaps this is obvious, but since the
Final Scope appears to contend otherwise, a study should be done (A#15).

At the other end of the spectrum, lots in M1-1 can build a single floor with full lot coverage for 1.0 FAR,
a very common condition in M1-1. In M1-2, 2.0 FAR district a two or three story building will max out
the FAR. A study needs to be done on lot sizes in the M1 to determine if there is a prevalence of small
lots and if those lots are needed to merge to make other adjacent lots buildable. The contention that small
lots favor hotels is simply not true. Industrial and manufacturing uses fit very well on one or two stories
full lot coverage buildings. Hotel developments, however, need 20,000 sf buildable minimum and
preferably 40,000 st minimum for a hotel franchise. This requires lots of at least 20,000sf in M1-1 and
10,000 sf in M1-2 for unbranded hotels, and 40,000 sf in M1-1 or 20,000 sf in M1-2 for franchise hotels.
Therefore, contrary to the Final Scope, hotels are at a disadvantage on small lots in low FAR districts.
The study will determine whether the Final Scope’s contention is true or not. (A#16)

Final Scope, Hotels in M1 Zones, Point 2, page 21. figure 4. cites the parking requirements as giving
hotels an advantage on a small lot. As stated previously, any excessive parking burden can be remedied
by changing the parking regulations. However, the extensive comparison of parking for 5,000sf lot
includes a warehouse, office and hotel, all at 5.0 FAR. It seems unlikely that a warehouse would be built
in a 5.0 FAR unless it is for mini-storage (which was recently prohibited as an as-of-right use). But
assume this example is relevant and the M district parking waiver for most as-of-right uses is not to be
extended to warehouse use, currently restricted per ZR44-231. At 1 spot/3 employees for a 25,000sf
warehouse with less than 10 employees, 3 spots are required, easily contained inside the building at the
ground floor or in the cellar via a ramp. The 25,000st office building with 83 spots, requiring would need
attended parking at cellar (4,000sf, 20 spots), first floor with stackers (4,000sf, 47 spots) and second floor
(3,200sf, 16 spots). This building will be 8 stories to use the full FAR (it would be 6 stories with no
parking), but I am not aware of any such building being built in M 1. The hotel example would have 80
guest rooms, not 88, requiring 10 spots. These spots will not fit in the 30’ x 50° front yard (which would
actually be smaller once the building depth is increased to a more feasible dimension). Despite the
contention “the hotel is able to fit 13 spaces in the front yard”, on grade self-parking can only fit 6 spots
but is limited to 5 spots at 300sf/spots, or even less once the pedestrian path to the front door, second
mean of egress and landscaping required by ZR44-48 is accommodated. A study to create realistic and
feasible parking regulations can solve all of these scenarios. (A#17)

Final Scope, Hotel Development Trends in M1 Districts, page 23, states that outside Manhattan 37% of
hotel rooms that have come on line have been located in M1 districts. Given that the majority of land
outside Manhattan is zoned residential and does not allow hotels, given that there is a limited amount of
commercially zoned land (4.34% city wide per page 9), and given that M2 and M3 already prohibit
hotels, M1 districts are the zoning districts where hotel development needs to happen if there are to be
any hotels servicing the four boroughs outside Manhattan. The DEIS should be amended to include a
study showing the land area where hotels currently are permitted and where they will be permitted in the
proposal, accompanied by an analysis of the specifics of each and every area that is proposed to be
changed (A#18) .




Final Scope, Tables 2 and 3 on page 23 should be amended to isolate the airport hotels, which will
continue to be permitted under the proposed text amendment, but which may be separately considered as
an alternative and included or not on their own merits, as discussed at the 7/25 hearing but not reviewed
on the merits.

Final Scope, Conflicts Posed by Hotel Development. page 24. the purported conclusion by DCP that “the
proliferation of hotels in M1 districts is seen as problematic™ is unsupported. Private conversations with
DCP staff and former staff have resulted in the opposite conclusion. The contention that hotels will
occupy sites “that could be otherwise developed to achieve better neighborhood development goals and
objectives” is undercut by the Draft Scope statement (excised from the Final Scope) “hotels in and of
themselves are not likely to conflict with nearby residential or worker populations”. The claim is that
hotels might “shift the economy towards other businesses that cater to tourists and business travelers”. No
study is produced to show that any such type business, let alone a proliferation of such businesses, has
occurred in areas with a proliferation of hotels. Aside from midtown Manhattan, where hotel development
has contributed to the replacement of wholesalers, automotive and pornographic uses with needed stores
and restaurants, no such development has occurred. Retail brokers will say if asked that even hundreds of
hotel rooms in proximity do not create a demand for “tourist businesses”, especially, as that the report
states, since most hotels are located in very close proximity to subway stops. The contention that IBZ
districts are further harmed by “land use conflicts” between “more active industrial uses™ and “visitors
and employees of hotels” is not supported by any study of what such “conflicts” may be, for example,
whether such hotel developments preclude other uses, what jobs are being gained or lost, and what are the
environmental hazards, sound, parking, loading, and other issues. The DEIS should be expanded to
include MX districts, which allow M1 uses, hotel and residential to exist side by side and even in the
same building. The DEIS should also be expanded to include all loft dwellings and other residential uses
in M1 districts to determine what conflicts are posed by such uses (A#19)

Final Scope, Page 25 contends that hotels “are seen as interruptions to the purpose-built aesthetic of many
industrial uses”. Given that much of M1 zoned land is an eyesore, largely occupied by ugly one story
warehouse and industrial uses with no windows and heavy security gates, with no people on the streets
and totally shuttered by 5pm, the “purpose-built aesthetic” of M1 today most nearly resembles the
decaying areas of failing cities in the U.S. and abroad.

The report states that DCP studied three hotels (arguably these are not representative of hotels as built or
as proposed throughout M1) and had “some conclusions” as follows:

1- Unaligned street walls

2- Unsafe pedestrian crossings and vehicular traffic

3- Non-transparent ground floor “creates unpleasant contextualization with neighborhood”

These are responded to as follows:

1- Unaligned street walls are encouraged by the zoning for height and setback, as in all non-
contextual R, M and C zoning districts citywide (the vast majority of all of NYC), the zoning
rewards a development with a better sky exposure plane if the building sets back at grade. This
can be addressed, if there is an interest in changing it, with revision to height and setbacks. It has
nothing to do with use.

2- Pedestrian crossing and traffic in M1 outside Manhattan, as observed, is not an issue, as the
number of pedestrians and vehicles is far below capacity and far below commercial and
residential districts. A full traffic and pedestrian study for all M1 locations in NYC should be
done as part of prior request A#13.

3- “Non-transparent ground floors” is an ironic comment, as the majority of existing buildings in
M1-1 and M1-2 are one story warehouses with no windows or blocked up windows (see photos),



whereas hotels on the ground floor typically have a lot of glass to serve the lobby and dining
areas, and provide public street life and safety surveillance.

The final paragraph under this heading says “the Proposed Action would facilitate the discussion of
permitted and desirable uses in active, more mixed-use M1 districts across the city”. Surely, that
discussion can take place with requiring a rezoning in all 32 community boards in NYC to precede it. It
suggests that “the city may want to direct growth towards.... healthcare or retail or... housing.”
Interestingly, hotels are probably the most compatible permitted M1 use with redirected growth towards
healthcare, retail or housing. The vast majority of other as-of-right M1 uses have varying levels of
incompatibility with such potential new M1 uses, whereas hotels would have no negative impact and
directly benefit such potential uses.

Final Scope, Hotels in Active Industrial Areas, page 25, makes two points in opposition to hotels in
“active industrial areas- IBZs and others™ as shown in Figure 5, which shows 20 small areas in the 5
boroughs on a map so reduced in scale and with no street grid that is not possible to discern actual
locations and boundaries. The IBZ reference is a reminder that this rezoning started as being applicable
only to IBZs, but it was changed to be all M1 areas city wide, with all M1 areas to be assessed in the same
way as the IBZs. Interestingly, the largest of the 20 areas is JFK, which is the only area that is being
OMITTED from the proposed special permit rezoning, unless added as an Airport Areas Inclusion
Alternative per DEIS section 22, despite having being omitted from the Draft and Final Scope and the
DEIS, so without any basis.

The first contention is that hotel guests increase foot and automobile traffic and “nuisance-generated
complaints” while industrial businesses produce “noise, truck traffic, pollution and other irritants”, and
that the hotels “have the potential to harm the activity and productiveness of industrial and manufacturing
businesses”. Given that there are operating hotels in M1 districts, the EIS should study each of these
(A#20) in the context of their location to see if the report’s contentions are backed up by hard data or if
the report comments that are framing hypothetically as “potentially” being true are similar to the lottery
ticket holder “potentially” being a winner. Elsewhere the report cites that hotels in M1 cluster near
subway stops, which suggests minimal vehicular and foot traffic. No evidence of any documentation of
“nuisance-generated” complaints is indicated, nor if such complaints, if they occurred, were for illegal or
improper activity, such as the voluminous materials blocking public sidewalks and cars parked on the
sidewalk in front of one story industrial buildings, as in the report’s own photographs in this section,
Figures 8, 9 and 10.

The second contention, citing Figures 6, 7, 8, is that the hotel shown is “physically out of context” as “set
among auto repair shops and other single story industrial uses”, The three photos (but only of two hotels)
show an 11 story and a 5 story hotel with one story warehouses adjacent to them. Arguably, it is the
warehouses that are an eyesore and a wasted opportunity for proper land use. If those sites were mid-rise
warehouse and manufacturing buildings, the existing space could be replicated in a fraction of the land
area, freeing up substantial space for new commercial, industrial and residential development. For the
greatest city in the world to have zoning for only 1.0 FAR is contrary to what this city is, and what it
should be.

It would also be relevant to study how many jobs there are in those one story buildings versus the number
of jobs created by the 5 and 11 story hotels, and comparable situations where job creation by different
uses can be compared (A#21).

Final Scope, Hotels in Mixed-Use M1 Districts, page 27.
This section of the report addresses M1 districts “with moderate or even no industrial activity” and
“including retail, office and residential uses™. Significantly, no attempt is made to quantify how many



hotels are in such districts, or even how many have been recently built or planned for such districts. This
should be added to the studies to date in order to determine the extent of this type. (A#22).

It is self-evident that M1 districts historically have been mapped to create areas allowing commercial as
well as manufacturing uses, and that large sections of the Manhattan core are zoned M1, not to encourage
manufacturing but to encourage commercial development in non-residential areas. This has been done to
facilitate the development of hotels and offices on blocks where residential use in not permitted, thus
keeping the associated street traffic and activity away from areas zoned for residential. The proposed
Action seeks to reverse NYC policy that has existed from the first date of the zoning resolution in 1961 to
today, over half a century of policy since Robert Wagner was mayor.

The second paragraph in the Draft Scope, omitted from the Final Scope, uses the hotel 80 Wythe as an
example of areas “better suited for local services, offices, health care, education, as well as residences”. In
fact this hotel is in a small area where residential was deliberately excluded then the majority of the
Williamsburg area was rezoned to MX, which permits residential, which can simply be redressed by
adding to the MX district. The majority of uses mentioned are already permitted in M1 and also in MX.
The photo of that hotel shown in Draft Scope Figure 11 shows a glass rooftop addition to a five story
brick formerly industrial building, creating a much taller building than the buildings shown in the
foreground, but it does not mention that this was an overbuilt industrial building where floor area was
relocated on top (a similar height tall building is shown immediately to the right, and there are many
others in the area). It also does not mention that 80 Wythe has been a tremendously successful project that
has helped revitalize the Williamsburg neighborhood, and that not having such a hotel would have greatly
diminished the area. Perhaps that is why it was dropped from the Final Scope.

The Final Scope statement, page 27, “the remaining mixed-use M1 areas are typically found in Brooklyn,
Queens and the Bronx, in neighborhoods that have evolved to meet the growing retail, office and
entertainment needs of the adjacent residential districts.” lacks the necessary supporting documentation to
make such a claim (A #23 ). It might be assumed that if this statement is true, that the M1 zoning is
working and should be maintained as is. But if one drives around some M1 neighborhoods in those
boroughs it is evident that this claim is an oversimplification at best.

The subsequent paragraph suggests that “the Proposed Action would facilitate a discussion around
broader community needs”. Clearly, a change to the zoning, once it has occurred, shuts off the type of
discussion that would form such changes, so it appears that instead the intent is to preclude such
conversation. The suggested notion that such area might be best available for office development is
disingenuous, as offices are a permitted as-of-right use and have been for many years, since land costs
were less than $50 per buildable square foot. However, such neighborhoods often retain an industrial
character that office building occupants might not favor for 52 weeks a year. The hypothetical musing
that “absent modifications, hotel development in these areas may result in a concentration in tourism-
related uses in neighborhoods that could support a broader mix of uses” does not actually make such a
claim (but such alleged possibility should be studied (A #24), as the “proliferation™ of M1 hotels has not
given rise to significant “concentration of tourism-related uses), but observation of these neighborhoods
show that they are largely bereft of any such uses or such other uses that might suit offices. The closing
suggestion of the paragraph that a “diversity of business uses that may better serve the community” does
not identify what community is intended, as the M1 neighborhoods by definition exclude residential use,
so that the “community” is composed of workers, business owners and land owners in commercial and
industrial enterprises, who for the most part fear residential uses, which generally threaten the viability
and function of conforming M1 uses.

The following paragraph, Final Scope, page 28, postulates that the Proposed Action would allow “the city
and community ... to determine whether a hotel makes the most sense at a particular location”. The



notion that the city and community should decide on a use on a case by case basis for every single piece
of M1 land, all 1.4 billion buildable square feet, is a staggering expansion of the land use process such
that no other land use action might ever get considered if a consequential number of such hotel uses are
proposed, yet no comparable expansion of funding or staff for the relevant agencies is proposed. Not
mentioned is the well-known history of sites with conditional uses that require years of expensive, time
consuming and onerous land use review, which precludes development by all but the largest developers
and most powerful lobbyists and attorneys, nor the likelihood that such land would not even be acquired
by a potential developer for a use that may never be granted. A study should be conducted to show how
special permits for specific uses have impacted development of such uses in the past, to see what the
projected impact of such zoning change might be for hotels in M1 (A#25).

Final Scope, page 28, mentions a “need for diverse business uses in the neighborhood” without any
documentation of need or what is meant by diverse uses, which would need a study to support it (A#26)
and reiterates the hypothesized “risk of creating an unduly uniform character of tourist uses”, again
without any documentation (A #27).

Final Scope, section III closes with Figure 9, a trio of hotels in an M1 district “characterized by
commercial and other non-industrial uses” and suggests that “new development is constrained by existing
zoning “ and that “the city consider(s) whether underlying M1 zoning regulations remain appropriate in
certain areas”. Omitted from this the significant effect of Landmark districts which have allowed sites to
use ZR74-711 and 712 to convert to and build residential uses in M1 districts. Also not mentioned is that
the residential development in such neighborhoods, once encouraged as conversions of underutilized
commercial and manufacturing buildings prior to and as a result of the Loft Law (Article I Chapter 5 of
the zoning resolution), has evolved into a super luxury market for multi-million dollar residences of
enormous size, displacing the jobs that might exist in such spaces if they are to be uses commercially,
particularly since the booming office market in areas like Midtown South and the Meatpacking District
has driven office rents to over $100/sf due to the scarcity of office space for technology and other young
entrepreneurial companies. Such study of these neighborhoods and any potential rezoning should perhaps
be relegated to a different action, given the hugely different set of circumstances from low density
industrial M1 neighborhoods with no legal residential use, as proposed by DEIS M1-6 Exclusion
alternative (A#28).

The closing comment about the Upper East Side and Downtown Brooklyn compares C zoning districts,
which permit hotels and residential as-of-right to the M1, which prohibits R use and seeks to restrict hotel
use, so it is an intriguing suggestion that M1 be rezoned to C designation as opposed to remaining M1
with a new special permit, suggesting that a rezoning from M1 to C might be considered in at least some
areas (A#29).

Final Scope, Section IV: Description of the Proposed Action, pages 29-37

The Current Zoning Regulations section provides the definition of hotel use as stated in the zoning
resolution and a map, Figure 10, which shows the location where hotels may be built as-of-right.
Unfortunately, the map that formats all of NYC onto one 8.5 x 11 page, and the digital alternative, are so
small (Manhattan is less than '42” wide), and show no streets or any other markers of where these zoning
districts are located, it seems as if the intent was to NOT illustrate where they are located. The color
coding of the map does give a general sense, however, of approximately how much of New York City
allows hotels as-of-right, and that is “very little” , meaning that the current zoning already restricts as-of-
right hotels to a very small area, proposed to be even smaller under this proposal. It is reasonable to
expect and require that this map be further developed to clearly shows the boundaries of relevant districts
and to calculate the percentage of New York City that is zoned for hotels as-of-right in the stipulated
categories: 1) commercial districts, 2) light manufacturing districts, 3) mixed-use districts/Paired M/R, 4)
Publicly-owned & other infrastructure/utilities, and 5) Total area where hotels are permitted as-of-right as



a percentage of entire New York City, expressed in percent. (A#30). It seems self-evident that any
proposal that effectively posits that there is too much land where hotels are permitted as-of-right must
document how much land actually does permit hotels as-of right. Then a paired map and calculation must
be prepared that shows the proposed change in area permitting hotels as-of-right, including a calculation
of the percentage decrease in land area permitting hotels as-of-right city wide compared to today (A#31).
Further calculations divided out to show the percentage change by borough and by community board
should also be included to demonstrate the impact and how it is apportioned to various areas of the city,
for example are some community boards affected more than others, etc. (A#32).

Final Scope. Figure 11, Areas with Existing Hotel Special Permit Provisions, is a similarly scaled map,
similarly devoid of marking that would indicate the actual location and boundaries of such districts,
should also be upgraded to provide the same type of information as should Figure 10 as requested above
(A#33). Additionally, the inception dates of each of the restricted special permit zoning districts should be
illustrated, and the number of hotels created in each of those areas since the special permit was created. If
such a number is zero, or close to zero, or even some significant change from the years prior to such
special permit enactment, the environmental impact for each of these, covering a 10 year period (this
proposal uses a 10 period as the basis for its analysis) prior and up to the present since enactment, should
be prepared (A#34), thus illustrating the results of such special permit and analyzing them on a case-by-
case basis and as relates to this proposed action of a city-wide special permit (A#35), in order to provide
the best possible analysis of what this proposed action will look like over the next 10 years and beyond.

Final Scope, Proposed Regulatory Mechanism, page 33

The proposal that DCP consider special permits for M1 hotels for the entire city to occur on “appropriate
sites. Based on reasonable considerations regarding opportunities for the future siting of a permitted use
on the site and the achievement of a balanced mix of use and jobs in the area” is sufficiently vague as to
require supporting documentation, such as 1) definition of “appropriate™, 2) time frame for future (for
example, how much of the M1 land has been underbuilt from the beginning of the 1961 zoning until
today, how much has been built in the last 10 years as a percentage of the total buildable, 3) how much is
projected to be built in the next 10 years under this proposal and in a No Action scenario, 4) the uses of
the developments completed and projected, 5) the impact on NYC of such special permits (for example,
the impact on hotels prices and affordability of a visit to NYC, number of visitors, etc.), 6) the impact for
jobs in the area (for example, do hotels produce more or fewer jobs than previously on the sites where
they are being built, and what are the projected jobs being created on the site if a hotel special permit is
denied, etc. (A#36)

The differentiation of CPC special permit as applied to industrial M1 or mixed-use M1 should be clearly
spelled out to provide clear criteria as to what constitutes ground for granting or denial of such special
permit for each of these should be required. Also, an explanation of why it does not make sense to change
the designations of M1 districts to add suffixes that differentiate “industrial” M1 from “mixed-use” M1
should be included (A#37). The sentence that reads “A CPC special permit would also still allow for
hotels to serve the needs of the tourism industry when appropriate” should be accompanied by both
documentation of the needs of the tourism industry, including corrections to the misleading picture of the
tourism industry continued elsewhere in this report, and a mechanism for those interests to be represented
in any future special permit applications. The potential for the tourism industry to be severely damaged by
a special permit process that is commandeered by local forces needs to be studied and appropriate
mechanisms put in place to avoid negative impact to entire range of business interests dependent on
tourism. (A#38). A separate study needs to address the time frame for a special permit, as the one or two
year or more process for most existing special permits is likely to be at odds with the hotel cycle, as the
long special permit process may effectively block projects whose market conditions worsen during the
review years even if those projects would have been approved (A#39). A corollary study of an expedited



special permit process, say a 60 day total review period from date of filing to date of decision, may
address this issue (A#40).

Final Scope, Exemption for Transient Hotels Operated for a Public Purpose, page 34

The proposed exemption for public purpose transient hotels that “primarily” provide “temporary™ housing
for the homeless needs s study to determine what other non-primary uses will qualify as public purpose
(A#41), and what corollary uses for homeless housing uses may be included as accessory use, such as
medical clinics, drug treatment, job training, soup kitchens, etc. (A#42). The comparison with “Turning
the Tide” which, as the report states, affirms the commitment to end shelter in “commercial hotels” seems
to contradict this goal by creating an expedited avenue for building hotels as homeless housing in M1
districts throughout the city. A study that assesses the amount of homeless housing likely to be developed
in M1 if commercial hotels are effectively blocked by the special permit process (A#43), effectively
making homeless shelters the highest and best use in entire swaths of the city, will reveal the likelihood of
creating homeless ghettos in Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx. The study should include the amount of
homeless people, the amount to be housed in public purpose hotels, in commercial hotels and in other
temporary housing, and compare it to the rate of permanent housing for homeless, as factored for the rate
of new homelessness, and project how many people and how many years will be involved in the
proliferation of homeless hotels. The study might include the city’s recent acquisition at full market price
of multiple private commercial hotels for homeless housing and the placement of homeless in market rate
hotels at full rates. The provision allowing current public purpose hotels to return to commercial hotel use
without a special permit not only serves to allow the city to recapture their purchase price for these recent
acquisitions, it calls in to question whether the special permit process is truly meant to evaluate the stated
issues, such as the compatibility of tourist locations in industrial and mixed-use areas. As is well known,
“temporary” conditions and uses have a way of becoming permanent, so a study of all effects of such
“temporary” use including the duration of such uses needs to be investigated (A#44).

Final Scope, Geographic applicability, page 34

The maps illustrating the M1 areas proposed to be exempt from the special permit make clear that only
the immediate vicinity of airports will be exempt. This is despite the known preference of travelers to stay
almost anywhere that is not the airport. Less well known, but a study can confirm, is that nearly all sites
that can be developed as hotels at the airports are already developed as hotels, effectively eliminating
these exempt sites as a source for needed hotel rooms (A#45). An added study can reveal the effects of
putting travelers in places with tremendous noise from aircrafts and the deleterious effects of cargo
handling, vehicular movement, security and other airport related impacts (A#46). As these areas serve as
a buffer between the airports and the residential neighborhoods, the impact of concentrating any potential
hotel development should also study the impact on these residential neighborhoods (A#47).

Final Scope, Ongoing neighborhood planning efforts. page 37

The list of local rezonings also proposed to include special permit requirements for hotels brings up the
question of “why hotels”? Among all the uses and businesses in NYC, why are hotels being singled out to
be stopped? The long ago special permit procedure for “physical culture establishments”, which were
meant to exclude sex businesses but later impeded commercial gyms, and the regulations for “adult
establishments” which further looked to prohibit sex businesses, come to mind, but raise the question as
to why hotels, which everyone stays in when they travel, would be regulated and restricted as it is a
nefarious use. The commonly understood underlying reason for the M1 hotel special permit and all other
hotel special permit rezonings has been the political influence of the hotel works union in its attempt to
curb free market competition with non-union hotels. This elephant in the rooms should be subject to study
(A#48) and exposed or laid to rest, accordingly.

The context for hotel development and perhaps a larger issue for the city is the proliferation of Air B&B
and similar illegal transient use of residential units, reportedly 30,215 documented units (Crain’s



7/31/17). 1t seems obvious that any attempt to curtain hotels, such as the M1 special permit, will boost the
Air B&B market, the exact opposite of the city’s stated agenda, yet nowhere in this report is this
mentioned, so a study of this impact needs to be undertaken (A#49).

Final Scope, Section V: Analytic Framework, pages 38-41

Executive Summary, Page 38

The explanation of the environmental impact as the difference between the No-Action and With-Action
projections does not indicate how the M1 hotels currently in construction, reportedly 61 in number, will
be treated, given that they will open as hotels with no operation history, making a base line for both No-
Action and With-Action difficult to establish. The statement that the Proposed Action reduces as-of-right
by 45% (i.e. eliminating half of all permitted hotel sites in the entire city!) and floor area by 25% (one-
fourth of all NYC!) answers some questions raised in relation to earlier sections of the report that beg this
question, but raises the question for study as to why such a drastic action is proposed, affecting more
NYC land than any rezoning in recent memory (A#50).

The claim that the Proposed Action will “affect the location, but not the amount or type, of future hotel
development” is likely untrue. Cutting back on hotels in lower cost, less centrally located areas will
reduce the amount of moderately priced hotel rooms, arguably the rooms most needed by the city, and, if
the amount does indeed remain the same, it will shift those rooms to high priced centrally located areas,
accelerating the trend to travel exclusively by the rich and further fueling the perception of NYC as
unaffordable. Certainly the proposed shift in hotel locations should be studied to determine what is will
mean as far as “type” and cost. The implications are many; for example, shifting hotel development from
Brooklyn and Queens to Manhattan will not only increase the cost of a hotel stay, it will move the hotel
rooms further away from residential portions of the city, so that residents having family and friends visit
for weddings and other events will not be able to put up their guest near where they live, as well as
costing more and possibly preventing those guests from coming at all. The shift in location will affect
local businesses (A#51). Perhaps most significantly, pushing hotels from M zones to C zones, which
typically are uses as residential above the ground floor outside the Manhattan office districts, will displace
residential and drive up the residential rents, as wells as increase hotels prices (A#52).

Final Scope, Analytic Framework, Page 39

The description of the Proposed Action as city-wide underscores its comprehensive nature, yet the claim
that inability to predict on which sites hotels may be proposed or not proposed limits the analysis to
generic situations and prototypical analysis seems to be an overt attempt to avoid studying the potential
impact. Given the careful counting of hotels developed in M1 in recent years, and the 61 in development
today, an analysis of these sites might yield an understanding of the RWCDS under No-Action and With-
Action scenarios (A#53). Similarly, as the implicit area, the As-of-Right areas should be studied in detail
for all relevant potential development sites to determine the RWCDS for No-Action and With-Action
development to determine the impact of increasing hotel development in these areas to compensate for the
reduction in the special permit areas (A#54), given the clear statement that there will be no diminution in
the number of hotel rooms.

Final Scope, Analysis Year, Page 40

The proposal of 2028 as a build year does not recognize the cyclical nature of the hotel business, or of the
impact of events on the hospitality business. The periodic market swings or the hotel business are
different than in the residential market, with its one-year leases, rent stabilization, coop and condominium
units and private homes, or office market, where leases are typically 5, 10 or more years, versus a hotel
business where the average stay is less than one week and can be cancelled at a moment’s notice.
Therefore, the further into the future, the less predictable the hotel market is. Tellingly, there is no
mention of any of the hotel market studies for NYC, so reference is made to the LWHA 2018 report.



Final Scope, Section VI: Reasonable Worst Case Development Scenario (“RWCDS™), pages 42 to 74
The Market Analysis, entitled “NYC Hotel Market Analysis, Existing Conditions and 10-Yeat Outlook”
is commented on by the hospitality expert analyst LWHA in their 7/18/18 report “M1 Zoning Hotel
Market Analysis (“LWHA Analysis™), submitted with this Response.

Final Scope, Existing Conditions, Zoning framework and land area for hotel development, page 42. The
analysis of all land irrespective of whether built or not, built to the full floor area or not, or built with a
recent or obsolete building, in effect not considering the reality of the built environment but only
analyzing the theoretical environment, obviously opens a huge can of worms as to whether the resulting
analysis has any basis in fact. Clearly a study that correctly represents actual conditions is needed (A#55).

Final Scope, Table 4 states that 496,000sf of land is zoned for 1.4 billion square feet of as-of-right hotel
development, and approximately 1% to 2% of land additionally permits hotels by special permit. Given
this Proposed Action covers more than 50 times the amount of land area than all previous hotel special
permit rezonings combined, it seems clear that not only should those limited cases be studied as a
precursor, including as to whether the analysis done prior to such rezonings was borne out in fact, this
Proposed Action should be held to a much higher level of scrutiny, arguable 50 times the level given the
corresponding amount of land use being affected.

Draft Scope, Figure 17, Page 43, a map of as-of-right hotel districts that suffers from nearly the same lack
of detail as prior Figures, was completely omitted along with the statement “the proposed zoning
amendment would potentially affect every community district in the City since all community districts
contain zoning districts that permit as-of-right hotel development either in he form of light manufacturing
districts, commercial districts, or mixed use districts.”

Final Scope, Figure 14, Geographic Submarkets, perhaps because the actual existing land use is totally
ignored, breaks the city into unreasonable and unrepresentative submarkets. For example, Manhattan is
divided into two districts, above and below 59" Street, whereas there are very few hotels above 59
Street, whereas below 59 Street ids the densest hotel concentration in the United States and logically
divided into at least midtown, downtown, and in between as the submarkets.

Final Scope, Table 5, Page 46, documents the available land area and floor area for as-of-right hotels but
as with Table 4 and other data in this section, does not reflect any actual land usage or built area, making
the amount of permitted floor area a poor predictor of potential hotel development. However, certain
numbers are interesting, for example in Long Island City, only about 6 or 78 million square feet of as-of-
right hotel development is zoned commercial, with the balance zoned as manufacturing.

Final Scope, Hotels and tourism citywide and by geographic submarket, Page 47

The stated figures of 60.7 million visitors and 116,000 hotel rooms in NYC is not compared to predictions
in prior years of the number of visitors or the number of hotel rooms. Those predictions grossly
underestimated both. If government action had limited hotel growth, as under the Proposed Action, NYC
would have a drastic shortage of hotel rooms. Similarly, the past predictions of hotel oversupply failed to
materialize as forecast, as evidenced by the consistently high occupancy rate. The laws of supply and
demand have served to regulate the market with private market forces, and will continue to do so if not
interfered with by government action.

The total M1 hotel development, listed as 13% of the total market and 25% of post 2010 development,
represents a relatively minor portion of the city’s current hotel inventory.

The higher percentage of hotels in M1 in Brooklyn and Queens reflects the relatively low percentage of
land with C zoning, and also the relatively high price of C land versus M1 land. The report identifies this



as a “‘surge”, but does not analyze the many reasons, such as the density of hotel brands in Manhattan

with “areas of protection” that require remote sites to get coveted flags. An analysis of cause-and-effect of
changes in recent hotel development should be able to explain the patterns that have emerged and whether
they are likely to stay that way (A#56).

Final Scope, Table 6, Page 48

The table identifies a claimed 15,097 M1 hotel rooms and 115,532 total hotel rooms in NYC,
corresponding to 13.1% to the total rooms in M1. Not mentioned are the earlier statistics on land area,
which if combined with this chart will show that M1 is the most underbuilt for hotels of any as-of-right
zoning district (A#57).

Table 6 also lumps together Manhattan M1 with other boroughs, failing to characterize the Manhattan
districts as having nearly zero industrial uses or to distinguish the Manhattan districts as being part of the
nonindustrial area similar to non M1 districts. If categorized accordingly, the non-Manhattan M1 hotel
rooms are 6,304 in count, which is 5.5% of the total hotel rooms.

Final Scope, Table 7, Page 49

The purported 24,200 under construction and 13,800 pre-construction hotel rooms are not footnoted to
any list or documentation of these numbers, which should be made available for review to assess the
accuracy of such numbers, such as the number of stalled in-construction sites or the likelihood that the
13,800 pre-construction rooms will all be proceedIng to completion. The text with Table 6 indicates that
some prospective rooms are excluded from the projected total but offers no criteria nor a list that allows
for independent assessment. The M1 percentage is not cross-referenced with the percentage of M1 land
area and buildable area in M1 by borough. This would show in in a study of this issue. (A#58)

If the Manhattan M1 rooms (41% of rooms under construction and 28% of pre-construction) can be
considered as in non-industrial locations, an assessment of the rooms in the other boroughs, 4,400 in
construction and 2,950 in pre-construction, should be assessed as to defining conditions. The
characteristics of Manhattan and non-Manhattan M1 should be studied to determine if Manhattan should
be lumped in with other M1 or included with non-M1 districts if the analysis is to be based on actuality
rather than theoretical category. (A#59)

The study should be augmented by a study of causes for hotel room development in M1 versus C districts.
This must include a study of land prices in C districts, which will likely show an inverse relationship
between land prices and new hotel rooms. This should also include the number of sites being sold and/or
developed for residential in C districts. This is likely to show that residential development has displaced
hotel development in C districts due to residential development paying higher land prices and realizing
higher returns. The study should include analysis for potential increases in hotel development in C
districts if the report is to continue to maintain that there will be no decrease in hotel development due to
the Proposed Action, and that the 38,000 hotel rooms documented as in development now will in the next
few years will be succeeded by the next 38,000 hotel rooms in C districts. The study should look at
increasing the FAR of C districts throughout NYC to increase the number of future hotel rooms to
accommodate the proposed shift. (A#60)

As noted in the text, all projected Manhattan M1 hotel rooms are below 59th Street, which challenges the
earlier categorization of Manhattan as above and below 59th Street as the two characteristic hotel
districts.

The Staten Island numbers, which as the report identifies has the largest percentage of its borough wide
hotels in M1 (but has the lowest absolute number of rooms in development of the five boroughs) do not



allow for what appears to be a failing hotel market, with existing hotels losing money and future hotels
likely to be similarly impacted.

Final Scope, No-Action Condition, Page 49, Zoning area and land area for hotel development in No-
Action Condition

Mention of 2028 build year having 493 million square feet as-of-right hotel zoned land with 1.4 billion
square feet buildable as hotel, Table 8, does not include any statistic of annual hotel land and buildable
square footage over the last 10 or projected next 10 years on a year by year basis (A#61). The projected
"modest" difference between Existing and No-Action Conditions is neither described nor documented,
but must do so if such claim is to be accepted and no separate analysis for Existing and No-Action
provided (A#62).

Final Scope, Table 9, Page 51 reveals the amount of land and permitted floor area for C, M1 and MX
districts, and the mistaken assumption at the basis of a citywide M1 hotel special permit as proposed.
Unlike the original concept to institute such a special permit in IBZ districts where notions of preserving
and even increasing industrial use still exist, the M1 special permit cuts through all five boroughs in
significant ways. Manhattan is shown to have half of all as-of-right buildable floor area for hotels, but is
lumped together with other boroughs despite the huge disparity, suggesting that it should be studied
separately.

Queens, Long Island City has more than half of its buildable as-of-right hotel floor area in M1, and for
years has been touted as the less expensive alternative to Manhattan for commercial development due to
its proximity to midtown, but the disproportionately huge impact on this area should be studied
separately, including the likelihood of losing all future hotel development in this area to New Jersey,
which is similarly priced (A#63).

The separate listing of MX districts raises another set of issues, as the city's many MX districts, though
still a small percentage of land area but being created in an increasing number of locations, take as it's
premise that residential, commercial and industrial uses can coexist, this challenging the underlying
assumption of this Proposed Action that hotels can not exist in areas that permit industrial use. A study
comparing the relative performance of MX versus M1 should be conducted (A#64). If it turns out that
MX is a viable designation for any of the 1.4 billion buildable square feet, the Proposed Action should
include this in its proposed action as part and parcel of any M1 special permit rezoning.

Similarly, each of the identified districts should be studied for the expected development under a No-
Action scenario, and then under the impact of the Proposed Action. (A#65) Also, the table should be
expanded to include the average cost per buildable square foot for each of the identified sub-districts in
each of the C, M1 and MX zoning districts. (A#66).

Furthermore, as the chart ignores all existing development but instead assumes that all sites in all of these
districts are completely vacant, making NYC completed deserted for purposes of this analysis, the chart
must be revised to or accompanied by a chart that indicates the amount of floor area already built and the
amount remaining, in each identified category (A#67).

Final Scope

No-Action Condition

The report indicates the requirement to analyze “likely future development scenarios both with, and
without, implementation of the proposed action”, and reiterates having engaged “a socio-economics
consultant team to produce a market analysis of the City’s hotel conditions in both the past, current, and
future context.” It must be asked why, given the several leading hotel economic consultants that are
acknowledged as the experts in the field, DCP instead engaged a consultant team that has nearly no



credentials or experience. Given that the entire analysis of the No-Action and Action conditions are based
in their entirety on the flawed methodology and conclusions of the non-expert report, the entirety of this
Final Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Statement and the should be revised based upon a new
NYC Hotel Market Analysis to be commissioned to one or more of the authoritative hotel analysts in the
NYC hotel market.

Final Scope. Zoning framework and land area for hotel development in No-Action Condition, Table 8 and
9 purports to show the relatively small land area currently restricted by special permit requirements for
hotels as compared to total as-of-right land for hotel development. Not mentioned is that the relatively
recently enacted hotel special permit provisions for East Midtown and prior to that for Tribeca have
carved out some of the best hotel locations in NYC, the location where a hotel owner would want to be,
and where a hotel guest would want to stay, and have totally shut off all hotel development in those areas.
This suggests that, not all land being equal, that the relatively small percentage of special permit land
compared with all city land disguises the relatively large impact of the current special permit restrictions.
Furthermore, the currently proposed special permits for the Special Jerome Avenue District and the East
Harlem Rezoning, mentioned in the report, and for Annabelle Basin, Industry City, Inwood, Gowanus and
Garment Center, which the report omits, propose to restrict hotels without any attempt to state as a
justification the claim in this report that hotels will prevent manufacturing development from occurring,.
Clearly, when all these past, current, and the proposed future rezonings to restrict hotels are compared, it
is evident that the effort is simply to restrict hotel development, as the various actions all use different
claimed reasons for the restriction. That being said, Table 9 shows that the proposed rezoning will prevent
hotel development for 74,390,000sf in Manhattan below 59 Street, 92,464,000sf in Brooklyn,
111,811,000sf in Queens, a total of 364,442,000sf in all five boroughs. Given the ameliorative effect of
past hotel development in M1, which is not analyzed or mentioned in the consultant report or the Final
Scope of Work for an EIS, the No Action analysis should include the likely continued development of
hotels in the currently as-of-right M1 districts and the substantial benefits of such development for
tourism, jobs, visitor spending, tax income, and other economic and socio-economic benefits (A#68).

Final Scope, Hotels and tourism citywide and by geographic submarket under No-Action Condition, Page
52

The projected room demand and supply growth is revealed as depending on a mix of NYC and national
demand trends. Given that national demand has never been an indicator of NYC demand and supply
growth, and given the huge disparity between NYC and national occupancy rates, rooms rates, ADR or
REVPAR, the mysterious blend of the two has the net effect of under-reporting the actual NYC trends
and ignoring the other. more correct analysis of the NYC hotel market done by other more qualified
analysts. The ludicrous proposal that in the year 2028, ten years from today, that “an equilibrium between
hotel room supply and demand would exist”, which “supposed that today’s hotel occupancy rates would
remain stable™, even conceding “the current hotel boom will not likely continue until the 2028 build
year”, the Consultant Report claim that in 2028 there will be a need for precisely 143,600 hotel rooms in
NYC is highly suspect, and if such a claim is not accurate, all the subsequent analysis in both the No
Action and Action scenarios is not valid.

Final Scope, Table 10. Page 53, tallies the total number of existing hotel rooms by borough, but without
matching to the population by borough. Queens has 12,264 hotel rooms for a population of 2.4 million,
which equates to one hotel room for every 196 persons. If one puts aside the rooms in the vicinity of JFK
and LGA airports, the remaining 2.980 rooms have only one hotel room for 537 inhabitants. Brooklyn’s
5,923 hotel rooms for 2.65 million people is only one hotel room for 447 people. Industry guidelines for
hotel demand in cities support the idea that based upon population, the hotel supply for Brooklyn and
Queens, even allowing for the projected pipeline of new rooms, is woefully inadequate. Any study of
hotel room rates, which are by far the highest in the United States and among the highest in the world,



based upon the simplest laws of supply and demand, would conclude that the supply is extremely
inadequate to meet the demand. (A#69)

Final Scope, Table 11 takes as a given that the Future Room Demand (in 2028) is 143,600 based upon the
Consultant Report. By hiding the faulty analysis in the Consultant Report and merely copying in that
report’s faulty conclusion, the “Final Scope of Work for an EIS™ attempts to avoid investigating the faulty
assumptions, methodology, and conclusions of that report. A detailed response to the Market Analysis is
outside this response to the Final Scope of Work for an EIS, but some statistics from that Market Analysis
demonstrate that its conclusions make no sense. That report states that as recently as 2013 NYC was the
fifth largest hotel market in the US, behind Chicago and Washington DC, despite having the largest
population, the most business activity, the most tourists, etc., and that the project pipeline of new hotels
might move it to third or second, behind Orlando and Las Vegas. It also states that the industry standard is
that 76% occupancy constitutes a tight market, necessitating additional supply, and that NYC has
consistently been above 85%, even with the recently added supply. These overarching metrics clearly
demonstrate that there is substantial unmet demand for more hotel rooms in NYC, and that the
manipulations of minor data in the balance of the report are meaningless.

Final Scope, Table 12, Page 54, purports to “illustrate(s) characteristics of the hotel pipeline”. In fact, it
solely isolates M1 from the chart’s totals of projected hotels in construction and pre-construction, as 31%
and 20%, respectively. If one were to take seriously the report’s contention that the pipeline represents an
over-supply, and were intent upon reducing the supply of new hotel rooms, logically one would at least
analyze the characteristics of the 70% that is not M1, and perhaps make recommendations vast upon the
vast majority of rooms in production, i.e. the 70% and the not the distinct minority, the 30% in M1. Also,
a fair and complete illustration of the characteristics of the hotel pipeline, even limited as it is solely to
breaking out M1 from the total, would analyze the characteristics of M1 hotels relative to the total. Such a
fair and complete study would very likely reveal the statistically documented truth, that hotels in M1
provide hotel rooms at a much lower cost than the non-M1 hotels. It would also reveal the statistically
documented truth that occupancy rates in new M1 hotels are extremely high, over 90%, in some cases
close to 100%, and that the demand for new M1 hotels is not only enormous, in contrast to the report’s
purported conclusion, but also provides hotels rooms for an entirely different market that the majority of
existing and new hotels, making NYC affordable for the average American, who might pay $150 a night
but not $300 and $400 and more a night, which are the prevailing rates in peak season in Manhattan
below 59" Street. Also, a fair and complete study would likely document other significant characteristics
of the new M1 hotel pipeline, for example, the consequential difference in percentage of double rooms,
allowing a family of four to occupy one room (versus a severe shortage of such rooms in Manhattan), the
positive economic impact of visitors in M1 communities versus the Non-Action scenario, the percentage
of guests wanting proximity to airports and other demand drivers not associated with Manhattan (family
events for the more than seven million NYC residents outside Manhattan and for businesses outside
Manhattan), and proximity to major roads for visitors who drive to Westchester, Long Island or New
Jersey who want to be in NYC with reduced traffic situations. Additionally, there is no analysis of hotel
brands in either the M1 or Total Construction or Pre-Construction. Such analysis would likely reveal
statistically documented shortages for a significant number of major national brands, with documented
unmet demand for their customer base, that heretofore have been locked out of or substantially limited in
their attempts to building in NYC by land prices, shortage of available sites, and construction costs in hi-
rise locations. (A#70) Lastly, the Pre-Construction pipeline is not subjected to any analysis of the
likelihood of actually being constructed. Therefore, Table 12 can only be considered an avoidance of
analysis of “Rooms Under Construction and in Pre-Construction, June 2017”.

Final Scope, Table 13 Estimated Demand by 2028 Versus Current Pipeline, is really not a table, as it is
composed of only two numbers, the purported “Unmet demand/additional supportable rooms™ of 28,100
and “Hotel Rooms in the pipeline” of 38,000. The text hypothesizes that the hotels in construction in



Table 12 will be completed, a logical assumption given the two year construction period versus the
projection 10 years in the future. The text then states that “the pipeline hotel rooms that exceed projected
demand by 2028 are all be in the pre-construction phase” and labels these as “high-risk investment”.
However, given the normal pre-construction period of one year or less, all of the pre-construction hotels
will have been finished and operating for seven years by 2028, if those projects do indeed proceed.
Despite this, there is no analysis of the individual project that are labelled “high-risk”, no actual
communication with those hotel owners or brands, or even a simple statistic of how many hotels are in
construction and pre-constructions (as compared to the number of rooms). Given the slight difference in
delivery dates for Under Construction versus “Pre-Construction”, three years versus two years, with
respect to a 10 year horizon, the Under Construction hotels have as much risk as Pre-Construction. If this
is considered, the Final Scope hypothesis as to which hotels might not proceed is erroneous, but given this
simple fact, it seems imperative that the analyst involved here question the owner and brands for both
Under Construction and Pre-Construction pipeline, to see their assessment of the market in 2028, and
whether the hypothesis in the FSOW had any resonance with the actual market place. Furthermore, it is
necessary to assess whether or not any hypothesis for 10 years into the future for the hotel market in NYC
has any reasonable expectancy of being correct. This can be accomplished by looking at past predictions
of the hotel market in NYC, which have been wrong nearly 100% of the time, as the supply has exceeded
nearly all predictions and the demand has not only exceeded nearly all predictions, it has also exceed the
actual supply. Given the history of nearly all experts and all predictions being wrong for many years,
which might be documented by a statistical analysis of percentage of variance, the prediction in this
report should be considered highly suspect, and the prediction of any other analysis for 10, or even less,
years in the future, should also be considered highly suspect. Furthermore, given this high likelihood that
the Final Scope and Market Analysis are wrong, it seems imperative that the market place be allowed to
produce the number of hotel that are need based upon the assessment of the professional in the field.
Lastly, even if there is an over-supply 10 years from now, it must be stated that such over-supply will
likely have the expected economic effect of classic supply and demand markets, which is that hotel rooms
rates will be reduced. Some might consider this to be a good thing, given the very high rates in 2018 and
all preceding years for the last eight years.

Final Scope, Table 14 Calculation for Demand by 2028, No-Action Condition, Page 55. posits that 28,100
room demand minus 24,200 rooms in construction yields only 3,900 residual demand, and that the 13,800
rooms in pre-construction minus that 3,900 residual rooms demand then yields 9,900 excess rooms “that
are not projected to come to fruition by the 2028 build year”. The text admits that “the exact location” of
the 9,900 rooms that will not be built “cannot be determined with certainty™, all the more so since the
Final Scope does not identify any of the Pre-Construction projects, does not identify if any of those
projects have already acquired land, financing, design teams, are active applicants at DOB, etc., nor was
there any attempt to speak to any of those developer or brands as to whether or not they would suspend
development of their projects. If the developers of 9,900 rooms currently in Pre-Construction can be said
to have abandoned or be considering suspending or abandoning their projects and not proceeding at any
time in the next 10 years, or if they are contemplating selling their sites if they elect not to proceed, if the
buyer of that site also not contemplate building a hotel during the next decade, then Table 14 and the
associated analysis might be correct. But if substantially fewer rooms are credibly determined to be highly
likely to be suspended or abandoned, then the conclusion of Table 14 and the preceding analysis is
absolutely false.

The text here acknowledges that possibility by stating “exact projections cannot be made”. Ironically, the
next paragraph outlines a method to attempt to make the projections that were admitted “cannot be
made”. That formula is immediately highly suspect as it identifies that it was done by borough and kept
constant the relative demand by borough, which is totally at odds with recent and historical performance,
and is then “further disaggregated” by geographic sub-market (by DCP intervention in the Final Scope)



and by the same method in zoning districts in those geographic sub-markets (also presumably by DCP
not the Consultant) based upon the total hotel pipeline, as proposed as Table 15.

Final Scope, Table 15 Proportion of Hotel rooms in M1 Districts (Total Hotel Pipeline), Page 56,
analyzes the percentage of hotel rooms currently in development located in M1 versus all zoning districts
by borough and by the study’s stated sub-market within boroughs. It shows that 22% of hotel rooms
currently in development in Manhattan are in M1 whereas 43% in Brooklyn and 36% in Queens 0% in the
Bronx and 90% in Staten Island are in M1 districts. The sub-markets with the highest percentage of M1
rooms in development are Long Island City with 62% and Downtown Brooklyn/Gowanus/Red Hook with
57%. The citywide percentage is 30%, but there is no information about last year or any other prior years,
so the percentage is by definition an anomaly, one year only, that has not been historically researched.
The chart does not include actual count of hotel rooms, so the disproportionately large number of rooms
in Manhattan is treated the same as the very small number of rooms in Staten Island. It also reveals but
does not investigate why, for instance, there are no M1 hotels being built in the Bronx whereas nearly
100% of the hotels in Staten Island are in M1, and what the impact will be, by borough and by sub-market
of stopping all as-of-right hotel development in M1.

Final Scope, Table 16 Rooms in Pre-Construction, Demand, and Excess, by Geographic Submarket, Page
57, purports to show there is an excess of 9,900 rooms in pre-construction pipeline as calculated from an
assumed 13,800 rooms in pre-construction and claimed residual demand of 3,900 rooms are accounting
for rooms in construction. The composition of the presumed residual demand is clearly erroneous, as it
divides the presumed 3,900 room total by assumed percentages into sub-markets, with no attempt to
understand the different factors in the sub-markets. For example, prior performance has shown that in a
contracting NYC hotel market, Manhattan typically performs differently than the other boroughs.
Additionally, there is no accounting for rooms being built in C districts, which will strongly change the
purported numbers in the entire Scope of Work for the EIS. (A#71) And there is no mention of current
and projected hotel development in New Jersey, which has clearly influenced the NYC market, for
example, as competition for LIC sub-market. (A#72) (It is possible that the proposed M1 hotel prohibition
will be a windfall for New Jersey.)

Final Scope, Table 17 Projected Residual Demand After Accounting for Rooms Under Construction, by
Geographic Submarket and Zoning District, Page 58

What are the criteria for the alleged accuracy of the demand for hotel rooms, and as broken down into
boroughs and sub-districts? It appears that these numbers are based upon percentages derived from
current production numbers, but are completely divorced from any careful study for future demand. See
the most current analysis from hotel analysts, JLL’s June 2018 “Empire State of Mind, New York Hotel
Market Report”, stating that a there is a growing shortfall of hotel rooms. (A#73)

As previously mentioned, in both an up market and in a down market, the distribution of demand skews
very differently than in a balanced market, and in the current market, so the assumed percentages of
rooms in demand by sub-market stated in this table are not a reasonable assumption of the market in the
next year, let alone ten years in the future.

Final Scope, No Action Projections, Page 58

The No-Action Condition is predicated on the undisclosed analysis of rooms in the pipeline, both in
construction and pre-construction. The lists of these must be disclosed and evaluated, since they are the
basis of all subsequent numbers, charts and predictions. It is likely that we will find that even when this
list was assembled that the count is unreliable, especially for pre-construction pipeline, and is even more
unreliable and incorrect compared with September of last year, when the Draft Scope of Work was issued,
and earlier, as the list was obviously compiled prior to assembling and issuing the Draft report (the Final
Report does not update the numbers in the Draft report done a year earlier). That being said, it will be



interesting to see when that list is disclosed (A#74) if the “many hotel projects in the current pre-
construction pipeline are expected to be delayed beyond the build year or changed for other
developments” and the “low projected demand for additional hotel rooms after completion of the under-
construction pipeline” as claimed in the report. Since construction of a hotel normally takes one-and-a-
half to two years, the more than one-year old set of numbers for hotels in-construction is probably off by
50%, meaning that half of the hotels in construction one year ago are probably now complete and
operating hotels. And a large percentage of hotels in pre-construction, as identified in the Final Scope, are
in-construction, but have been replaced by new pre-construction pipeline projects.

Final Scope, Table 18 Rooms Projected to Come Online in the No-Action Condition, Page 59, subtracts
the in-construction pipeline (as calculated but as just described, not correctly or at least not correct today)
from the assumed demand (also not a reasonable projected, as previously demonstrated), and claims a
bottom line that only 3,900 hotel rooms will be need in New York City over the next ten years. Given that
this is less than one year’s typical production of hotel rooms, effectively meaning that for 9 out of the next
10 years there will be no hotel rooms produced, the Final Scope conclusions appear to be preposterous, or
are harbingers of a major financial crisis and a near total shutdown of the hotel pipeline that will last for a
decade. Given the sustained growth of he NYC economy and tourism market, this ‘Chicken Little” fall-
off-the cliff forecast is shockingly contrary to all indicators. Essentially this chart says that on average
only 390 hotel rooms are needed each and every year for the next ten years. That is the size of one or two
normal hotels, perhaps 3 or 4 if they are very small, so the report is effectively saying that only one hotel
a year, or a couple smaller ones, is needed for the next ten years. As a prediction, it seems ludicrous. As a
vision for NYC, it suggests calamity.

But let us contemplate for a moment this ludicrous and calamitous No Action forecast. Suppose there is
no more demand for hotels than the existing supply plus one hotel a year. What will happen in a No
Action scenario. Presumably the hotel developers, who are far more knowledgeable and experienced than
the authors of this Final Scope, and who have far more at stake, will conclude that it does not make sense
to build more than one hotel in all of NYC, they will know from discussion with hotel brands, real estate
brokers, lenders, etc. if it makes sense for them to proceed with a project, to put down hard money to
acquire land, take on development costs, get brand approval, financing building permits, construction
contracts, more of their own money, etc. If there is no market for new hotels, they won’t be built, because
no one is in business to lose money. And if they aren’t going to be built, why is this legislation proposed
to prevent them form being built, if that is happening anyway? In a nutshell, if this study is to be trusted,
there is no reason to build more hotels, so why prohibit what is not going to happen anyway?

Final Scope, With-Action Condition, Page 59

The first sentence clearly states that the Proposed Action is “being analyzed as a ‘generic action’ because
the specific sites where hotel development would occur, as a result of the special permit, cannot be
identified with certainty.” It seems very likely that the results of the special permit can be identified with
far more certainty than most anything else stated in the Final Scope — no hotels will be built in M1. As
stated in the second paragraph: CPC special permits generally present a disincentive to development that
previously was as-of-right, since obtaining the special permit can add significant time, costs and
uncertainty to a project”. The track record for hotels in districts that require special permits is very clear:
zero hotels have been built in all these districts combined. And if there is a need for as little as one hotel a
year, for sure a developer is not going to pursue a special permit and be eclipsed by an as-of-right project.
The Proposed Action analysis should include what will happen to all development sites in all M1 districts
in NYC (A#75) Table 18 Rooms Projected to Come Online in the No-Action Condition forecasts 28,100
rooms. This comprises approximately 10 million square feet of the 1.4 billion buildable square feet for
hotels, less than 1% of that buildable area.



The report claims that he proposed special permit will decrease hotels in M1 and “increasing the rate at
which they would be developed in the areas of the City that hotels would remain as-of-right”. However,
assuming that hotels will simply switch from M1 districts to C districts ignores the reasons that hotels are
being built in M1 in the first place. Land is cheaper in M1, making hotels feasible, especially for
moderately priced hotels. To assume that a hotel that is not being built in Long Island City or Gowanus
because it is no longer permitted as-of-right will be built in midtown Manhattan is obviously absurd, but
that is what this statement implies.

Final Scope, Table 19, Zoning framework and land area for hotel development in With-Action Condition
Table 19 states that the proposal will put 46% of all possible hotel land (231,976,000sf versus
272,802,000sf as-of-right) behind a special permit. The question of why is not addressed in this section.
Nor is there any analysis of how that 231,976,000sf is being used today, or how it is proposed that it will
be used in the future if no hotels are no longer permitted as-of-right. Nor is there a list of the alternative
uses, the as-of-right uses, which adhesive manufacture, chemical compounding, cotton ginning, ice (dry
or natural), experimental or testing laboratories, machinery including firearms, metal lathes and presses,
medical appliances, pharmaceutical products, rubber products, steel fabrication, textile manufacturing,
tobacco curing and products, agriculture, railroads and truck weighing stations, among others. These uses
are currently permitted in much of Chelsea in Manhattan, Long Island City in Queens, Williamsburg in
Brooklyn, and other section of the city that formerly had manufacturing uses that have been supplanted by
large residential populations. The unasked question is why aren’t those uses being put behind special
permits, to protect the many residents, while hotels, that have no noxious characteristics permitted to
remain as-of-right? (A#76) One answer that used to be given to such a question, that it was intended to
save and promote more manufacturing jobs has clearly turned out to be a creative fiction, that some public
figures used to pretend had some credibility, but which has now been thoroughly discredited.

Final Scope, Table 20 shows that the area where hotels can be built as-of-right will be reduced by 45%
and the buildable area for hotels will be reduced by 25%. This undercuts the argument that hotel
development will simply move to other areas of the city, but if in fact hotel development does relocate to
other areas, the increase of hotel development in those areas may be enormous. CB1 in Manhattan has
apparently expressed that concern, that hotels will proliferate in their community due to being banned in
other places, and in a hotel growth market, perhaps they will be right.

Table 20 also shows that the Proposed Action will restrict use on 219,721,000sf of land and
357,620,000sf of buildable area. It should be disclosed when any other zoning change had such a
widespread land use change, and a study of the impacts of that land use change were over time. Clearly a
change of this magnitude, with the affected area being larger than many entire municipalities in the
country, could have major consequences, and major unintended consequences if the results are not as
predicted, or even if they are. Nowhere is there any description or prediction about what will happen to
the 219,721,000sf. What will be built instead, if anything? What is already built on this land? Why has it
been so underbuilt under current zoning, i.e., why has current zoning lead to a near total stagnation of
development, uses, jobs or any other productive economic activity? (A#77) What has been the
environmental impact of leaving former industrial sites unused, with chemicals in the soil and in the
buildings? (A#78)

Final Scope, Table 21 Geographic Submarkets and Zoning Permitting As-of-Right Hotel Development in
the with-Action Condition, Page 62

Table 21 attempts to show how much space is eligible for hotel development even after the adoption of
this rezoning proposal, by showing the as-of-right floor area that can be constructed in C districts and
airport M1 districts. However, this chart does not consider how much of that theoretical buildable floor
area is already built. For purposes of this chart, all of Manhattan looks like Central Park, but without the
trees, because it assumes that there is not a single building existing anywhere in Manhattan, or any other



borough. Since we all know that there are millions of square feet existing in the districts where it is
claimed that hotels can be built, and that there buildings on nearly every lot in these districts, this Table
21 is false. (A#79)

Final Scope, Table 22 Reduction in as-of-right Development Area due to the Proposed Action, by
Geographic Submarket, Page 63

Long Island City will lose 64% of the lot area where hotels can be built, LGA/Flushing/Northern in
Queens will lose 65%, and the city as a whole will lost 45% of the lot area and 25% of the current
buildable floor area. Although the Manhattan percentage loss is lower, the actual lost amount of square
feet for hotel use is still more than in any other borough. Effectively, this table shows that even much of
Manhattan will no longer be permitted to have hotels as-of-right. To anyone in favor of tourism, business
travel, or jobs, these number are alarming. Even worse, since this table, like Table 21, assumes that all
land in NYC is vacant, if one were to account for the actual built conditions, it is likely these areas being
lost for hotel development will be much closet to 100% of all available un-built or substantially under-
built sites. (A#80)

Final Scope, Figures 15 to 19, pages 64 to 68

These five figures, one for each of the five boroughs, attempts to show the areas where hotels will and
won’t be permitted as-of-right in a With-Action Condition. Again, like with all preceding map figures,
these are far too small to be able to study what areas are being impacted. For example, the entire
Manhattan area below 59" Street measures 2 inches by 1 inch, such that heavily affected neighborhoods
like Chelsea measure less than a quarter of an inch, with no discernable boundary lines, so no way to
determine if a street will be as-of-right or not. (A#81)

Final Scope, Hotels and tourism citywide and by geographic submarket under With-Action Condition,
Page 69

This heading and the following Table 23, Page 70, attempts to justify erroneous and unsupportable
assumptions that form the underlying basis for the erroneous and unsupportable conclusions for the entire
DEIS. The first contention is that the M1 special permit would slow hotel development in M1 but that
would be offset by “increasing the rate at which they would be developed in the areas in which they
would remain as of-right”. This totally ignores the reasons hotels are being built in M1, 1) the lower land
cost, and 2) the market for lower price hotels. The land costs for C district sites are significantly higher
than in M districts, in large part because C districts permit residential, which drives the land cost as
highest and best use, while M districts do not permit residential. If this proposal is enacted, it is likely that
as the Report contends it “would have the effect of slowing the rate at which hotels would be developed
in M17, as it is likely that it will slow that rete to zero, as explained elsewhere in this Response, but
instead of increasing the rate of hotel development in C districts, this Action will likely increase the land
prices in C districts, and therefore will likely DECREASE the rate at which hotels are developed in C
districts, completely contrary to the Report and its own desired results. A study of land prices for hotel
development, currently, over the last ten years and With-Action over the next ten years, needs to be
included (A#82). Furthermore, the budget hotels that are being built in M1 districts, that are intended for
clientele that can pay $150 a night and $1,000 a week, but not $500 a night and $3,000 a week, will not be
built in C districts, as they have already been priced out of that market, and will be even further priced out
of the market once this Action is enacted. This can also be understood by looking at the hotels brands that
are being built in M1 districts, as they are consequentially different than much of the C district hotel
development, and for reasons of price, reward programs, guest profile, and “areas of protection”, are not
likely to move their new development to C districts, but neither price (A#83) nor brand (A#84) is studied
or included in the Report. Additionally, hotels in much of M1 are consequentially different in size that
hotels in much of C districts, which not only means that those hotels will not simply move from M1 to C
districts, the developers themselves will not be the same people due to the size, total cost and equity
requirements. This will effectively put many M1 hotel developers out of the business of developing



hotels, and to assume that larger and better financed hotel developer developers will jump in to replace
them, which is the inherent but unstated assumption of the Final Scope, is not backed by any evidence or
even any analysis or interviews with the relevant players in the hotel development market (A#85).

The next contention under this heading, that “the number of hotel facilities developed under the Proposed
Action cannot precisely be determined” is not only likely correct, in contrast to the many Report
contentions that are likely incorrect, it is a vast understatement. As indicated elsewhere in this Response,
the No Action and With-Action predictions are both likely erroneous and unsupportable, as the basis for
these predictions are flawed and incorrect.

However, the next claim, that lack of applications (there have been zero) for special permits in the hotel
districts where special permits for hotels are required “may not be relevant to this case™ is highly
disputed, as is the explanatory contention that future hotels “near tourist attractions or in mixed use
settings would likely not be deterred by the existence of the hotel special permit”. The Final Scope fails to
study the reason that there have been zero applications for hotel special permit (A#86). The reasons
include not only the most obvious, which is that a hotel developer will not purchase a piece of land
without knowing if they will be able to build a hotel, and that no seller, in the current or any past markets
within memory, will tie up their property for the year(s) needed for the buyer to obtain a special permit in
order to close on an acquisition. The underlying premise of the Proposed Action, and “the elephant in the
room” (Politico, 7/23/18) is that special permits will only be granted to hotels that agree up front to
engage the Hotel Trade Council, and take on the associated costs of operating such a hotel, which
industry professionals assess as being unsupportable for the vast majority of hotels, and in particular
small hotels, budget hotels, hotels outside Manhattan, many hotel brands, etc. It is said that the Proposed
Action is the culmination of a many year effort by the HTC to get NYC government to enable the HTC to
enlarge their market share of hotel operation from under 10% of the market, where it is today, to a much
higher percentage, or to benefit in other ways from the special permit process, when and if a hotel
developer might decide to make such an application. (A#87) Additional reasons for zero hotel special
permit applications to date, and likely in the future, are the requirements that the CPC might impose on
such a project, the costs of the special permit process, estimated at $500,000 to $1,000,000 in the public
testimony on 7/25/18 at CPC in response to a question from the Commission, and difficulty of even
finding a site that will likely meet the requirements and findings by the CPC. To dismiss out of hand all
evidence to date regarding special permits in M1 districts, and to merely ignore the data, which directly
contradicts the conclusions of this Report, is indefensible. To contend that a potential hotel “near tourist
attractions or in mixed use settings” would not be deterred by the special permit requirement, effectively
conceding that all others would be deterred, is not supported by any data, and is probably unsupportable,
as the reasons mentioned above, exacerbated by the even higher land prices “near tourist attractions or in
mixed use settings”, the mostly built out condition of the lots in these locations, and the high
concentration of existing hotels in these areas with “areas of protection” (agreements between hotels
brands and developers that no other hotel with that brand can be built in proximity to an existing hotel of
that brand).

The next contention, that the “Proposed Action will not affect hotels currently under construction” is
untrue. As testified to in opposition to the proposed hotel special permit rezoning, one hotel developer
currently under construction stated they will cease construction operations even prior to enactment of the
proposed change, due to the likelihood that the project will not complete foundations and vest by the date
of enactment. Anecdotally, there are many other hotel projects that are currently under construction but in
the foundation phase, that have a high risk of not being able to vest by the likely enactment date. On
reason that there are many of these projects, unfortunately totally ignored by the Report, is that owners of
underdeveloped M1 land have rushed to try to get approvals, permits, and construct foundations by the
enactment date to avoid losing the value of the land. For example, a site in Chelsea that was vacant and
had been on the market, and which the owner had said would be developed as an office building,



suddenly after the proposed rezoning was announced, filed plans for a hotel and is in the process of
constructing foundations in the hope of vesting as a hotel use. There are many others, often, like the site
in Chelsea, filed after the September 2017 rezoning proposal, so they are completely omitted from both
the In-Construction and Pre-construction counts that the Report is based on. This brings up an even larger
issue, that the count of In-Construction and Pre-Construction hotel rooms is revealed as being compiled
up through September 2017 and is reiterated without any updating in April 2018, totally ignoring that the
construction period for a hotel is about two years, meaning that data from before September 2017 counts
as In-construction hotel rooms that are already completed, counts as in Pre-construction many hotels
rooms that have moved into construction, and as stated above, omits entirely hotels that are now in Pre-
construction or In-construction that were not counted at all because they were not filed prior to the data
collection for the September 2107 report. (A#88)

The contention “that it is likely that projects with issued permits would complete foundations™ as of the
September 2017 report is not supported by any data related to the actual projects themselves, many of
which have had or currently have trouble getting financing, as acknowledged elsewhere in the Final
Scope . If the projects that comprise the alleged 28,100 rooms that will be added by the In-construction
category and the 24,100 pre-construction category, where made public, and if data on each of those
projects is obtained, it is likely that is will become evident that many of the assumed rooms in both
categories have been heavily affected by this proposed rezoning, which has actually caused lenders to
deny funds to hotel developers and even place them in default due to the risk of not vesting a particular
project. (A#89)

The Final Scope next states “the most conservative position is to assume that none on the hotels in the
pre-construction pipeline would vest.”, an assumption that is patently untrue and grossly incorrect with
respect to what has actually occurred since the September 2017 Draft Scope was issued, and was
negligently not corrected or updated in April 2018, and is consequentially incorrect with respect to what
will occur over the next couple of months, when “pre-construction pipeline™ projects, which this Report
purports will be completely shut down and produce zero hotels and zero hotel rooms, will vest more hotel
rooms in M1 than the Report predicts will be constructed over the next ten years! The No-Action
assumption of 28,100 new rooms, with 8,550 in M1 and 7,400 in construction and assumed to be
completed means that, as the Report states, “1,150 hotels rooms from the M1 pre-construction pipeline
are projected to be realized by the time of the 2028 build year”. In fact, more than 1,150 rooms in M1 that
were not already counted as the In-construction will vest in the next 60 to 90 days, so for this Report to be
reasonably accurate, not one single hotel room will be built in M1 for the next 10 years, and hundreds of
rooms that vest will never be completed, in order to reduce the count to the predicted 1,150 rooms in M1
in the next 10 years! (A#90)

Final Scope, Table 23 Projected No-Action Supply, After accounting for Rooms Under Construction by
Geographic Submarket and Zoning District, Page 70

Table 23 attempts to support the Final Scope conclusion that only 3,900 rooms will be built over the next
10 years, which equates to roughly one year of new supply over the last several years, effectively
predicting that hotel development will drop by 90% over night, with no identifiable cause in the economy,
tourism, or any other. This radical interpretation, made in the September 2017 Draft Scope and repeated
verbatim in the April 2018 Final Scope, has no basis, as explained above, and as borne out by what has
transpired from September 2017 until April and now July 2018, which is that hotel production has already
increased to the point that the predicted next ten years of hotel rooms is already happening, and will be
completed by year 1 or 2. Similarly, more than the predicted 1,150 M1 hotel rooms over the next 10
years are already in construction and will be completed by year 1 or 2. Although no documentation is
given for a single hotel room or a single hotel project, the breakdown in Table 23 indicating, for example,
a total of 290 rooms in Long Island City or 425 rooms in Manhattan below 59 Street, over the next 10
years, is clearly contrary to the facts of actual projects that are completely contrary to what is stated in the



Report. Given that the actual factual condition on August 1, 2018, the date of this writing, are already
consequentially different than what this Report states in table 23 and elsewhere, means that the data in
this Report is FALSE DATA. (A#91)

The contention following Table 23 that “hotels are relatively flexible in their siting requirements, it is
expected that those hotel rooms originally slated for M1 districts would instead be developed elsewhere”,
with the claim that hotels “have been built on lots ranging from 1,300 sf to 100,000 sf is extremely
misleading, at best. Most hotel projects in NYC occur on lots of 5,000 sf to 10,000sf in in high FAR
districts such as 10.0 FAR, 10,000sf to 20,000sf in medium FAR districts such as 5.0 FAR, and 20,000sf
to perhaps 50,000sf in low density districts such as 1.00 or 2.00 FAR. The implication that a hotel meant
for a very large lot in M1 might morph into a higher density smaller lot in a C district is interesting, but
unsubstantiated. Experience suggests the opposite is more often the case, and that for reasons cited above
such as land cost and existing brand locations with AOPs, this is not the case. Furthermore, a big factor in
the opposite being more the case, construction cost plays a big role in disputing this contention. It is well
known that low-rise construction is cheaper than high-rise, construction “in the boroughs” is cheaper than
in Manhattan, non-union construction is cheaper than union construction, so the construction cost of the
hotel that the Final Scope contends will simply move from a low FAR site in M1 to a high FAR as-or-
right site, probably in Manhattan, will increase to the point that the pro forma for the project with the low
construction cost, not to mention the low land cost or any of the other problematic conditions, will not be
feasible. (A#92)

The claim that “hotels also benefit from a business model that can maximize the value of permitted height
and floor area ratios™ relative to other uses is simply not correct. Oddly, the Final Scope makes this claim
in comparison to retail for ground floor use only, whereas retail use in most M1 districts is minimal, and
ground floor space for hotels is nearly worthless, since hotels typically have only lobby and public space
on the ground floor, for several reasons, including that no hotel guest want to be located on the ground
floor. Similarly, if one were to extrapolate how hotels use the allowable height and floor area ratios,
which were specifically devised by DCP to benefit manufacturing type uses and not hotels, and compare
it to other uses such as manufacturing or warehouse, or offices, it would be apparent that this is also
untrue in the other instances. (A#93)

The continued argument in the Final Scope attempting to justify the contention that hotels will simply
move from M1 to C districts is countered by the above facts, but can also be understood by comparing the
land cost in M1, less than $100/sf, with land cost in C districts, more than $500/sf. (A#94) The difference
needs no further explanation to debunk the Report’s false claims.

Final Scope Page 71 contends that geographic location plays such an important role in hotel development
that hotels intended for M1 districts will switch to adjoining C and MX districts, but fails to address the
disparity in land prices from M to adjacent C or MX or the availability of sites in C or MX adjacent to
formerly viable M1 hotel sites. It posits a threshold of hotels with 50 rooms of more that are location
sensitive, contrary to experience that small hotels, more often owned by local community members, are
more location sensitive than larger projects. Additionally, the 50 room cut off is arbitrary, as generally
hotels under 100 rooms are unbranded because they are too small for franchises.(A#95)

Final Scope, With-Action Projections

The Report attempts to sum up the Proposed Action as “not so much change the number of hotel rooms in
NYC or in the geographic submarkets as it would result in a shift of a portion of future hotel development
from M1 to commercial or mixed-use districts.” This has been demonstrated above to be untrue.

Final Scope, Table 24 Comparison of No-Action and With-Action Projections, Page 72, illustrates the
contention that the number of hotel rooms will not change by even on single hotel room if this rezoning is



enacted. This one contention perhaps most exemplifies what is said by knowledgeable insiders about the
proposed rezoning, that powerful members of government, at the behest of powerful private entities that
made considerable financial contributions, dictated that a Draft and Final Scope and DEIS be prepared to
attempt to justify an Action that DCP has previously fully resisted. This response illustrates the opposite,
that nothing in this Report will go according to what the Report shows because the Report is not based
upon facts or solid understanding of the hotel market.

The repeated set of numbers used to try to justify the prediction for 1,150 new hotel rooms in M1 (which
equates to 8 hotels of 150 rooms) over the next 10 years that would occur in a No-Action situation,
attempts to minimize the impact of the special permit, and for reasons already explained above, has
already been proven FALSE. Therefore, the conclusions based upon this erroneous set of numbers are
likely also FALSE. The contention “that hotels in M1 districts have the ability to impede the growth and
development of other uses” is dubious considering that hotels occupy less than 1% of the buildable floor
area in M1, and that any changes to neighborhood character, which is generally decrepit and even
dangerous, as shown in the attached photographs of decaying buildings and abandoned cars, should be
greatly appreciated. It is well known, and can easily be documented, and should be as part of the DEIS,
that there was little new construction or substantial rehabilitation in M1 prior to the recent hotel
developments. (A#96) Also, studies should be made for recent and current development of other uses in
M1, such as the 1,000,000 st warehouse proposed last month, clearly not inhibited at all by hotel
development, perhaps actually a by-product of the beneficial impact of money being invested in M1 by
hotel development, (A#97).

Final Scope, Analytical Approach, Page 72

The proposed analytic approach is a direct attempt to avoid doing an EIS for any site or geographic sub
market under the guise that attempting to identify hotel development in either “would be highly
speculative”, and therefore can not be done. This raises the question that if the Report and Consultant
Report is based on highly speculative data and assumptions, why is this rezoning being proposed at all? It
is like having a surgery if you don’t feel well, but without any tests, in the hope that you will feel better,
but if repeated, will result in the loss of multiple body parts, as will be the case with rezoning that
amputates the economic vitality of the city to cater to special interests without first testing the impact of
surgically removing districts and uses from current as-of-right zoning. As stated today in Crain’s 8/1/18
by City Planning’s senior staff Purnima Kapor upon her departure from City Planning, the “city must
retain as-of-right building paradigm to remain competitive”. (A#98)

The final Scope locational criteria offered are highly subjective, and are not analyzed, documented,
weighted or subject to any case studies, or even interviews with hotel developers, analysts, hotel brands,
or any other hospitality development experts. Nonetheless, the Report posits that hotels will move from
M1 to areas such as “Brooklyn South, Brownsville, along Broadway and/or Northern Crown Heights”.
Clearly these locations, at a minimum, need an EIS to determine the impact of such predicted relocation
of hotels to these neighborhoods, which, unlike M1 districts, contain substantial residential population
including substantial minority, low income and at risk population groups. (A#99)

The contention that DCP can not predict with certainly where a hotel might be built is used to justify
treating this proposed rezoning as ‘a generic city wide action” to avoid the rigorous analysis that would
and should be required of the proposed rezoning and relocations. Since the future is unknown to all of us,
and since that has always been the case including in prior rezonings, analysis of the best comparable
situations and data, bracketed by a range from low to high of predicted results, is imperative. If one were
to accept the DCP contention that new hotel sites can not be known, forgetting that a few interviews with
industry professional might prove otherwise, this DEIS should analyze a range of representative current
and recent hotel projects to understand the environmental impact (A#100). This DEIS should include
hotels in M1 and C districts, small medium and large sites, economy, Midscale and upscale, branded and



in branded, limited and full service, much as the Final Scope suggests for what it suggests might be
considered as “prototypical” sites. Clearly, actual examples are better than theoretical “prototypical”
examples when those prototypical examples have not been built, and any impact would “highly
speculative”. Instead, the Report offers prototypical examples, which it claims were derived from DOB
filings, but does not substantiate this claim by identifying the hotels on that list. Nor does it include for
any of the 240 pipeline hotels on such list, the location, the size, scale, brand affiliation, or the weighted
average of such study group. By only stating one attribute, smallest size of 1,350 sf and largest 109,000
sf, and even ignoring that this data is incorrect, it claims that it will offer prototypical examples without
analyzing the raw data of the 240 hotels to determine what might be prototypical despite its claim to
“ensure that the potential impacts of any development are entirely understood and analyzed”. (A#101).

The Report summarizes its Analytical Approach as based on factors “not possible to predict” so the Final
Scope “does not include consideration of specific development™ but instead ““a conceptual analysis... to
understand how the special permit could be utilized and to generically assess the potential environmental
impacts that could result from a hotel development in a M1 district pursuant to the special permit.”

Final Scope, Section VII: Proposed Scope of Work for the DEIS, pages 75 to 85
The Proposed Scope of Work for the DEIS is addressed together with the DEIS following a Response to
the Market Analysis.

The NYC Hotel Market Analysis (“Market Analysis™) from 2017 was made public together with the Draft
Scope in an effort to support the opinions of the Draft Scope. Hotel market analysis experts in the field
should dissect the Market Analysis submitted. Experts are mentioned because the hotel market is
notorious difficult to predict, and not all real estate analysts are qualified to do so. It is noted that the
consultants preparing the Market Analysis are not among the firms generally acknowledged to be experts
in the field, and that the principals of these firms have credentials in areas mostly outside of hotels.

Therefore, an expert report, by acknowledged hotel market expert was prepared by LWHA, entitled M1
Zoning Hotel Market Analysis, (“LWHA Analysis ) issued in April 2018 and updated and reissued July
18, 2018. That report in its entirety is submitted with this Response.

Some brief highlights from the LWHA Analysis follow

Despite the significant supply increases over the past several years, hotel demand has kept pace, and in
most cases exceeded new supply, causing occupancy to increase and generating increased economic
activity, jobs, and tax revenues for New York City annually.

the (City Planning) reports rely largely on unsupported assumptions and conclusions

the assumption that restricting hotel development in M1 Zones would not affect the amount or type of
future hotel development is not supported by any data

A case-by-case, site specific review process for each proposed hotel development would be a time
consuming and expensive endeavor for both the would-be developer and the City... and create
opportunity for outside forces to influence “appropriate” projects

The deBlasio administration is committed to ending the use of commercial hotels to shelter homeless. The
DCP report appears to be contradictory to the deBlasio administration report



Restricting development of a productive building class because it offers development “advantages” over
other property-types in M1 Zones lacks sound reasoning

Homeless shelters would certainly be as or more conflicting to neighborhoods than hotels.
The market is restricting and governing itself in the natural order of HBU (highest and best use)

The methodology utilized to calculate room night demand present within the NYC Market Analysis
Existing Conditions and 10-Year Outlook is flawed.

Following are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS™) dated 4/23/18, with
CPC as the lead agency

The DEIS Executive Summary, pages 1 — 40 is primarily a restatement of the contents of the Final Scope,
and is commented on above. Additionally, it should be noted that the proposed assessment that “due to
the low projected demand for additional hotel rooms after completion of the under-construction pipeline™.
Page 25, is not supported by the facts, which actually demonstrate the contrary. The DCP analysis of
“geographic submarkets to determine the locations where a shift in hotel development from M1 to
commercial or mixed-use districts is most likely to occur” apparently did not include the NYC hotel
developers, hotel brands or brokers for hotel sites, nor a study of land prices, available sites, or guest
preferences. Instead, we are offered seven “prototypical” sites to represent all of NYC. Unfortunately,
perhaps because there is no evident methodology as to how these sites were selected or what makes them
prototypical, the “prototypical” sites include some of the least prototypical sites one can imagine. Most
glaring is the 20" wide, 15.0 FAR Lexington Avenue site that is meant to represent all of Manhattan hotel
development sites. Not only does this site produce too few keys to attract a major brand, the 20° wide site
is so narrow that the hotel guest room layout will be so negatively impacted, and the construction cost so
huge for a 355" tall sliver, and the efficiency (gross square feet per guest room) low, that this project is
likely not feasible and would not be built with market rate land costs, if the owner did not already
depreciate the land cost down to near zero. The other prototypical sites are also problematic in that they
are not representative of NYC conditions. Surely, they do not “ensure that the possible effects of any
development are entirely understood and analyzed™ (page 29). A better study would analyze recent hotels
in M1 and outside of M1, as the typical sites to be reviewed and determined if, for the ones in M1, they
would have been granted a special permit as is, a special permit with conditions, or denied a special
permit. In summary, it should be observed that the DCP identified 12,500 rooms in the combined In-
Construction and Pre-Construction Pipeline representing 30% of the total 38,000 rooms citywide. If the
12,500 rooms from M1 were to have been moved to C districts if the special permit had already been
enacted and denied or not applied for, those 12,500 relocated rooms would represent a 50% increase to
the 25,500 rooms (38,000 — 12,500 + 25,500) that were already in as-of-right districts.

Task 1: Project Description
This section identifies the EIS as “a full disclosure document”, and as “a base from which to evaluate the
Proposed Action”. It is primarily a direct restatement of the Final Scope for the DEIS, with many sections



lifted verbatim from the Final Scope. Redundant comments to material already commented on will be
avoided. Notable, however, is the page 67 where "DCP identified the following prototypical sites”, and
lists first the 20” wide Lexington Avenue site. This is highly ironic because it is one of the few sites in
Manbhattan below 59 Street where a hotel project would likely fail, due to the factors noted above.

Task 2: Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

The Principal Conclusion, that the Proposed Action “would not have the potential to significantly affect
land use, zoning or public policy” is FALSE, as proven in other sections of this Response. To even
suggest that the proposed action does not have the potential to have results other than what is predicted is
folly. Moreover, by casting the Proposed Action as being “from non-hotel use (such as residential..) to a
commercial hotel”, it makes clear that it expects hotels to displace residential uses outside of M districts.
The prediction that “other uses that better serve the mixed-community, would be developed in place of
hotels™ is also folly, as the only alternative use that the report puts forth as viable are homeless shelters,
which will serve some interests but likely be objected to by “the community” (“mixed-community” is a
misnomer for districts where residential use is not legal).

Task 3:Socioeconomic Conditions

The Principal Conclusions are summarized as “the proposed action is not projected to have a significant
adverse impact on the hotel industry in New York City.” As evidenced elsewhere in this Response and as
deconstructed and disproved in the LWHA Analysis, this statement is FALSE. The confidence behind
this claim appears to be so high, the chance that it might be incorrect is not considered. nor is the entire
intermediary area between wholly correct or wholly incorrect considered, say with a range of possible
results. Therefore, the conclusion must be treated as wholly false. Furthermore, obvious factors such as
AirBnB, which has more than 25% of the hospitality market, and which the City is now attempting to
curtail and send those visitors to hotels, are completely omitted from this report. The conclusion that an
assessment of potential socioeconomic effects is not warranted because 1) the action will result in
“200,000sf or more of commercial use that is markedly different from existing uses, development, and
activities in the impacted area”, and 2) “affect conditions within a specific industry...., impact...a
substantial number of workers.... (and) result...in the loss or substantial diminishment of a particularly
important product or service within the city.”

Task 4: Community Facilities and Services

The DEIS quickly concludes that the rezoning will have no impact on community facility uses. Not
mentioned is the community facility “bonus” of higher FAR than for other uses, that might trigger new
community facility uses in the absence of as-of-rift hotel use. For example, M1-5 permits 5.0 FAR for
hotel and other commercial and manufacturing uses but 6.5 for community facility use. A study of
potential community facility uses that have an advantage over commercial and manufacturing uses, such
as dormitory, drug treatment center, or other community facility uses, might be built instead of hotel on a
variety of sites and locations, including in M1-1, M1-2 and M1-3 districts and need to be included in the
EIS.

Task 5: Open Space

The DEIS quickly concludes that open space will not be affected by the rezoning because only prototype
site 3 in Jamaica would exceed the 125 worker threshold and is not in an underserved area, and that very
large hotels that would not be built would instead relocate in “the same open space study area”, so no
open space analysis is required. However, as demonstrated elsewhere in this Response, the “prototypical”
sites are far from prototypical, so the conclusion that none of the 7 prototypical sites (arguably chosen
because they are actually NOT typical but because they may not trigger further analysis) should trigger
further analysis, is not justified. For example, the other 6 prototypical sites are for small hotels, so the 125
worker level is not triggered. Furthermore, the unsupported and unstudied theory that a hotel development



will relocate from M1 to the very near vicinity is not only unjustified, as stated elsewhere in this analysis
is not consistent with hotel development as it has or as it is likely to occur. Therefore, for this second
reason, the full open space study is necessary (EIS).

Task 6: Shadows

The DEIS concludes that 5 of the 7 prototypical sites will increase in height by 50° or more and require
shadow studies which are included in the DEIS. Suspiciously, the shadows fall just short of or minimally
touch public space and minimally fall on public or landmark buildings. For example, the Jamaica site
shadows minimally touch Rufus King Park, whereas a site very close to the selected prototypical site but
closer to the park would result in significant shadows on the park, but none of those sites were selected
for the analysis. Similarly, the Downtown Brooklyn site casts shadows that barely touch University Place,
whereas nearby sites would cast long shadows on that park space. Additionally, the selected conceptual
Union Square site in Manhattan, around the corner from Union Square, casts no shadows on the park, but
a site on that block facing Union Square would cast significant shadows on the park.

Task 7: Historic and Cultural Resources

The DEIS concludes that there could be possible effects on eligible historic resources. Additionally, the
cited 90 proximity to landmarks as cited in the Report might be triggered by both prototypical and other
sites where hotels might get built, but no cross reference analysis of landmark and other historic sites with
prototypical sites and C districts is included (EIS)

Task 8: Urban Design and Visual Resources

The DEIS concludes that “most of the developments under the With-Action condition would be smaller in
size than the No-Action condition.” For Development to occur and reduce the size from existing
conditions should be explained. (EIS) The Manhattan site is proposed as a With-Action 355’ tall, 20 wide
(actually 19'-1" wide with required seismic gaps, less if there are (likely) encroachments from adjacent
row houses on either side) with 91 rooms and 30,000sf. One issue is whether anyone would build such an
uneconomical, challenging structure with an aspect ratio of 18.7:1 or higher. Another issue is how this
super tall sliver building could be construed to marginally change the streetscape and view corridor, as
Figure 1, if taken from slightly further back and to the right, the nearly 40 story new Building would
completely obscure the view of the Chrysler Building.

Task 9: Natural Resources
No comment

Task 10: Hazardous Materials
The DEIS concludes that there would be no Mechanics’s for the city to measure, test for or mandate
remediation of hazardous materials. That conclusion seems to speak for itself.

Task 11: Water and Sewer Infrastructure

The DEIS concludes that no further study is needed. However, it identifies that With -Action conditions
with more than 250,000sf of commercial space in Manhattan would require a preliminary assessment on
waste water and storm water. Although the one tiny “prototypical” Manhattan site might comprise less, if
a significant portion of the identified 1,150 hotel rooms likely to move from M1 were substantially
concentrated in Manhattan, and if even more than this number were to be built as this Response says is
highly likely, the threshold for a preliminary assessment will have been breached.

Task 12: Solid Waste and Sanitation Services
No comment, other than to note that measuring waste product by number of hotel employees rather than
hotel guests seems like an odd way of measuring.



Task 13: Energy
No comment

Task 14: Transportation

This area is open to comments of various kinds, but this Response shall state the following: 1-the traffic
analysis avoids consideration of Uber and other ride sharing services, and by following outdated methods
is incorrect, 2- the DOT crash data is unreliable and likely incorrect, and 3-the consideration of the
amount of parking to be required relative to M1 districts and the eventual location of the relocated hotels,
combined with the parking requirement associated with that zoning, that the Final Scope and DEIS say
can not be determined will have a major impact on the traffic that is likely not appropriately addressed by
these non-prototypical “prototypical” sites, and 4-changes to parking requirements will likely alter the
traffic analysis, but parking changes are not considered. It should be noted that the parking requirements
can and should be reduced from current zoning it the traffic analysis is correct, or alternatively, that
analysis bears correction.

Task 15: Air Quality

The air quality analysis of the prototypical hotel sites outside M1, based on the assumption that such hotel
developments would occur in these locations instead of an M1 location if is rezoning is not implemented,
concludes that despite failing various criteria, the prototypical sites would not pose an air quality problem.
What is not studied is what will happen on the M1 sites that these hotels would have otherwise occupied.
Given the air quality problems permitted by M1 zoning and generated by a majority of the permitted uses
in M1, if hotels are to be relocated out of M1 and replaced by industrial and other related uses, as is the
stated intent of the rezoning, there needs to be a study of the deleterious effects of industrial uses, using
the reasonable worst case development scenario of all permissible noxious uses, to determine the impact
on air quality in those M sites. (EIS) Unlike the prototype examples for hotels that are meant to represent
hotels as a type, despite their lack of typical characteristics for hotel sites, the study of development of
industrial uses in M1 versus hotels with respect to air quality, given the Report and DEIS claim that hotels
have an unfair advantage and are displacing industrial uses in all types of M1 sites, should include all M1
sites that are under built for floor area (EIS), with a separate study that also includes all M1 sites in case,
as the Report suggests, hotels might be the highest and best use of M1 zoning area, in which case the
possibility of fully built M1 sites with industrial uses might be demolished and rebuilt as hotels, needs to
studied as well (EIS). Additionally, due to the proposed exemption for public purpose hotels, an air
quality study should be done to assess the incremental impact of public purpose hotels being surrounded
by new industrial uses instead of hotels.

Task 16: Greenhouse Gas Omissions and Climate Change

The DEIS concludes that for the prototypical sites used as hotels that otherwise would have been built in
M1, no greenhouse gas omissions or climate change issues RE posed for those sites. However similar to
the air quality analysis, this fails to assess the impact of the M1 sites that would be developed as industrial
uses instead of as hotels (EIS). It is obvious that such a study will show that industrial pose more
problems with respect to greenhouse gas omissions and climate change, will negatively impact the legal
nonconforming residential uses in M1 and the occupants of the public purpose hotels (who have higher
health risk issues than the residential population at large) , and should also include all M1 sites, under
built and fully built, similar to air quality studies requested above (EIS).

Task 17: Noise

The DEIS concludes that hotels developed on the prototypical sites in the With-Action scenario do not
pose a noise problem. No surprise. There need to be studies however, of the impact of industrial uses
supplanting hotel use at all M1 sites, and the corresponding increase in noise throughout all M1 districts



and sites, including the impact on existing legal and illegal residential occupants, loft law residential and
Jjoint live-work occupants, and occupants of public purpose hotels, including a more detailed analysis of
90 proposed sites in M1 for public purpose hotels (which may need to be selected as prototypical sites)
per the stated intention to build his number of public purpose hotels. (EIS)

Task 18: Public Health

The DEIS concludes that “no further analysis of public health is warranted.” However, there needs to be a
study of the incremental impact of industrial use at all M1 sites versus hotel use, including the impact on
legal and illegal residential occupants in M1, loft law occupants in M1, office workers in M1, and the
entire population of NYC, of the stated goals of building 1.4 billion square feet for industrial use that this
rezoning has as its stated goal. (EIS)

Task 19: Neighborhood Character

The DEIS that the proposed action does not “significant adverse impacts” to neighborhood character,
based upon the assumptions that hotel use is already permitted in the areas where new hotels in theory
will relocate and that the impact of such new hotels is limited to “approximately 1,150 more hotel rooms,
a six percent increase citywide”. As demonstrated previously in this Response”, the 1,150 hotel rooms
presumed to be the total output of hotel room for a period of ten years that would have been located in M1
in the No-Action scenario, is a false calculation. Therefore, the conclusion regarding neighborhood
character is based on false data. The Report claims that the proposed action will not increase industrial or
other jobs but rather “help ensure that job intensive industrial uses that currently exist in M1 districts are
able to remain”™. This claim should be backed by a study (EIS), as there is no study of the potential impact
of restricting hotels in M1 on industrial job growth or retention. This may be a similar situation to the
Garment Center, which attempted to preserve garment center uses from by prohibiting or penalizing
market rate uses, but which effort has been concluded to have failed to preserve the uses and jobs it
sought to preserve. The change in NYC industrial jobs from 1,000,000 in 1950 to 75,000 today, shows the
extreme difficulty of preserving such jobs and the relative insignificance of such jobs, at 2% of all jobs,
compared to other fields, such as hotels, which provide significantly more jobs than industry.
Additionally, there needs to be a study of the impact in each community board of the proliferation of new
public purpose hotels in M1 districts, that the With-Action scenario will proliferate throughout all M1
districts. Finally, it should be observed that the neighborhood character of M1 districts is a misnomer,
given that residential use, normally the predominant use in a neighborhood outside the business districts,
is illegal in M1 districts; that most M1 districts, excepting M1-6, are extremely ugly, run down, with high
vacancy rates, devoid of pedestrians and street life, and give the appearance of being part of a failed city,
including as a first impression of New York City to the millions of people arriving at our airports and
going by car to Manhattan through Long Island City.

Task 20: Construction

The DEIS concludes there will be no impact from construction activities because the construction period
for the prototypical hotels will be less than two years, the cutoff point for added analysis, and likely 1.5
years. This construction period should be applied to the 28,100 hotel rooms in construction as as the time
of measurement prior to September 2017, the last time the In-construction pipeline was measure. If one
assumes that the hotels in construction roughly on year ago were on average halfway through
construction, it suggests, lacking any data in this Report or elsewhere of the actual location of the 28,100
hotel rooms so an actual number can be determined rather than estimated, that more than half of those
hotel rooms have been completed and are now open and functioning as hotel rooms and are no longer in
the “in-construction pipeline”. It also suggests that the hotel rooms that were in the pre-construction
pipeline are now in construction and may even be close to completion, given the one year since this data
was assembled and the estimated 1.5 year completion time. Therefore, the count of in-construction and
pre-construction pipeline for hotel rooms should be redone (EIS).



Task 21: Mitigation

The DEIS concludes that “since the proposed action would not change any rules regulating as-of-right
development outside of M1 districts, such effects or differences would not be evaluated as or considered
to be significant adverse impacts under CEQR. As a consequence, no mitigation measure as are
warranted.” This conclusion should be taken to heart by CB1 in Manhattan, and other community boards,
that has rightly expressed concern that the hotel rooms that will no longer be as-of-right in M1 will, as the
Report states in this section and through out, this action “could result in shifting hotel development from
M1 districts to other locations where they will be permitted as-of-right”. The potential for significant
increase in hotels in specific areas is not considered in the Report. On the other hand, this Mitigation
section of the EIS states that hotels that apply for the proposed special permit “would need to assess and,
if warranted, disclose significant adverse impacts and possible mitigation measures...pursuant to a
separate environmental review”. This comment, that the currently as-of-right hotel use in M1 will be
subjected to environmental review would impose even more stringent requirements on such applicant
than the findings in the proposed zoning text, but suggests that such a high barrier to development will
make this Report’s prophesy that no more hotels (excepting for the homeless) will be built in M1 a likely
reality.

Task 22: Alternatives

The DEIS offers three alternatives for consideration, No-Action, M1-6 Exemption and Airport Inclusion.
The No-Action alternative description claims as a basis for opposing such alternative that “the types of
sites in M1 districts that could be developed with new hotels in the No Action condition are expected to
preclude potential siting opportunities for industrial businesses that have had difficulty finding sites or
opportunities to expand”. This statement, which seems to be a consequential portion of the attempt to
justity the need to stop hotel development in M1, is outright conjecture, because nowhere in the Final
Scope or DEIS is this subjected to analysis of any kind or assessed in any reasonable manner. In fact, the
opposite seems true, that there is no demand for siting new industrial businesses or expanding existing in
district businesses, as these industries have for the most part been in decline for decades, and the
businesses which still exist include a high percentage of warehouses, which notoriously provide very few
jobs compared to the large build areas and storage yards they occupy. The recently announced 1,000,000
sf mega-warehouse in Sunset Park shows both that hotels are not squeezing out viable new M1 uses and
that warehouses are even more likely than hotels to squeeze other uses, as this one proposed project is
about 250% the amount of floor area of all the hotel rooms (1,150 according to the Final Scope and DEIS)
that will be built in a No-Action alternative in all M1 districts in the city for the next ten years!

This section restates the frequently repeated contention through the Report that “it is impossible to predict
the universe of sites where development would be affected by the proposed action and the proposed

action is analyzed as a ‘generic action’.” The admission of impossibility in predicting the consequences of
the proposed rezoning should give pause to any such action, or at least spur more rigorous, complete and
open analysis by a group more capable of making predictions than the one who confesses to his task, and
presumable its results, being “impossible™. The generic action is a regulated category of land use that
avoids the more comprehensive and stringent analysis for a specific action. Given the admission that the
generic analysis can not predict the consequences of the proposed action, it is imperative that a non-

generic review with all pertinent data be conducted.

The DEIS conclusion regarding No Action, that “this alternative would not meet the proposed action’s
objective to allow for more balanced neighborhood growth and prevent conflicts with viable industrial
businesses in core industrial areas, while supporting the growth of other kinds of commercial uses.”, is
not substantiated by any data in the Report, and is sufficiently vague (more balanced neighborhood
growth) as to require further study of what is even meant here. At a minimum a study needs to be made of
the neighborhood characteristics of all M1 districts (EIS) to determine what these characteristics are and
what might represent “more balanced neighborhood growth™ and as to whether or not that is a desirable



and defensible objective given the failure to have any meaningful growth of any kind, recent hotels
excepted, since the onset of the Zoning Resolution in 1961 or even in decades before. This should be
accompanied by a study (EIS) of employment in M1 districts, analyzed on a site by site basis to determine
the level of employment at the many buildings, the pattern of employment at these sites for the last 10
years and as can be reasonably predicted for the next ten years per the Report’s build year 2028, the level
of wages, benefits, and job stability, percentage of union jobs, percentage of high paying jobs, vacancy
rate of existing buildings, percentage of site area that is vacant or only one story, locations of “core
industrial areas” and statistical comparison of these to non-core areas, etc.

The M1-6 Exemption alternative identifies that “M1-6 Zones tend to be denser and less industrial, which
makes potential land use conflicts less pronounced than in other M1 districts”, which should be sufficient
grounds for exempting M1-6 from the proposed rezoning altogether from before it was proposed in
September 2017 or when it was referred with modifications in April 2018, or at a minimum this DEIS
show have studied M1-6 districts independently, but instead the the very same sentence claims * there
remains a need to evaluate the appropriateness of hotels in M1-6 zones within the context of their
neighborhood.” The wording of this very interesting, as “remains a need” implies that a decision was
made a priori to include M1-6, which comports with accepted knowledge that the administration
determined prior to any analysis to create this restriction, that DCP study showed that it did not make
sense to include M1-6, which Aldo comports with common knowledge that DCP staff and their analysis
was opposed to including M1-6 9and indeed the entire M1 rezoning), but that a decision was made my
someone to keep M1-6 in the proposal because of a purported but completely unsubstantiated “need™ to
control hotel development in M1-6 despite having no basis or even including in this study the actual M1-6
situation. Certainly, a study of M1-6 (EIS) must be done given the DEIS conclusion that the M1-6 is
fundamentally different than all other M1 districts. This study should include the number of industrial
businesses and jobs in M1-6, the trend over the last 10 years and forecasted for the next 10 years until the
2028 build year, the percentage of SLCE and jobs that are industrial versus all other uses in M1-6, the air
quality, noise, hazardous materials and other environmental considerations due to industrial use in M 1-6,
the amount of residential use in M1-6, the other types of businesses in M1-6, which appears to be mostly
office and retail, more so than hotel or industrial, and to consider if industrial uses are appropriate in areas
that are largely office, hotel, residential and retail. The study should include an economic study of the
contribution of hotels and their economic activity in M1-6, including a comparison with the prior
conditions in M1-6 before the recent hotels were constructed over the last 20 years, for example West 26
Street in Manhattan that was known as the sewing machine repair shop street, with many ground floor
shops for sewing machine repair and nearly unused upper floors of deteriorated 3 and 4 story buildings ,
which were replaced by restaurants and approximately 20 story hotels with many more jobs and many
millions of added revenue for city businesses and cultural institutions.

Consequentially, the purported conclusion, purported because it has no basis in any of the materials that
were prepared and submitted to the public, that “an alternative that would allow as-of-right hotel
developments in M1-6 districts would not be fully consistent with the action’s purpose and need to
minimize potential land use conflicts as well as to ensure a balanced mix of uses.”, is both an admission
of a secret purpose that the “conclusion” was a “forgone conclusion™ and factually an OUTRIGHT LIE.

The Airport Areas Inclusion Alternate was also raised during the July 25™ public hearing, when it was
understood that although the Final Scope and the DEIS, exclude the Airport M1 zones form any analysis
as to the impact if they are INCLUDED, and instead argue that they should be EXCLUDED. As the DEIS
cites, special permits for hotels by the airports “will make the city airports less attractive”™ and “could be
inconsistent with the purpose and need of the proposed action as it could potentially hinder a strategic
objective of the City to ensure sufficient opportunities to support industrial, commercial, residential and
institutional growth remain.” As the Report notes, ‘there continues to be strong demand to accommodate
the increasing number of visitors to the City. It is projected that the number of passengers to the airport



will grow by at least 20% at the two airports by 2030. As a result, the areas around the airport will need to
continue to serve overnight visitors with accessory businesses such as auto rental companies and hotels.”
Occupancy at airport hotels, totally omitted from the Final Scope and the DEIS, is almost 100%, and is
occasionally over 100% when travelers use the room for part of a day and leave to make flights, and the
room is turned over to a second guest before next day check in. In fact, airport hotels are performing at all
time highs for rate and occupancy, aided by DHS use of vacant inventory on a last minute use basis. It is
understandable that a handful of residents in proximity to the M1 districts might oppose more hotels, but
his nimbyism only subverts the larger purposes of the City of New York and the 62.8 million visitors, and
the many businesses that depend on airport hotels to gather people in one city without incurring added
travel time than the actual flight itself and to “capture” those people in a separate setting. It is also ironic
that people who choose to live in very close proximity to airports, with the attendant noise, air pollution
and vehicular traffic, would oppose having some hotels, which are essentially quiet, inoffensive uses, and
which would decrease the amount of vehicular traffic through residential neighborhoods by having guest
remain next to the airport rather than driving through residential neighborhoods.

Task 23: Conceptual Analysis

The site selected for the conceptual analysis is one of the least prototypical sites that might be selected for
such analysis, a 100” wide x 92° deep vacant piece of land between Fifth Avenue and Union Square.
Moreover, the suffix district allows residential use as-of-right. As such, this site is probably unique in all
of NYC, as the only vacant piece of M1 land of such size and such high-end location with as-of-right
residential. It would be hard to pick a less likely site for consideration. Not only is it one of the only
vacant parcels of that size in a comparable location, a result of the current Owner’s very unique approach
to land use to never sell and generally never to build, it is further made very unique by the as-of-right
residential use and the Landmark District. The only logical development of his site would be as
residential condominiums. No owner who knows anything about the real estate market would spend one
to two years and $500,000 to $1,000,000 on land use attorneys to obtain a special permit to build a lower
profit hotel instead of the highest and best residential use which is as-of-right. Additionally, if one were to
consider a potential buyer of the site, which at market rate for as-of-right residential use of 46,000 sf at a
conservative $600 per buildable square foot (making it perhaps the most expensive M1 land on a per
square foot basis in all or NYC), so $27.6 million with the intention to apply for a special for hotel,
paying all cash because no lending institution would provide acquisition financing for uses that are not as-
of-right, and then holding the property vacant for two years, adding another $2.76 million is opportunity
cost to hold for two year (minus some parking income) plus taxes, legal and architectural and other fees
for a special permit, bringing the total cost over $30 million cash, for a potential use that might be
reflected all together or have special conditions imposed on it, exacerbated by the need to get approval
from Landmarks as well, and build a more expensive building to suit them, this is not something that
would happen in the real world. Residential as-of-right development, yes. Hotel special permit, no.
Clearly, the DEIS needs to provide different M1 sites for conceptual analysis. This should include M1-6
sites in Manhattan, M1-5 sites in Manhattan where residential is not permitted, M1-5 sites in LIC, and a
range of M1-1 and M1-2 sites. It should also include all recently built and in construction M1 hotels to
determine if the types of sites that actually do get built would receive special permits or not, and it should
include all pre-construction pipeline sites, to determine how the CPC would go about approving or
rejecting sites for hotel development that Owners have already substantial sums to acquire but which, if
they did not move quickly enough to be vested, they will lose their development opportunity and face
foreclosure. The Final Scope identifies the areas where the M1 hotels are seen to “proliferate”, such as
Long Island City, so conceptual analyses must be done for sites in these locations to be have any validity
as Conceptual Analysis for the proposed action.

Task 24: Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts



The DEIS states that “unavoidable significant adverse impacts are those that would occur if a proposed
project or Action is implemented regardless of the mitigation employed or if the mitigation is infeasible.”
The continually repeated calculation that only 1,150 hotel rooms will be needed in M1 districts for the
next ten years, and that these same 1,150 hotel rooms will get built in C districts instead, thereby
effectively conceding that few or perhaps zero special permits will ever be applied for or granted,
theoretically might come close to the Report’s conclusions if those 3 to 10 hotels do get built as the NYC
supply for the next 10 years, and if one discounts the consequential differences between M1 and C sites.

But what happens if the economy is good, hotel demand booms, and more hotels are needed, will special
permit hotel development happen in M1? Unlikely. Will there be more hotels in C districts? Perhaps, but
as observed previously, at a higher cost and higher rates. But most likely, the cost of staying in hotels will
skyrocket. This will price many travelers out the NYC market, making NYC unaffordable to the visitor,
and would qualify as a ‘significant adverse impact” where mitigation is “infeasible”.

What will happen even in the current climate if this rezoning is adopted? The appraised value for all
existing hotels will rise significantly, owners will refinance to cash out, and raise rates to cover increased
debt service. AirBnB will see many new and repeated customers, despite the recent city council action.
Tourism will decline. Tourist spending will decline with it, although perhaps if the tourists are all rich,
maybe tourist spending will not decline as much as the number of tourists. Business travel will decline.

If hotel development essentially shuts down, as this report forecasts and makes likely, if special permits
end all M1 hotel site acquisition and if relocation to expensive C sites does not occur, and then hotel rates
do skyrocket. perhaps we will see special permit applications of a type that this restriction minded DPC
might actually approve. It will be four years from site acquisition to opening a hotel, totally missing the
market the hotel was meant to serve.

However, the Final Scope ignores all of this, saying that, such effects or differences would not be
evaluated as or considered to be significant adverse impacts under CEQR. As a consequence, no
unavoidable significant adverse impacts were identified for the proposed action.” In other words, if
CEQR doesn’t force you to consider it, don’t.

Task 25: Growth-Inducing Aspects

The premise of this section of the DEIS is that because this is a restriction in M1 there is no growth
impact because there is no predicted growth in M1. This totally sidesteps the issue of the Report’s own
admission that growth will occur in as-of-right districts, to replace the decreases in M1 room for room in
C districts, over and above the hotel development that would have happened in C district in a No Action
condition. As measured in the areas where the projects will relocate, this seems to be the very definition
of growth. No wonder community boards with lots of C district land are having trouble with this rezoning
proposal.

Task 26: Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resource

The DEIS states "'the proposed action also constitutes an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
potential development sites as a land resource, as it thereby renders land use for other purposes
infeasible.” Effectively, the land in M1 is to be made infeasible for hotel development forever. We, our
children, and our grandchildren will rue the day that this mayor, this city council and this city planning
commission will cripple tourism and hospitality in New York City.



Additional Studies Required

Noted throughout this response are requests for additional study by DCP of issues that were not
sufficiently studied, incorrectly analyzed or omitted altogether. The list of these 101 Additional Studies,
noted as A#1 through A#101, follows:

A#1: study the “land use conflicts” created by and benefits to neighborhood character caused by hotel
development in M1 districts

A#2: study adding residential use as-of-right or by special permit in appropriate M1 districts, and study
the potential benefits to rezoning appropriate M1 areas to MX districts, allowing residential and mixed-
use as-of-right

A#3: study M1-3 and M1-5, 5.0 FAR zoning districts as a separate classification from lower density M
districts, with respect to creating a M1-3/M1-5 alternative.

A#4: study M1-6, 10.0 FAR zoning districts, as a separate classification than lower density zoning
districts and to be able to fully evaluate the M1-6 Exemption alternative offered in the DEIS.

A#5: study, or make public the study already done, for IBZ districts separate from all other M districts

A#6: study, or make public the study work done, in order to substantiate or deny the Draft and Final
Report Statement “as work on the special permit for Industrial,Business Zones progressed that a
regulatory mechanism regarding hotel development was needed also in other more mixed M zones
outside of IBZ’s”, including identifying the IBZ land area, the areas by M1/M2/M3 zones and their
defining characteristics, the amount built and under built under current zoning, the number of businesses
and jobs, the growth or decline in business activity over the last 10 years and forecasted over the next 10
years up until the 2028 build year, the potential for upzoning IBZ’s, the potential for adding more or
expanding existing IBZ’s, and the decision process to expand the hotel special permit limited to IBZ’s,
even though the study was not completed or made public, to all M1 districts

A#7: study all jobs in M districts, differentiate industrial, manufacturing, office, artists, and all other
numerically significant job categories, document the increase and decrease over the last 10 years and as
forecasted over the next 10 years until the 2028 build year, and provide a breakdown by zoning district,
location and relevant characteristics, such as the growth of working artists in Williamsburg and more
recently in Bushwick, the introduction of Co-working spaces and buildings, the percentage of warehouses
and number of jobs relative to building size as compared to manufacturing buildings and Co-working
buildings.

A#8: study, or provide extant relevant studies, on hospitality sector jobs in NYC, document the increase
and decrease over the last 10 years and as forecast for the next 10 years until the 2028 build year, in the
No Action condition. Compare the total number of hospitality jobs and total compensation for those jobs
to the total number of manufacturing jobs and total compensation for those jobs.

A#9: study the residential use in M districts, including the legal pre-existing residential uses created prior
to the zoning resolution and any amendments to RE one to M districts, the Article I, Chapter 5 loft law
conversions, including AIR buildings IMD buildings, residential coops, residential condominiums (such
as in Soho, Noto and Tribeca), and the substantial amount of illegal but existing residential use (such as
existed in SoHo, Noto, Tribeca, and Williamsburg before being grandfathered by DCP)



A#10: study the impact of this rezoning to increase industrial businesses and jobs on existing residential
use in M1, including studies of the impact of placing industrial businesses and jobs in direct adjacency to
existing legal residential units with maximum permitted noise, emissions and impact on air quality, use of
hazardous materials, generation of waste material, trash pickup and disposal of waste, vehicular
movement especially trucks and loading, potential for blocked sidewalks, security issues, demand for
corollary businesses and retail uses, and all other aspects of placing potentially noxious M1 uses next to
existing legal residential use in all M1districts (including Soho, Noto and Tribeca, but also Long Island
City, among others), as a reasonable worst case development scenario with respect to people living in M1
districts.

A#11: study the “neighborhood character” of M1 districts, including a photo survey to show how it
actually looks, and to categorize area by area, for example, vacant land, one story warehouses, one story
active manufacturing businesses, vacant buildings, two story and taller buildings, ground floor
transparency, curb cuts and loading docks, sidewalks often used for temporary storage, ground floor
windows and security grilles, noise levels during various times of day, hazardous materials used, smells,
noise from trucks and loading operations, documentation of non-manufacturing uses and the streetscape
for those uses as compared to manufacturing uses, street trees, signage, night lighting, police and crime
reports, etc.

A#12: study the impact of hotel development in the No Action condition versus the development of
industrial and manufacturing uses with up to the maximum air and noise emissions with respect to
encouraging and creating residential development in area currently zoned as M1, including the beneficial
impact of hotels in M1 with respect to future residential development, with respect to air and noise
emissions, street life including evening hours, foster retail and support services, providing eating and
drinking opportunities, and other beneficial aspects to having very similar population groups and needs
between hotels and residential and very dissimilar population groups and needs between manufacturing
and residential use.

A#13: study the demand for parking and the existing parking in M1 districts. Specifically, this study
should determine whether the parking requirements are excessive and, as they have not been studied
comprehensively or altered in many years, whether they are contrary to more recent mayoral objectives to
reduce private vehicular traffic. For example, office use is severely handicapped by onerous parking
requirements based upon an excessive requirement on a per square foot basis, while warehouse use,
because parking can be based on number of employees rather than square footage, can get away with very
limited parking even though there may be a need to park a considerable number of cars for users. The
study should include evaluation of the square feet of zoning area per parking spot for office and other
commercial uses, retail (in particular), industrial and manufacturing uses, and number of hotel guest
rooms per parking spot. Consideration should be given to location relative to subway stops, number of
quake feet per employee, and driving and parking activity for current uses, among other criteria. The
study should also consider how to help meet mayoral objectives to reduce private vehicular use. The
criteria of the study, and the results, should be incorporated into a revised DEIS.

A#14: study whether there exists a “proliferation” of hotels in M1 districts, including the percentage of
land area in M1 and the percentage of buildable floor area in M1 that are occupied by hotels, as this
Response has concluded that hotel development in M1 comprises less than 1% of both the available land
and the buildable floor area. This study should include a breakdown by submarket, by relationship to
mass transit, by proximity to Manhattan, by average daily rate(“ADR”), by number of rooms per hotel,
and shall include occupancy rates. The study shall also attempt to determine whether hotel use is indeed
“problematic”, given the shortfalls of the Draft and Final Scope in identifying any problematic conditions
that would merit requiring a special permit for hotels.



A#15: this study should evaluate if it is feasible to use the full FAR on 5.0 and 10.0 FAR M1 sites. The
study should include documentation of M1-3, M1-5 and M1-6 lots by submarket, range of lot sizes and
average lot size by submarket, massing studies for small, average and large lots using as-of-right height
and setback regulations, including alternate front setbacks and tower regulations for hotel, office,
industrial and manufacturing uses.

A#16: this study should determine the typical and categories of lot sizes in M1-1 and M1-2 districts,
relative feasibility of using the permitted 1.0 and 2.0 FAR on those lot sizes and whether or not lot
combinations might be needed to facilitate development of the full FAR for a variety of uses. The study
should specifically evaluate if hotels have an advantage over industrial and manufacturing uses for small
lots in these districts, or not.

A#17: a study of parking capability on all M1 sites, as opposed to parking demand as itemized in A#13,
needs to be conducted. The physical configuration of parking, especially self-parking on M1 sites, given
the constraints of M1 uses, for example having the entire ground floor for industrial use, make meeting
the parking requirements very difficult. This is compounded by the problems unearthed by cellar parking,
where high water tables and hazardous materials in the soils and water, add cost, time and problems to
parking conundrum.

A#18: the proposed rezoning should provide detailed maps of every M1 district at a larger scale showing
the streets included, excluded and the boundaries with specificity and legibility.

A#19: a study of conflicts posed by hotel development in M1 should be conducted to determine if such
conflicts exist, and if it exists if the conflict is posed by the hotel or by other businesses, and if such
conflict can be mitigated short of stopping as-of-right M1 hotel development altogether. The study should
also examine MX districts, which permit hotels and industrial uses, plus residential, do determine if such
conflicts also exist in these districts, and if perhaps more conflicts exist due to the added residential use.
The study should also include loft dwelling and existing legal residential in M1 districts to see if they
have conflicts with other uses in M1, and how those conflicts are mitigated, given that these residential
uses already in M1, and in some cases in large numbers.

A#20: study operating hotels in M1 to determine if their condition and performance are consistent with
the Final Scope assumptions about the next group of hotels with respect to “harming™ the functions of
industrial and manufacturing businesses

A#21: as study of jobs should identify and compare the average number of jobs in a one story industrial,
manufacturing or warehouse use and the number of hospitality jobs in a hotel in a M1-3, M1-5 or M1-6
district on a lot of the same size.

A#22: a study of hotels in M1 districts with moderate or even no industrial activity areas, including
number of existing hotels and hotels in the In-construction and Pre-construction pipeline, number of guest
rooms in those categories, types of uses in the area, an analysis of conflicts posed by existing hotels,
amount of residential use in the area, guest profile for existing hotels, and rate and occupancy for the
existing hotels and projected for the pipeline hotels

A#23: a study of M1 areas in Brooklyn and Queens to determine if they have evolved to meet the
growing retail, office and entertainment needs of the adjacent residential districts

A#24: a study of the concentration of hotels and tourism-related uses in neighborhoods that could support
a broad mix of uses in some M1 districts



A#25: A study should be conducted to show how special permits for specific uses have impacted
development of such uses in the past, to see what the projected impact of such zoning change might be for
hotels in M1

A#26: a study of the “need for diverse business uses in the neighborhood” in M1 districts,

A#27: a study of the risk of creating unduly uniform character of tourist uses: in M districts

A#28: a study of residential use in M1, including pre-existing legal non-conforming residential, Article I
Chapter 5 conversions, Interim Multiple Dwellings (“IMD’s), ZR74-711 conversions in Landmark
buildings and districts, and illegal residential use, as occurring in all M1 and as specifically occurring in
M1-6 districts, and M1-5, including M1-5A and M1-5B, districts in Manhattan below 59" Street.

A#29: study the possibility of rezoning some M1 land to a C district, to facilitate the development of less
noxious uses, and to permit residential and hotel as-of-right, and giving existing M uses grandfathered
legal non-conforming status

A#30: provide a map that is further developed to clearly shows the boundaries of relevant districts and to
calculate the percentage of New York City that is zoned for hotels as-of-right in the stipulated categories:
1) commercial districts, 2) light manufacturing districts, 3) mixed-use districts/Paired M/R, 4) Publicly-
owned & other infrastructure/utilities, and 5) Total area where hotels are permitted as-of-right as a
percentage of entire New York City, expressed in percent.

A#31: study how much land actually does permit hotels as-of right, including a paired map and
calculation that shows the proposed change in area permitting hotels as-of-right, including a calculation of
the percentage decrease in land area permitting hotels as-of-right city wide compared to today

A#32: provide calculations to demonstrate the predicted changes, divided out to show the percentage
change by borough and by community board and demonstrate the impact and how it is apportioned to
various areas of the city, for example are some community boards affected more than others, etc., and
including a high, medium and low impact scenario for all developments

A#33: provide an upgraded scaled map for Figure 11, with marked location and boundaries of such
districts, should also be upgraded to provide the same type of information as requested for Figure 10 .

A#34: provide the inception dates of each of the restricted special permit zoning districts should be
illustrated, and the number of hotels created in each of those areas since the special permit was created. If
such a number is zero, or close to zero, or even some significant change from the years prior to such
special permit enactment, the environmental impact for each of these, covering a 10 year period prior and
up to the present since enactment

A#35: provide a study illustrating the results of special permit hotel and other uses over the last ten years.
and analyzing them on a case-by-case basis and as relates to this proposed action of a city-wide special
permit, as a means to help understand what this proposed action might look like over the next 10 years
and beyond.

A#36: study the criteria for granting special permits for M1 hotels on “appropriate sites, based on
reasonable considerations regarding opportunities for the future siting of a permitted use on the site and
the achievement of a balanced mix of use and jobs in the area”, such as 1) definition of “appropriate”, 2)
time frame for future (for example, how much of the M1 land has been underbuilt from the beginning of



the 1961 zoning until today, how much has been built in the last 10 years as a percentage of the total
buildable, 3) how much is projected to be built in the next 10 years under this proposal and in a No
Action scenario, 4) the uses of the developments completed and projected, 5) the impact on NYC of such
special permits (for example, the impact on hotels prices and affordability of a visit to NYC, number of
visitors, etc.), 6) the impact for jobs in the area (for example, do hotels produce more or fewer jobs than
previously on the sites where they are being built, and what are the projected jobs being created on the
site if a hotel special permit is denied, etc.

A#37: a study on the differentiation of CPC special permit as applied to industrial M1 or mixed-use M1
to provide clear criteria as to what constitutes ground for granting or denial of such special permit for
each of these should be required. An alternate study should determine if it makes sense to change the
designations of M1 districts to add suffixes that differentiate “industrial” M1 from “mixed-use” M1.

A#38: a study to determine if the special permit would also still allow for hotels to serve the needs of the
tourism industry should include documentation of the needs of the tourism industry, and a mechanism for
tourism industry interests to be represented in any future special permit applications. And assess the
potential for the tourism industry to be severely damaged by a special permit process that is
commandeered by local forces and recommend appropriate mechanisms put in place to avoid negative
impact to entire range of business interests dependent on tourism.

A#39: a separate study needs to address the time frame for a special permit, as the one or two year or
more process for most existing special permits is likely to be at odds with the hotel cycle, as the long
special permit process may effectively block projects whose market conditions worsen during the review
years even if those projects would have been approved

A#40: a study of an expedited special permit process, say a 60-day total review period from date of filing
to date of decision

A#41: study the proposed exemption for public purpose transient hotels that “primarily” provide
“temporary” housing for the homeless needs s study to determine what other non-primary uses will
qualify as public purpose

A#42: study corollary uses for homeless housing uses may be included as accessory use, such as medical
clinics, drug treatment, job training, soup kitchens, etc.

A#43: study the amount of homeless housing likely to be developed in M1 if commercial hotels are
effectively blocked by the special permit process and compare to “Turning the Tide” and its intention to
end shelter in “commercial hotels”, including the ramifications to the proposed expedited avenue for
building hotels as homeless housing in M1 districts throughout the city, with limited or ono public
review.

A#44: study the potential for “temporary” housing for the homeless to become permanent, including all
effects of such “temporary” use and the duration of such uses

A#45: study to confirm if sites that can be developed as hotels at the airports are already developed as
hotels, and if there is any potential for needed additional hotel rooms at the airports

A#46: study airport hotels including the effects of putting travelers in places with tremendous noise from
aircrafts and the deleterious effects of cargo handling, vehicular movement, security and other airport
related impacts



A#47 study the buffer between the airports and the residential neighborhoods, and the impact of
concentrating any potential hotel development on these residential neighborhoods

A#438: study the political influence of the hotel unions in its attempt to curb free market competition with
non-union hotels.

A#49: study the AirBnB market, and its impact on the hotel marker, including the impact of the recent
change in regulations regarding AirBnB.

A#50: study the possibility of a more limited action that involves significantly less than 45% of all
permitted hotel sites in the entire city, perhaps to achieve the highest priority but not all objectives, and by
observing a smaller study area and the impact of the special permit provisions in that area, to minimize
the possibility that larger scale proposal will have unintended negative consequences

A#51: study the impact of the shift in location of hotels from M1 to C districts on local businesses

A#52: study the impact of the shift if location of hotels form M1 to C districts to displace residents and
drive up the residential rents, and the impact of the move to increase hotels prices

A#53: study the 61 hotels in development today, plus the others noted in the In-construction and Pre-
construction pipeline to predict as best as possible which sites hotels may be proposed or not proposed
under No-Action and With-Action scenarios

A#54: study the As-of-Right areas in detail for all relevant potential development sites to determine the
RWCDS for No-Action and With-Action development to determine the impact of increasing hotel
development in these areas to compensate for the reduction in the special permit areas

A#55: redo the study of developable land and floor area to include the existing condition, including a
count of existing floor area and floor area ratio, a determination as to which of the sites may be
development sites based upon the existing floor area and other relevant conditions, and to recalculate the
amount of developable area excluding existing built sites that are unlikely to be altered substantially

A#56: study the reasons for the “surge” in hotels in general and M1 hotels in particular, including land
prices, rate and occupancy levels, construction costs, and the relative weakness of the residential real

estate market

A#57: study the amount of unbuilt M1 floor area relative to the total permitted, and compare to other
zoning districts, and compare the amount of floor area being built as hotel compared to total buildable
floor area in M1

A#58: provide a list of all pipeline hotels and cross reference relative to buildable M1 land area and floor
area by borough and submarket

A#59: study whether the Manhattan pipeline hotels are sufficiently different from the other boroughs to
determine if a separate Draft Scope and Final Scope and DEIS needs to be prepared exclusively for
Manhattan M1 districts

A#60: a study of hotel room development in M1 versus C districts. This must include a study of land
prices in C districts, which will likely show an inverse relationship between land prices and new hotel
rooms. This should also include the number of sites being sold and/or developed for residential in C
districts and if residential development has displaced hotel development in C districts due to residential



development paying higher land prices and realizing higher returns. The study should include analysis as
to how increases in hotel development in C districts will occur given the economics of C versus M
districts, if there will be no decrease in hotel development due to the Proposed Action. The study should
look at increasing the FAR of C districts throughout NYC to increase the number of future hotel rooms to
accommodate the proposed shift.

A#61: provide statistics of annual hotel land and buildable square footage over the last 10 or projected
next 10 years on a year by year basis

A#62: study the "modest" difference between Existing and No-Action Conditions

A#63: study the likelihood of the With-Action condition losing some future hotel development to New
Jersey

A#64: a study comparing the relative performance of MX versus M1 should be conducted

A#65: study each of the identified districts for the expected development under a No-Action scenario, and
then under the impact of the Proposed Action.

A#66: expand Table 9 to include the average cost per buildable square foot for each of the identified sub-
districts in each of the C, M1 and MX zoning districts.

A#67: provide a chart keyed to Table 9 that indicates the amount of floor area already built and the
amount remaining, in each identified category

A#68: study the beneficial effects of hotel development under the No Action condition

A#69: study the hotel room rates, occupancy, supply and demand in an impartial way, as indicated by the
LWHA Analysis, and provide comparison to major cities in the United States

A#70: study the hotel brands for M1 and all zoning districts, including the ones that are being built and
the ones are not being built to market impediments, and the potential for further development of both the
brands that are being built and not being built, and as cross refenced with loyalty programs and stated
brand preferences of American and international travelers

A#71: study the impact of hotel development on C districts on the viability of relocating M1 hotel
development to C districts

A#72: study the New Jersey and Long Island hotel markets to determine if they will have any impact on
the NYC market in the With-Action condition

A#73: study JLL’s June 2018 “Empire State of Mind, New York Hotel Market Report” which states that
a there is a growing shortfall of hotel rooms and directly contradicts the Final Scope and DEIS.

A#74: provide the entire list of all hotels in the pipeline, both In-construction and Per-Construction,
update it to August 2018, including completion of construction, transition from Pre- to In-Construction,
and add all hotels that have entered the Pre-construction category

A#75: study what will happen to M1 sites where hotel development was intended, in the Pre-Construction
pipeline, or stalled In-construction pipeline, including sites acquired and/or moving into the hotel
development process, if hotels are no longer as-of-right



A#76: study a special permit for noxious activities of as-of-right uses in M1
A#77: study why current zoning has led to near stagnation of all development except hotels

A#78: study the environmental impact of hazardous and contaminated material existing in M1 districts if
such sites are not remediated and built

A#79: modify Table 21 to account for existing built conditions likely to remain and not be available for
development

A#80: modify table 22 to account for existing built conditions likely to remain and not be available for
development

A#81: provide more detailed figures, similar to maps commented on previously, with sufficient
information and demarcations

A#82: study land prices for hotel development over the last 10 years and project for the next 10 years to
build year 2028

A#83: study hotel development in M1 with respect to price as compared to hotel development in other
districts

A#84: study hotel development in M1 with respect to brand, and the differences in type from hotels being
developed in other districts

A#85: interview the major hotel developers, architect, lenders, brokers, operators, and brands to get direct
information from the people making the hotels, and compare that information to the conjectures in the
Final Scope and DEIS

A#86: study why there are zero special permits and zero applications for special permits for hotels

A#87: study the relationship of the HTC and other special interest groups in creating the Proposed Action
and as might be the case if the Proposed Action is adopted

A#88: update the status of all hotel development to August 2018, with relevant changes to the pipeline,
the number of rooms in operation, the AirBnB submarket, occupancy and RevPAR.

A#89: study the lending environment for hotels, which has contracted and has negatively impacted the
hotel development pipeline, and role of lenders, which acts as a market corrective to changes in the hotel
market

A#90: study whether or not the 1,150 M1 rooms projected for the next 10 years in the No Action
condition, and that are projected to be built in C districts instead in the With Action condition, is a
reasonable project for all of NYC for the next 10 years

A#91: update Table 23 and the related text for any revisions to A#90 and the adjusted predicted supply
for M1 over the next 10 years in the No Action condition

A#92: study construction cost for hotels in low rise M1 districts versus low and high rise C districts, and
the impact on hotel development if it moves from M1 to C districts



A#93: study the character of ground floor use for hotels versus manufacturing and industrial uses

A#94: study land cost in M1 versus C districts, including in adjacent C districts to M1 that are represented
to be the new locations for hotels moving from M1 sites

A#95: study the size of the hotels proposed to relocate from M1 to C districts, and whether 50 rooms is an
appropriate cut off for assessing different sizes and results

A#96: study the reasons for little new construction or rehabilitation in M1 districts

A#97: study new developments that are not hotel, such as the Sunset Park 1,000,000 st warehouse
announced recently.

A#98: study the comment the “city must retain as-of-right building paradigm to remain competitive.”

A#99: study the prediction that hotels will move from M1 to areas such as “Brooklyn South, Brownsville,
along Broadway and/or Northern Crown Heights”. Including for these locations, an EIS to determine the
impact of such predicted relocation of hotels to these neighborhoods, which, unlike M1 districts, contain
substantial residential population including substantial minority, low income and at risk population
groups.

A#100: analyze a arrange of current and recent hotel projects to understand the environmental impact

A#101: provide the raw data for the 240 pipeline hotels to determine what might be prototypical and “to
ensure that the potential impacts of any development are entirely understood and analyzed™.

Appendix A: Photos
See attached photos of streetscape in typical M1 district



STREETSCAPE!
Oth Street between 38th Avenue, LIC
August 2018







. STREETSCAPE
9th Street and 38th Avenue, LIC
* February 2018




STREETSCAPE

LIC |

(0]
=
C
()
>
<
L
et
<
<
©
ez
@©
-
D
(]
e
e
7))
=
el
o
h VR

(0@
-
o
AN
et
9P
=
(®))
=7
<




O
2l
e!
s )
z3
W
o
g
et
4
4
©
C
(©
e
)
)
f
(0p)
H o
)
o
i BT

STREETSCAPE
August 2018



T

- T D r’c.}.?‘:\ “.A ¥

N STREETSCAPE |
11th Street between 37th Avenue, LIC
August 2018




STREETSCAPE _
12th Street and 40th Avenue, LIC §
May 2018 S




STREETSCAPE
Van Dam Street, LIC
April 2018

R




From: Public Hearing Comments (Do not reply) [mailto:PublicComments_DL@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2018 9:17 AM

To: Jacquelyne Sunwoo (DCP) <JSunwoo@planning.nyc.gov>; CitywideComments_DL
<CitywideComments_DL@planning.nyc.gov>

Subject: Comments re: N 180349 ZRY - M1 Hotel Text Amendment

Re. Project: N 180349 ZRY - M1 Hotel Text Amendment

o Application Number: N 180349 ZRY
e Project: M1 Hotel Text Amendment
e Public Hearing Date: 07/25/2018
Borough: CW

o Community District: CW

Submitted by:

Name: Gene Kaufman
Zip: 10003

| represent:

- Myself

Details for “I Represent™: Hotel Architect

My Comments:
Vote: | am opposed

Have you previously submitted comments on this project? No
If yes, are you now submitting new information? No

I have attended or will attend the City Planning Commission's Public hearing on this project:
Yes

Additional Comments:
Please see attached report



From: Public Hearing Comments (Do not reply) [mailto:PublicComments DL@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2018 5:59 PM

To: Jacquelyne Sunwoo (DCP) <JSunwoo@planning.nyc.gov>; CitywideComments DL
<CitywideComments_DL@planning.nyc.gov>

Subject: Comments re: N 180349 7RY - M1 Hotel Text Amendment

Re. Project: N 180349 ZRY - M1 Hotel Text Amendment
o Application Number: N 180349 ZRY
e Project: M1 Hotel Text Amendment
e Public Hearing Date: 07/25/2018

e Borough: CW
e Community District: CW

Submitted by:

Name: Gene Kaufman
Zip: 10003

| represent:

© Myself

Details for “I Represent™: Hotel Architect

My Comments:
Vote: | am opposed

Have you previously submitted comments on this project? Yes
If yes, are you now submitting new information? Yes

I have attended or will attend the City Planning Commission's Public hearing on this project:
Yes

Additional Comments:
Attached please find the third of three documents submitted in opposition.
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As the 40th Annual NYU International Hospitality Investment Conference approaches, it is timely to focus our attention on the
conference’s host city and shed light on the current state of New York. This report reflects our views on the New York lodging market
and our outlook for the remainder of 2018.

New York’s strong economic fundamentals and positive lodging demand growth have fueled the market’s
notable RevPAR performance in early 2018

New York benefits from a mature and relatively stable economy. After the Great Recession of 2008, the Big Apple’s economy

has evolved and become even more diversified, with companies now spanning technology, healthcare, education and
professional business services. In fact, New York’s total employment in the securities industry declined by 11.3% in 2017 relative
to 2000 levels and according to Moody’s Analytics, the market has increased its overall employment diversity to .69, with 1.0
representing the most diverse economy. The city’s economic diversity has made it less susceptible to systematic shifts in

any one industry i.e. financial services. As a result, in 2017, New York’s unemployment rate dropped to 4.3%, the lowest level
achieved over the past decade.
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Strength in the national and local economy, increasing disposable income and long overdue vacations spurred growth in visitation
to New York in 2017, as the market observed 3.9% growth in domestic travel. And despite concerns over U.S. political rhetoric
hindering international visitation to major gateway markets across the country, a weaker dollar coupled with NYC & Company’s -
New York’s tourism marketing agency - New York City Welcoming the World campaign, helped international visitation to New York
increase 3.4% in 2017. Robust visitation has translated to strong demand levels, with YTD April RevPAR growth of 4.7%. At year-end
we expect sustained positive RevPAR growth, after two consecutive years of decline.
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Transformational real estate development across New York bodes well for hotel room absorption, with some
submarkets potentially facing an under supply of rooms over the next five years

Major development is rapidly taking place throughout New York ~ Hudson Yards/Manhattan West Mega-developments
with transformational projects changing the market’s landscape. =

As a testament to this stands Hudson Yards, which is situated g G L

in the Midtown West submarket. The development currently
represents the largest private real estate development in the
history of the United States and the largest development in New
York since the Rockefeller Center. Other additions to Midtown
West include the Manhattan West District and Moynihan Station,
which should all be fully delivered by 2022.

Transformative redevelopments are also occurring in Midtown
East and Downtown, all of which will elevate each respective
neighborhood’s profile. In the Midtown East submarket is the
under construction One Vanderbilt. This 1.7 million gross square
foot office skyscraper will stand next to Grand Central Terminal
and will represent the second tallest building in the city upon
completion. Lower Manhattan is also being rejuvenated and is
expecting the delivery of 3 World Trade Center by year end. The ~ Source:JLL

World Trade Center hub and memorial have recently been activated and millions of square feet of retail have been added such as
Pier 17.

These unprecedented developments create a dynamic where submarkets previously concerned with increasing hotel room supply
may become under supplied over the next five years.
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Submarket Class A Office Space (SF) Total Rooms (2018F) S

Hotel Room
Downtown 59,025,884 10,198 5,788
Midtown 194,123,281 75,143 2,583
Midtown South 38,337,180 15,194 2,523
Uptown 1,698,574 4,463 381

Existing + Under Construction Class A Office Space vs. 2021 Hotel Rooms

Class A Office Space  Existing + Under Construction

SIfEe: Under Construction (SF) Class A Office Space Tl o 200 1) Hotel Reom
Downtown 2,861,402 61,887,286 10,606 5,835
Midtown 10,964,854 205,088,135 79,079 2,593
g’;”t ’r’;iam/ Garment 7,139,745 26,133,699 19,867 1,315
Midtown South 1,562,411 39,899,591 16,895 2,362
Uptown 169,131 1,867,705 4,463 418

1The 7.1 million square feet of Class A office space under construction in the Penn Plaza / Garment District accounts for the development of 1 Manhattan West, 30
Hudson Yards, 441 Ninth Avenue, 55 Hudson Yards and Moynihan Station, all of which JLL classifies as part of the Hudson Yards / Midtown West mega-developments.
Source: JLL, Costar
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The first trimester in New York is typically the most challenging period in the market, as evidenced by the tepid growth RevPAR
has observed in each of the last four years during this period. However, solid performance in both ADR and occupancy have
spurred growth to date, underscoring the market's road to recovery.

RevPAR performance to date suggest new supply additions are slowing and being absorbed

We expect for RevPAR growth to become more pronounced in 2019 and 2020, as less rooms are anticipated to be delivered over
these two years than are projected to be delivered in 2018 alone.
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Tapering supply growth and strong demand fundamentals create opportunity for operators to improve margins

JLL analyzed 90 P&L statements of hotels situated in New York City from 2013 to 2017 and the data suggest that gross operating
profit (GOP) performance bottomed in 2016. Performance in 2017 started trending upward and performance in 2018 is off to a
promising start driven by YTD April 2018 demand growth of 6.1%. Over the analyzed period, we noted that GOP is more sensitive
to changes in RevPAR than supply and that on average when RevPAR shifts one percentage point (negative or positive direction),
GOP will shift a corresponding three percentage points.

As such with sustained improvement in demand fundamentals and muted supply growth, the market will gain more rate integrity,
resulting in positive RevPAR growth and stabilized margins at year-end.

New York Hotels’ Operating Performance

E New York Supply % Change B RevPAR % Change in New York Upper-Tier Hotels i Total Gross Operating Profit % Change
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Source: JLL, STR
Note: Analysis pertains to a sample of 90 P&L statements of upper-tier hotels situated in New York City from JLLs internal database
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New York transaction volume to reach robust levels supported by acquisitions from private equity and New York
centric owners/developers

With YTD April hotel sales of $1.9 billion, New York’s hotel transaction volume is nearly seven times the volume achieved during
the same period in 2017. The drivers behind the extraordinary level to date are the sale of Edition Times Square for $1.53 billion
(inclusive of retail and signage) and the disposition of W Hotel New York for $190 million.

Since 2017 capital in the market has primarily originated from domestic private equity and New York centric owners/development
companies, accounting for 84.0% of acquisitions. However, over the past five years, foreign investors have acquired nearly $10
billion in New York hotels. As such, we expect cross border investment to pick up throughout the remainder of the year as the
product quality brought to market continues to improve.
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Opportune time to invest in New York hotels

Hotel transaction values on a per-room basis peaked in 2015. The twelve-month moving average price per room is currently at
approximately 80% of the level seen in early 2015, indicating that hotels in New York are currently transacting at multi-year lows.
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Source: JLL

Note: Data is represented in a weighted 12-month moving average, excludes portfolio transactions and single-asset transactions above $1.0 billion. January 2015
weighted 12-month moving average equals 100%

Hot debt markets

The hospitality debt markets are performing well and notwithstanding New York’s elevated supply pipeline, lenders such as
commercial banks, insurance companies, debt funds and CMBS, remain interested in financing New York hotels. And while they
remain selective on construction loans, lenders have been active on opportunities with in-place cash flow or assets that have
significant value-add components. Lenders are also offering financing at extremely low debt yields, but at price per room levels
that provide significant comfort that the loans are well-secured by the inherent value of the real estate. Further, indicators
suggest that the current economic expansion is only accelerating as the effects of the recently passed tax legislation have yet

to be felt. This dynamic bodes well for the debt markets and as such, in the second half of 2018 we anticipate additional spread
compression, greater liquidity available in the market and more aggressive underwriting and loan structures.

9
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From 2013 to YTD April 2018, New York has recorded $17.3 billion worth of single-asset sales, placing it ahead of other major
gateway markets such as London, Paris and Hong Kong.

Single-asset tranaction volume 2013-YTD April 2018
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: Date T Iaroperty Ro.oms Price Price per Key
Dec-17 The James Hotel 114 $66,250,000 $581,000 Thor Equities Prudential Real Sub-3%
New York SoHo Estate Investors

Oct-17 The Standard High Line 338 Confidential ~ Confidential Confidential Confidential Sub-4%
New York

Aug-17 Nyma Hotel 171 $52,000,000 $304,000 Capstone Equities Apple Core Hotels 5.2%

Jan-17 Club Quarters 289 $95,000,000 §329,000 McSam Hotels Rockwood 7.5%

Wall Street Capital, LLC

Jul-17 Morgans Hotel 117 $37,000,000 $316,000 The Kash Group FelCor Lodging Sub-0%
New York TrustIncorporated

Source: JLL

N T S R

Property Loan Amount
Dec-17 The James Hotel $44,000,000
Nov-17 Westin Times Square $312,000,000
Oct-17 Crosby Street & Whitby Hotels $125,000,000
Aug-17 Nyma Hotel New York $40,000,000
Aug-17 Royalton Hotel $36,370,000
Total $557,370,000
Source: JLL
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july 18, 2018 2126

BY HAND

Marisa Lugo, Chair

New York City Department of City Planning
120 Broadway

New York, New York 10271

RE: ULURP number 180349ZRY
30 West 39" Street Hotel, Manhattan

Dear Chair Lugo:

| represent 26 West 39" LLC, the owner of the hotel to be constructed at 30 West 39" Street in
Manhattan (the “39™ Street Hotel”). | hereby request that the Department of City Planning/City
Planning Commission amend the proposed Section 42-111 of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment for
Hotels in M1 Districts (the “Hotel Text Amendment”) to extend, until the date that the City Planning
Commission (the “Commission”) adopts the Hotel Text Amendment, the date by which hotels that
receive a building permit or partial permit prior to the adoption of such text amendment may start or
continue constructian,

The 39" Street Hotel will be a transient hotel located in an M1 zoning district on West 39™
Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues. The owner has been working on constructing the 39" Street
Hotel since February 2014, when it began to assemble the properties and air rights that are included in
the zoning lot comprising the 39" Street Hotel, completing the assemblage in 2016. Design of the hotel
began in 2015 and the owner began the process of obtaining a building permit, filing the eFiling Job
Application cover sheet with the New York City Department of Buildings (“DOB") on December 28, 2016.
The DOB process was delayed when the former architect closed its offices, but in February 8, 2018, the
owner obtained from DOB zoning approval (approval of its Zoning Diagram), with foundation approval
ohtained on April 27, 2018. The owner expects to obtain a foundation permit shortly.

As described above, the construction of the 39™ Street Hotel has been in process for more than
4 years, commencing at least 3 years before the Hotel Text Amendment was presented to the public and
4 years before certification of the Hotel Text Amendment by the Commission. As early press reports
about a special permit for hotels indicated the special permit would be for hotels in Industrial Business
Districts, the owner confirmed in early 2017 that the site was not in an IBZ. The owner has pursued its
DOB application diligently and spent significant sums of money pursuing an as of right development.

There is no certainty that the 39™ Street Hotel could obtain a special permit pursuant to the
Hotel Text Amendment, even if the owner were to apply for one; in any case, it would significantly delay
construction and increase costs. If the owner is unable to establish vested rights as of the date that the
Hotel Text Amendment is approved by the City, the owner will likely not pursue development of the 39"

555 Madison Avenue ® 6th Floor * New York, New York 10022
Telephone (212) 883-1700 » Facsimile (212) 883-8883
www.dsllp.com
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the 39" Street Hotel. This would result in a loss of approximately 200 construction jobs over the 28
maonth construction timeline and more than 300 jobs in the hotel operation, food service and related
industries that the hotel expects to employ. There would also be an estimated tax loss to New York City
and State of approximately $5,000,000 annually, including the New York City Hotel Room Occupancy
Tax, the New York City Hotel Room Occupancy Fee, the New York State Hotel Unit Fee, and New York
City and State sales taxes.

The DEIS on which the Commission is relying in considering the Hotel Text Amendment does not
demonstrate that there is a need for the proposed special permit, particularly not for hotels that are
under construction. The DEIS assumed a growth rate of tourists beginning in 2016 of approximately
1.7% annually; in fact, New York City visitors grew by 4.7% from 2016 to 2017. The New York City
Comptroller’s Quarterly Economic Update for the First Quarter of 2018 states that the hospitality market
increased by 2.7% over the same period in 2017. The DEIS discusses the increase of 300,000 jobs in
NYC since 2014 to demonstrate the need for additional commercial space, but fails to mention the
industries in which such growth occurred. A report from the New York State Comptroller’s Office
indicates that since 2009, the leisure and hospitality industry has accounted for one-fifth of job growth,
with only small changes in the manufacturing sector. The continued growth in Airbnb further
demonstrates the demand for accommodations for visitors. There is a shortage of land for many uses,
particularly residential uses, throughout many parts New York City; if that is really a concern, perhaps
M-1 zones should be rezoned to allow residential uses. But this is not evidence that hotels should be
limited, particularly in Manhattan, where manufacturing will not be returning. The current proposed
changes to the Special Garment Center District is further evidence of this.

The owner has invested significant sums of money to undertake the construction of the 39"
Street Hotel and should be allowed to continue construction of a hote! where there is no evidence that
such construction is a problem for the City and a special permit is needed to limit hotels. Therefore, we
request that the date by which a building permit or partial permit must be obtained be extended to
allow the as of right construction of the 39" Street Hotel.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and please let me know if you have any questions.
We would appreciate the opportunity to speak with you about this issue.

Sincerely yours,

Robin A. Kramer

Cc: Purnima Kapur
Jacquelyne Sunwoo

4821-2954-4808, v. 2
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TESTIMONY OF ARMANDO MORITZ-CHAPELLIQUEN
BEFORE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
REGARDING THE HOTEL TEXT AMENDMENT

July 25,2018
Good morning. Thank you commissioners for the opportunity to testify.

My name is Armando Moritz-Chapelliquen and I am the Campaign Coordinator for Equitable Economic
Development with the Association for Neighborhood and Housing Development (ANHD). ANHD is a
membership organization of NYC- neighborhood based housing and economic development groups- CDCs,
affordable housing developers, supportive housing providers, community organizers, and economic
development service providers. Our mission is to ensure flourishing neighborhoods and decent, affordable
housing for all New Yorkers. We have over 100 members throughout the five boroughs who are working
alongside communities to create economic opportunity and developed over 100,000 units in affordable housing,.

Overall Support for Hotel Text Amendment

As part of the Industrial Jobs Coalition, a citywide alliance of policy advocates, community organizations, and
business service providers, we broadly support the text amendment to restrict hotels in M1 areas across
the city. At a time when affordability is a citywide concern, the proposed text amendment would meaningfully
restrict a competing use from industrial areas, making good on the City’s commitment to advance use group
reform as part of the Industrial Action Plan. The Administration already recognizes that industrial and
manufacturing jobs, whose average wages are twice that of the retail sector, are a crucial avenue of opportunity
and equitable economic development for communities across the city. Unfortunately, there is less and less space
for these kinds of jobs as a result of competing uses, meaning less space to allow good jobs to be located and
grow. Use group reform, especially in the City’s 21 Industrial Business Zones, is necessary to ensuring access
to good paying jobs across all five boroughs. The proposed text amendment effectively advances this goal.

That being said, we do have recommendations to modify and improve upon the existing text amendment.
Specifically, we have concerns about the criteria for granting the special permit and the public purpose
exemption. We are also supportive of the change to the areas of applicability reflected in the A-Text.

Special Permit Criteria

Currently, the granting of the special permit is contingent upon the City Planning Commission finding that (1)
the site plan incorporates elements to address potential conflicts between the proposed use and adjacent uses,
(2) the use will not cause vehicular or pedestrian congestion, and (3) that the use will not impair the essential
character or future use or development of the surrounding area.'

The language around essential character should be strengthened to consider how a proposed
development would impact the real estate market in the area. As we have seen in manufacturing areas
across the city, competing uses have played a role in speculation, where a single hotel can reshape the real
estate landscape for an area that would otherwise be more affordable for industrial and manufacturing
development.

! Department of City Planning, Proposed Zoning Text Amendment for Hotels in M1 Districts.
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/plans-studies/m 1 -hotel-text/proposed-text-amendment-0423 1 8.pdf?7r=a
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Public Purpose Exemption

The proposed text amendment currently exempts any “transient hotel operated for a public purpose’. This
raises a significant question: How much of a transient hotel is required to be allocated for a “public purpose’
before it triggers this exemption? If a commercial hotel developer can plan to enter into a contract with the City
or State to provide 1 room for a “public purpose™ and avoid the restriction established by this text amendment,
that is a major loophole in the text amendment’s language. The language around the public purpose
exemption must be more specific to indicate how much of a hotel must be allocated for a public purpose,
whether as a percentage or total number of rooms, before the exemption is triggered.

Areas of Applicability

The original hotel text amendment excluded the M1 areas around La Guardia and John F Kennedy airports.
Given the City’s existing commitment to restrict competing uses in the Industrial Business Zones (IBZs), most
recently in its action to restrict self-storage, it is crucial that the proposed action to restrict hotels applies the
same standard to manufacturing districts in all IBZs. We are pleased that the A-text version of the hotel text
amendment makes these areas subject to the special permit®. This revision reinforces the need for a
comprehensive zoning approach for all of our city’s Industrial Business Zones.

We support the City’s effort to reform the zoning in our industrial areas. Restricting hotels in the M1 areas is a
necessary step to tackling the speculation that is making it harder for manufacturers to stay in the city. We urge
you to approve the proposed text amendment with our recommended changes and support the
Administration’s goal of creating space for more good-paying industrial and manufacturing jobs. Thank
you for the opportunity to testify.

2 Department of City Planning, Proposed Zoning Text Amendment for Hotels in M1 Districts.

https://www 1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/plans-studies/m | -hotel-text/proposed-text-amendment-0423 18.pdf?r=a
3 Department of City Planning, M1 Hotel Text. https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdfiplans-studies/m1-hotel-
text/amended-proposed-text-amendment-0629 18.pdf
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TESTIMONY OF THE REAL ESTATE BOARD OF NEW YORK
BEFORE THE NEW YORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED CITYWIDE
M1 HOTEL TEXT AMENDMENT

July 25, 2018

The Real Estate Board of New York, Inc. (REBNY) is a broadly-based trade association
representing owners, developers, brokers, managers and real estate professionals active
throughout New York City.

REBNY strongly opposes the proposed M1 Hotel Text Amendment that would significantly limit
as-of-right hotel development citywide. It has been the experience of our members that the
requirement of a special permit has been a deterrent to new hotel development, and the Draft
Scope of Work states that the proposal will limit the land area of as-of-right hotel development
by 45%.

The proposal claims that the zoning in the M1 districts gives hotels a competitive advantage
over most other permitted uses and detracts from opportunities for other kinds of development.
Yet, there is insufficient data to support those claims, and in fact the market shows that this is
not the case. There has been virtually no construction of buildings designed for manufacturing
uses, the demand for Class A office space is not in the areas where M1 districts are located,
and the market is not constructing new Class B and C office space.

The City's accompanying Hotel Study concludes that, “The [hotel] development boom is unlikely
to continue over the long term...Once supply catches up with pent up demand, demand growth
for New York City hotel rooms will return to a more “organic” rate — one that is sustainable, in
line with U.S. travel demand growth, and is based on traditional hotel demand drivers.”

Over the course of the past few years, the City has often applied a hotel special permit on both
public and private applications throughout the city—including central locations like East Midtown
and the Garment District where hotel development should be encouraged. Rather than
continuing with this piecemeal and opaque approach to regulating new hotels, the City should
state its position on as-of-right hotel development. Further, the City needs to undertake a
comprehensive study of the impact of recent land use actions on the hotel industry, instead of
the segmented analysis provided in the City's Hotel Study.

We ask the City Planning Commission to consider the following Alternatives to the proposal:

1) Exclude Areas with Special Zoning Provisions: The City shouid exclude areas that have
special zoning provisions that already consider and address location-specific conditions
and needs. This would capture Special Districts like Long Island City, SoHo, West
Chelsea, and the Garment District, as well as M1-5A and M1-5B areas.

2) Exclude Manhattan from the Hotel Special Permit: The City's stated justification for the
restriction is that hotels are crowding out other uses in low density M1 locations which

The Real Estate Board of New York, Inc., 570 Lexington Avenue, New York, NY 10022 Tel. (212) 532-3100 FAX (212) 481-0420
Over 100 Years of Building and Serving New York
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3)

4)

are providing a reservoir of space for the new light manufacturing /commercial uses.
These conditions do not apply in Manhattan where M1 districts have higher densities.
Additionally, the Hotel Study states that Manhattan has reached saturation in hotel
development due to the recent hotel boom. A hotel special permit in Manhattan is
unnecessary and should be excluded.

Alternative Based on Hotel Size: The City should consider an alternative based on the
number of room keys. There is likely some linkage between the number of keys and the
effect on neighborhood character, which is a consideration for the Proposed Action.

Limit the Special Permit to Date Certain: The City’s Hotel Study states that the current
hotel development boom is unlikely to sustain itself over the long term and that the
market is displaying signals that supply is on pace to match demand. Once supply and
demand reaches equilibrium, hotel growth can be expected to grow at an organic rate.
The City should consider limiting the applicability of the hotel special permit to a certain
period.

The hotel industry is a critical linchpin to our city’s tourism economy, and it is vital that hotel
development not be constrained. In total, the 60 million tourists a year sustains more than
375,000 jobs across the city. These figures are expected to rise as 1.5 million additional tourists
are estimated to visit next year.

The proposed action is an unnecessary constraint on the rights of property owners to address a
market condition that needs no correction, and appears to be motivated by factors unrelated to
sound planning. It is unclear why the City is advancing a proposal that will impose heavy
restrictions on hotel development, and the Hotel Study submitted fails to make a case for its

need.

We respectfully request that the City Planning Commission not support this zoning

proposal in its current form.
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