April 1, 2013

Mayor Michael Bloomberg
City Hall
New York, NY 10007

Chairman John Rhea

New York City Housing Authority
250 Broadway

New York, NY 10007

Dear Mayor Bloomberg and Chairman Rhea:

Thank you Mayor Bloomberg for your letter dated bhaf5, 2013, responding to our
previous letter of February 20th regarding the Newk City Housing Authority’s
(NYCHA) proposal to allow 14 market-rate, high-riesidential towers to be constructed
on the grounds of eight of its Manhattan developméhe “Infill Plan”), and thank you
Chairman Rhea for your ongoing engagement withnuhis important topic.

Based on the March 15th letter, and recent meetinggublic hearings, we have many
concerns regarding the request for proposals (REfRsEonsultation schedule, and the
proposed program—concerns that we believe need tedmlved prior to any RFP being
issued. Our offices are scheduled to meet withr@tzen Rhea and City Hall staff to
discuss the proposal and our concerns on Tuesqai,2hd.

While we look forward to what we hope will be aifful dialogue at that meeting, we
write today to urge that NYCHA follow the Uniformahd Use Review Procedure
(ULURP) in considering the disposition of the prdjes included in the Infill Plan, and
determining how to proceed. As you know, thishis teview process that city agencies
generally must adhere to when redeveloping pulhd ) but right now technicalities in
city and state law allow NYCHA to sidestep thesgureements. We believe this is not in
the best interest of NYCHA, the many diverse comitiesin which the new buildings
are proposed to be built, or the city and state abole.

Outreach to Date

To date, NYCHA'’s outreach regarding the Infill Plaas been rushed and broken, and
has thus far failed to adequately engage the afflecdmmunities and created wide
spread confusion. For example, at a recent meatifgederick Douglass Houses,



NYCHA provided a briefing in a room that was tooadhto accommodate hundreds of
concerned residents and neighbors who turnedAuBaruch Houses, NYCHA waited
until the last minute to provide notice of the niegiand seems to have failed to
distribute flyers to some parts of the complex; aigths were placed by an unknown
party that erroneously told residents that the mgédtad been cancelled. At Smith
Houses, the meeting was set up on a night whedengisieaders could not attend due to
scheduling conflicts and many residents boycottedieeting in solidarity. Moreover,
in most cases, notices have failed even to inditeteNYCHA proposes to permit
construction of a large new building in the residemidst, substantially defeating the
purpose of the meetings.

At these meetings and at recent public hearinggjeats and advocates have raised
numerous concerns and we are unclear if or howwhiépe addressed. Some examples
include: how residents can be assured that thdysael the upfront capital improvements,
ongoing increase in maintenance, and any of ther dtdnefits promised if the Plan goes
forward; the proposed level of affordability; eroiimental impacts; potential economic
benefits; quality-of-life issues during construati@nd the potential that existing public
services will be overwhelmed, such as local schtt@smight see 500 additional
children enroll.

Both NYCHA residents and Community Boards have esged frustration at the absence
of a mechanism for discussing alternatives to eithe program or the proposed site
plans.

Consultation Required Under Section 18

While Section 18 of the federal Housing Act of 198@uires consultation with residents
prior to any land disposition or infill developmetitis process appears to have been
inadequate as executed by NYCHA with respect toipus infill development projects,
and has left NYCHA residents and the surroundingroanities frustrated. As noted
above, NYCHA is off to a poor start in engagingdesats on the current Infill Plan as
well, and none of the meetings held so far wouldeap to satisfy the requirements of
Section 18.

We believe that NYCHA has an obligation to devedapue plan for resident
consultation in order to comply with the intenttlog federal law. Consultation by
definition requires not only presenting plans astthing to comments, but also
modifying plans and demonstrating responsiveness.

However, even with a robust Section 18 procesdyalieve that ULURP is essential.
Development of the proposed Infill Plan sites asbfaright development of many other
sites that NYCHA may contemplate in the future, ldaaise site planning concerns, and
pose environmental and community impacts that watflect many community residents
and other stakeholders beyond the grounds of NYCHli#e Section 18 process, while
crucial, is not set up to examine these concengfydes only a limited role for local
elected officials and Community Boards, and dodgequire a thorough environmental



review process. A true Section 18 process cares®s\a positive compliment to, but not
a substitute for, the ULURP process.

Site Planning Concerns

NYCHA communities were planned according to “towethe-park” urban design
principles with residential towers surrounded bgieyeus open spaces and low-rise
community facilities and commercial buildings a¢ #dges. In perhaps the most
significant public contribution to these planneantounities, the city de-mapped streets
to create large “superblocks” that were necessacydate the desired balance of open
space and towers.

The Zoning Resolution determines development piatieor a site by multiplying the
site’s lot area by a given floor area ratio (FABecause superblocks sit apart from the
city’s street grid and have unusually large lotaréhey have significant untapped
development potential under existing zoning, evdova FARS.

The city’s expressly stated purpose in de-mappiregts to create superblocks was to
allow for significant amounts of shared open splgbt and air, and other amenities
necessary for safe, healthy, high-quality afforddimusing. Ironically, by adding to the
size of the superblock sites, those de-mappedistnege in effect increased the potential
development that might be permitted on the sitescanild in turn enable developers to
eliminate precious open space, remove public amsrstich as playgrounds or
community centers, introduce new impacts on neigidimd amenities, and undo positive
site planning elements. New buildings in inappiaterplaces would violate the very
design principles that were said to necessitatertbation of superblocks in the first
place.

While planning principles have certainly evolveahslerably since the creation of the
superblocks and the site plans of NYCHA’s complesesl new development could
result in site planning improvements, as well &®pbenefits to NYCHA residents and
the surrounding community, it is equally possilblattas-of-right development will have
a negative impact. As such, a review processitgider site planning is necessary and
appropriate.

Benefits of ULURP

As discussed above, given the fact that these dpweints originally received significant
public financing to be developed and the city gedriand to NYCHA through the
demapping of public streets, ULURP is essentiahtmitoring the city’s interest in these
properties. As you know, ULURP allows developméatmove forward only after a
public review that includes the Community Boardr@®ah President, City Planning
Commission and City Council. The process incluategnvironmental review to
consider potential impacts on the community antlamnce for public dialogue and larger
public policy considerations. Finally, as the msg has a clear time line, decisions on
whether development can move forward are made@asonable amount of time, which
provides predictability to both the agency anddbeeloper.



Further, by committing to a ULURP process, NYCHAulbsignal to residents a
commitment to a true public process. While ULURIesinot guarantee that every
concern can be addressed, it does provide the s@gasversight, public hearings and
structure to ensure public dialogue. Of courseCIRMA could continue to engage with
specific tenant associations and residents priatuaong and after a ULURP process, and
meet its obligations under Section 18.

Finally, ULURP should be required given the potaindcale of these developments.
While NYCHA is currently pursuing 14 developmentsarly every NYCHA site in the
city has available density. There are potentidlymillion square feet available for
development on NYCHA properties in Manhattan alombe cumulative impact of this
development could be enormous and needs to beatedul

There is precedent for regulating development @esalocks, such as the Special
Planned Preservation District, which requires aigph@ermit for every new development
on select superblock sites in New York City. Farthlthere are multiple legislative routes
that can be undertaken to require ULURP includingnging the Zoning Resolution,
state law, or the New York City Charter. It is duape we can work with you on this
issue to ensure the right public process.

Thank you for your consideration and, again, we lfmoward to discussing this proposal
and the many issues the Infill Plan raises at peoming meeting at City Hall on April
2nd.

Sincerely,

AL,

Scott Stringer
Manhattan Borough President
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Carolyn B. Maloney
Congress Member-District 12
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Brad Hoylman
State Senator-District 27
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Bill Perkins
State Senator- District 30
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Jose Serrano
State Senator-District 15

Daniel Squadron
State Senator-District 25
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Brian Kavanagh
Assembly Member-District 74

Robert J. Rodriguez
Assembly Member-District 68
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Margaret S. Chin
Council Member-District 1
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Melissa Mark-Viverito
Council Member-District 8

Rosie Mendez
Council Member-District 2



