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INTRODUCTION

These Statements of Community District Needs, prepared by New York City's community
boards, provide a context for development and assessment of their budget priorities. Pursuant
to Sections 230 and 231 of the City Charter, community boards submit annual expense and
capital budget priorities which must be considered by city agencies in the preparation of their
departmental budget estimates.

Material preceding each statement, supplied by the Department of City Planning, summarizes
district demographic and land use characteristics. The district profiles include:

o

Population counts from the 1980, 1990, and 2000 censuses. 2008 population estimates
are listed for the City and borough totals based on Department of City Planning
estimates as adopted by the Census Bureau in July 2008. For more information on the
City’s population data, see http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popdiv.shtml;

Resident births and deaths within New York City, 2000 and 2008, from data prepared by
the New York City Department of Health;

2000 and 2010 income support levels -- Public Assistance, Supplemental Security
Income and Medicaid-Only (excluding nursing home cases) -- provided by the New York
City Human Resources Administration from their Medicaid Eligibility File;

Total land area from the Department of City Planning's 2007 LION street and District
base map files; and

Land use in 2010, from the city’s Real Property File providing the number of tax lots, lot
area and percentage of total lot area in each land use category." Lot area is in
thousands of square feet and excludes lots with missing dimensions. Lots with certain
classifications, such as land under water, are categorized as “Miscellaneous”. The land
uses of joint interest areas, which are not part of any community district, are assigned to
appropriate categories in the borough and citywide profiles. For example, Central Park
is counted as “Open Space Recreation” in the Manhattan and New York City profiles.
City and borough land use totals may therefore exceed the sum of the community
districts.

This edition of Community District Needs features selected characteristics from the American
Community Survey based on 55 Public Use Microdata areas (PUMAs) that approximate NYC
community districts but are not coterminous with them. The American Community Survey is a
Census Bureau nationwide survey designed to provide annual updates for geographic areas.
Based on 2006 — 2008 three year population estimates, listings for each community district (and
PUMA areas) feature updated estimates for selected housing characteristics including housing
occupancy, type and age of structure, housing tenure, vehicles available, average household
size, and costs as a percentage of household income. A map is provided showing PUMAs and
community districts. To learn more about ACS see http://www.census.gov/acs/www/index.html.
For important information about ACS and using multi-year estimates go to:
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popacs.shtml.

This edition continues to include borough maps of City Council districts and computer-generated

1 - . . .
Data Source: PLUTO 10v.1 Note: Condominiums, which have separate tax lots for each unit, are aggregated to a single tax lot per
block. Only one address per condominium complex (structures under the same condominium association) is counted.



base maps of community districts. The base maps are available on the Department’s website.
Summary 2000 census data are provided. Each district profile also contains a listing of line-item
projects funded in the Fiscal Year 2011 Capital Budget. More information by community district,
including land use maps and selected community facilities, is available at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/lucds/cdstart.shtml.

The Department hopes that these statements will prove useful to communities and agencies
planning for future programs and services. Most of the statements included in this document
reflect the most current conditions; however, not all boards have updated their statements.
Where updated material has not been submitted we have repeated their older, outdated
statements. We welcome suggestions for the next edition of Community District Needs.



NEW YORK CITY

LAND USE, 2010

TOTAL POPULATION 1990 2000 2008*
Number 7,322,564 8,008,278 8,363,710
% Change — 9.4 4.4
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 115,400 116,926
Rate per 1000 14.4 14.6
Deaths: Number 56,464 50,172
Rate per 1000 7.1 6.3
Infant Mortality: Number 734 601
Rate per 1000 6.4 5.1
INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010
Cash Assistance (TANF) 552,432 344,982
Supplemental Security Income 400,254 413,762
Medicaid Only 594,857 2,072,021
Total Persons Assisted 1,547,543 2,830,765
Percent of Population 19.3 35.3
TOTAL LAND AREA
Acres: 195,086.8
Square Miles: 304.8

Lots
1 - 2 Family Residential 563,537

Multi-Family Residential 142,248
Mixed Resid./Commercial 48,266
Commercial /Office 24,543
Industrial 12,175
Transportation/Utility 6,726
Institutions 11,910

Open Space/Recreation 4,728
Parking Facilities 11,673
Vacant Land 31,476

Miscellaneous 4,076

Lot Area
Sq. Ft.(000) %

1,831,638.7 274
814667.8 122
196,551.9 29
267,71524 4.0
239,8229 3.6
475,625.7 7.1
469,811.7 7.0
1,713,258.5 256
87,7869 13
4596419 6.9
137,207.2 20

Total 861,358 6,693,765.6 100.0

* Census Bureau Population Estimates as of July 1, 2008

New York City Department of City Planning




Table PL-1A: Total Population by Mutually Exclusive Race and Hispanic Origin

New York City and Boroughs, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Public Law 94-171 File

Population Division - New York City Department of City Planning

Geographic Area Nonhispanic by Race
Two or]
Single Race More Races|
Native
America Hawaiian
Black/| Indian and and Other, Som Hispanic|
To African| Alaska Pacific| Othe Origin (of

City and Borough Populatioun“ Total White] Americ Native Asian| Islande Race Total| any race)

New York City 8,008,278 5,622,575 2,801,267 1,962,154 17,321 780,229 2,829 58,775 225,149 2,160,554
Bronx 1,332,650 660,736 193,651 416,338 3488 38,558 474 8,227 27,209 644,705
Brooklyn 2,465,326 1,908,760 854,532 848,583 4,494 184,291 803 16,057 ‘68,688 487,878
Manhattan 1,537,195 1,090,435 703,873 234,698 2,465 143,291 572 5,536 28,944 417,816
Queens 2,229,379 1,580,263 732,895 422,831 6,275 389,303 861 28,098 92,511 556,605
Staten Island 443,728 382,381 316,316 39,704 599 24,786 119 857 7.797 53,550

Percent Distribution:

New York City 1000 -+ 70.2 35.0 245 0.2 9.7 0.0 0.7 2.8 27.0
Bronx 100.0 49.6 14.5 31.2 0.3 2.9 0.0 0.6 2.0 48.4
Brooklyn 100.0 77.4 T 347 34.4 0.2 7.5 0.0 0.7 28 19.8
Manhattan 100.0 70.9 458 15.3 0.2 9.3 0.0 0.4 1.9 27.2
Queens 100.0 70.9 329 19.0 03" 17.5 0.0 1.3 4.1 25.0
Staten Island 100.0 86.2 71.3 8.9 0.1 586 0.0 0.2 1.8 121

New York City 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Bronx. 16.6 11.8 6.9 21.2 20.1 4.9 16.8 14.0 121 29.8
Brooklyn 30.8 33.9 305 43.2 25.9 23.6 28.4 27.3 305 2286
Manhattan 19.2 19.4 25.1 12.0 14.2 18.4 20.2 94 12.9 193
Queens 278 28.1 26.2 215 36.2 49.9 304 47.8 411 258
Staten Island 5.5 6.8 1.3 20 3.5 3.2 4.2 1.5 35 25

Table SF1 H-1: Total Housing Units by Occupancy Status and Tenure
New York City, Boroughs and Census Tracts, 2000
Geographic Area Occupied Units Vacant Units
Seasonal,
Total Recreational
Census Housing Owne Renter| Percent Renter| or Occasional
Borough Tract i Units Total Occupled Occupled| Qccupied| Total Use|
New York City 3,200,912 3,021,588 912,296 2,109,282 69.8 179,324 28,157
Bronx 490,659 463,212 90,687 372,525 80.4 27,447 962
Brooklyn 930,866 880,727 238,387 642,360 729 50,139 2,616
Manhattan 798,144 738,644 148,732 589,912 79.9 56,500 19,481
Queens B17,250 782,664 334,815 447 849 57.2 34,586 4,574
Staten Island 163,993 156,341 99,695 56,646 36.2 7,652 524



Table SF1 P-4: Total Population by Household Relationship and Group Quarters
New York City, Boroughs and Census Tracts, 2000

Geographic Area In Households In Group Quarters
. Child
Census Total QOwn Child| Othel Unmarrled
Borough Tract Populatio Total| Householder] Spouse Totall Under 18] Relative| Nonrelati Partn Total| Institutional
New York City 8,008,278 7,825,848 3,021,588 1,124,305 2,410,420 1,642,612 788,620 345194 155721 182,430 75,870
Bronx 1,332,650 1,285415 463,212 145,537 464,343 330,881 136,492 45,701 30,130 47,235 27,904
Brooklyn 2,465,326 2,426,027 880,727 339,957 818,992 561,641 249,432 92,753 44,166 39,299 15,582
Manhattan 1,537,185 1,477,358 738,644 186,023 312,202 214,063 103,320 95,499 41,670 59,837 12,422
Queens 2,229,379 2,202,506 782,664 = 366,876 665,077 432,274 251,653 102,732 33,504 26,873 14,928
Staten Island 443,728 434,542 156,341 85,912 149,806 103,753 27,723 8,509 6,251 9,186 5,034
Table SF1 P-5: Total Households by Household and Family Type
New York City, Boroughs and Census Tracts, 2000
hi_e Area Family Housaholds Nonfamily Households
Married-Couple Fam| Other Fami One Person Households
| Mar -  Ons Person Houssholds)
Female Householder,
No Husband Present

Household
With Own Head  Average| Average,
Census Total Child| 65 Yoars) Household|  Family|
. |_Borough Tract Houssholds| Totall Total| Under 18| Total Total| and Over Size| Size|
New York City 3021588 1,853,223 1,124305 532402 728918 365454 576,354 312,600 1,168,365 962,624 299,920 2.59 332
Bronx 463,212 315,090 145,837 75,245 169,553 101,212 140,620 88,869 148122 126,802 43,323 - 278 a3y
Brookiyn 880,727 584,120 339,957 168,196 244,183 124,665 185,988 107,838 296,607 245,143 86,350 275 a4
Manhattan 738,644 301,870 186,023 71,095 115947 55,140 92,994 47,842 436,674 354,336 80,856 2.00 299
CQueens 782,664 537,991 366,876 175,255 171,115 71,008 125,089 56,893 244673 200,011 76,246 2.81 338
Staten Island 156,341 114,052 85,912 42,611 28,140 13,429 21,663 11,158 42,289 36,332 13,145 278 a3



TOTAL POPULATION 1990 2000 2008*
Number 1,487,536 1,537,195 1,634,795
% Change — 3.3 6.3
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 19,813 20,040
Rate per 1000 12.9 13.0
Deaths: Number 10,960 9,868
Rate per 1000 7.1 6.4
Infant Mortality: Number 99 93
Rate per 1000 5.0 46 LAND USE, 2010
Lot Area
Lots Sq. Ft.(000) %
1 - 2 Family Residential 3,557 6,219 13
INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010 S
Multi-Family Residential 17,235 110,369.2 234
Cash Assist TANF 92,786 46,353 , , ,
ash Assistance (TANF) ’ Mixed Resid./Commercial 10,187 622100 13.2
Supplemental Security Income 79,681 77,681 Commercial/Office 5,327 495818 105
Medicaid Only 99,469 269,500 Industrial 1,508 9,343.0 2.0
T rtation/ Utilit 500 30,3084 6.4
Total Persons Assisted 271,936 393,534 ransportation; Utiity
Institutions 2,465 55,158.3 11.7
P t of Populati 17.1 25.6
eroeit of Fopiation Open Space/Recreation 376 120,405.5 255
Parking Facilities 782 6,864.7 15
Vacant Land 1,467 125188 2.7
TOTAL LAND AREA Miscellaneous 250 8989.2 19
Acres: 14,581.0
Square Miles: 22.8 Total 43654  471,990.8 100.0
* Census Bureau Population Estimates as of July 1, 2008 New York City Department of City Planning



MANHATTAN CITY COUNCIL DISTRICTS

City Council District Boundary

Community District Boundary

| Joint Interest Areas




Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA) and Community District Equivalencies
Manhattan, New York

COMMUNITY DISTRICT PUMA
MN1&2 3810
MN 3 3809
MN 4 &5 3807
MN 6 3808
MN 7 3806
MN 8 3805
MN 9 3802
MN 10 3803
MN 11 3804
MN 12 3801

3801 | PUMA areas are color-themed
Community District boundary
m Joint Interest areas

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA)
Population Division-New York City Department of City Planning



TOTAL POPULATION 1980 1990 2000
Number 15,918 25,366 34,420
% Change — 59.4 35.7
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 436 881
Rate per 1000 12.7 25.6
@
Deaths: Number 110 193 G%J
Rate per 1000 3.2 5.6 -
o)
(7]
Infant Mortality: Number 2 5
Rate per 1000 4.6 1.1 *
Ellis
IsIandO
INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010 Liperty
Cash Assistance (TANF) 736 601
Supplemental Security Income 563 175 LAND USE, 2010
Lot Area
Medicaid Only 692 2,095 Lots Sq.Ft.(000) %
1- 2 Family Residential 29 40.9 0.1
Total Persons Assisted 1,991 3,471 Multi-Family Residential 229 1,975.2 55
Mixed Resid. / Commercial 425 3,112.2 8.6
Percent of Population 5.8 10.1 Commercial / Office 465 8,283.3 22.9
Industrial 152 519.2 1.4
Transportation / Utility 41 4,361.7 12.1
Institutions 60 10,187.4 28.2
Open Space / Recreation 19 1,257.6 35
Parking Facilities 49 324.4 0.9
TOTAL LAND AREA Vacant Land 31 267.8 0.7
Miscellaneous 30 5,789.9 16.0
Acres: 955.6
Square Miles: 15 Total 1,530 36,119.6  100.0

New York City Department of City Planning
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Table PL P-103: Total Population by Mutually Exclusive Race and Hispanic Origin

and Total Housing Units

New York City Community Districts, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 Change 1990-2000

Manhattan Community District 1 Number | Percent Number|  Percent Number| Percent
Total Population 25,366 100.0 34,420 100.0 9,054 35.7
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 18,097 71.3 23,041 66.9 4,944 27.3
Black/African American Nonhispanic 2,502 9.9 2,348 6.8 (154) -6.2

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 2,425 9.6 4,868 14.1 2,443 100.7
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 67 0.3 30 0.1 37) -55.2

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 44 0.2 457 1.3 413 938.6
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - 902 2.6 - -
Hispanic Origin 2,231 8.8 2,774 8.1 543 24.3
Population Under 18 Years 3,254 100.0 4,049 100.0 795 24.4
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 2,309 71.0 2,782 68.7 473 20.5
Black/African American Nonhispanic 282 8.7 164 4.1 (118) -41.8

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 318 9.8 501 12.4 183 57.5
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 6 0.2 1 0.0 (5) -83.3

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 17 0.5 34 0.8 17 100.0
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - 221 55 - -
Hispanic Origin 322 9.9 346 8.5 24 7.5
Population 18 Years and Over 22,112 100.0 30,371 100.0 8,259 374
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 15,788 714 20,259 66.7 4,471 28.3
Black/African American Nonhispanic 2,220 10.0 2,184 7.2 (36) -1.6

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 2,107 9.5 4,367 14.4 2,260 107.3
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 61 0.3 29 0.1 (32) -52.5

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 27 0.1 423 1.4 396 1466.7
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 681 2.2 - -
Hispanic Origin 1,909 8.6 2,428 8.0 519 27.2
Total Population 25,366 100.0 34,420 100.0 9,054 35.7
Under 18 Years 3,254 12.8 4,049 11.8 795 24.4

18 Years and Over 22,112 87.2 30,371 88.2 8,259 374
Total Housing Units 13,127 - 17,998 - 4,871 37.1

Race categories are from the 2000 Census and are not strictly comparable with categories used in 1990.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census PL File and SF1 and 1990 Census STF1

Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Oct 2001)
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Demographic Profile - New York City Community Districts
2000 Census SF1

[Manhattan Community District 1 | Number| Percent
Total Population 34,420 100.0
White Nonhispanic 23,041 66.9
Black Nonhispanic 2,348 6.8
Asian and Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 4,868 141
Other Nonhispanic 487 1.4
Two or More Races Nonhispanic 902 2.6
Hispanic Origin 2,774 8.1
Female 16,283 47.3
Male 18,137 52.7
Under 5 years 1,596 4.6
5to 9 years 1,176 3.4
10 to 14 years 869 2.5
15to 19 years 1,588 4.6
20 to 24 years 4,313 12.5
25 to 44 years 15,196 44.1
45 to 64 years 7,226 21.0
65 years and over 2,456 7.1
18 years and over 30,371 88.2
In households 29,250 85.0
In family households 16,780 48.8
Householder 6,280 18.2
Spouse 5,019 14.6
Own child under 18 years 3,814 111
Other relatives 1,379 4.0
Nonrelatives 288 0.8
In nonfamily households 12,470 36.2
Householder 9,550 27.7
Householder 65 years and over living alone 1,086 3.2
Nonrelatives 2,920 8.5
In group quarters 5,170 15.0
Total Households 15,830 100.0
Family households 6,280 39.7
Married-couple family 5,019 31.7
With related children under 18 years 2,016 12.7
Female householder, no husband present 912 5.8
With related children under 18 years 521 3.3
Male householder, no wife present 349 2.2
With related children under 18 years 138 0.9
Nonfamily households 9,550 60.3
Households with one or more persons 65 years and over 1,976 125
Persons Per Family 2.63 -
Persons Per Household 1.85 -
Total Housing Units 17,998 -
Occupied Housing Units 15,830 100.0
Renter occupied 11,717 74.0
Owner occupied 4,113 26.0
By Household Size:

1 person household 7,200 455
2 person household 5,464 34.5
3 person household 1,892 12.0
4 person household 1,002 6.3
5 persons and over 272 1.7

By Age of Householder:
15 to 24 years 971 6.1
25 to 44 years 8,393 53.0
45 to 64 years 4,669 29.5
65 years and over 1,797 114

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census SF1 Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Dec 2001)
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Manhattan Community Districts 1 & 2 (PUMA 03810)

Selected Housing Characteristics: 2006-2008

U. S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

Geographic Area: PUMA 03810 Manhattan, New York

Selected Housing Characteristics

HOUSING OCCUPANCY Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 83,332 2,028 83,332 (X)
Occupied housing units 72,249 1,836 86.7% 1.2
Homeowner vacancy rate 3 1.3 X) (X)
Rental vacancy rate 4.1 1.1 (X) (X)

UNITS IN STRUCTURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 83,332 2,028 83,332 (X)
1-unit, detached 182 131 0.2% 0.2
1-unit, attached 1,065 369 1.3% 0.4
2 units 1,363 554 1.6% 0.7
3 or 4 units 3,326 723 4.0% 0.9
5 to 9 units 7,183 777 8.6% 0.9
10 to 19 units 10,404 930 12.5% 1.2
20 or more units 59,809 2,139 71.8% 1.6
Mobile home 0 158 0.0% 0.1
Boat, RV, van, etc. 0 158 0.0% 0.1

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 83,332 2,028 83,332 (X)
Built 2005 or later 1,387 332 1.7% 0.4
Built 2000 to 2004 3,005 538 3.6% 0.7
Built 1990 to 1999 3,781 619 4.5% 0.7
Built 1980 to 1989 6,497 792 7.8% 0.9
Built 1970 to 1979 5,283 583 6.3% 0.7
Built 1960 to 1969 7,501 865 9.0% 1
Built 1950 to 1959 4,556 590 5.5% 0.7
Built 1940 to 1949 3,780 645 4.5% 0.8
Built 1939 or earlier 47,542 1,782 57.1% 1.6

HOUSING TENURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 72,249 1,836 72,249 (X)
Owner-occupied 20,860 1,371 28.9% 1.7
Renter-occupied 51,389 1,800 71.1% 1.7

VEHICLES AVAILABLE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 72,249 1,836 72,249 X)
No vehicles available 56,048 1,673 77.6% 1.4
1 vehicle available 14,395 1,010 19.9% 1.3
2 vehicles available 1,698 521 2.4% 0.7
3 or more vehicles available 108 82 0.1% 0.1

OCCUPANTS PER ROOM Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 72,249 1,836 72,249 (X)
1.00 or less 68,654 1,872 95.0% 0.9
1.01to0 1.50 1,476 398 2.0% 0.6
1.51 or more 2,119 441 2.9% 0.6
Average household size 1.89 0.05 (X) (X)
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SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
HOUSEHOLD INCOME (SMOCAPI)

Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units where SMOCAPI

cannot be computed) 13,089 1,133 13,089 (X)
Less than 20.0 percent 6,305 774 48.2% 45
20.0 to 24.9 percent 1,670 356 12.8% 2.5
25.0 to 29.9 percent 1,242 365 9.5% 2.8
30.0 to 34.9 percent 727 284 5.6% 2
35.0 percent or more 3,145 581 24.0% 3.6
Not computed 74 71 X) X)

GROSS RENTAS A PERCE(ZLAAC;IIE) OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)

Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where GRAPI cannot

be computed) 48,817 1,715 48,817 (X)
Less than 15.0 percent 12,708 1,230 26.0% 2.2
15.0 to 19.9 percent 5,485 552 11.2% 1.1
20.0 to 24.9 percent 5,612 825 11.5% 1.7
25.0 to 29.9 percent 5,263 724 10.8% 1.5
30.0 to 34.9 percent 3,660 600 7.5% 1.2
35.0 percent or more 16,089 1,438 33.0% 2.7
Not computed 2,572] 552] )| )|

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey
Note: An '(X)' means the estimate is not applicable or not available.

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a Census Bureau survey that provides estimates for New York City, the five

boroughs, and the 55 Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAS) that approximate New York City's 59 Community Districts. Data

are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling
variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. To learn more about the American Community Survey in

NYC see ACS.

For important information about ACS and using multi-year estimates go to: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popacs.shtml.
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 01, MANHATTAN

TOTAL
BUDGET APPROPRIATION FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
AG-DN262 MET COUNCIL ON JEWISH POVERTY cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
BR-270 REHABILITATION OF BROOKLYN BRIDGE 544,608 (CN) 419,186 (CN) 1,631 (CN) 1,631 (CN) 571 (CN) 10,635 (CN)
272,678 (F) 241,168 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 50,509 (F)
20,810 (S) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (s) 0 (8)
co-80 27 MADISON AVE. - MANHATTAN APPELLATE cp 23 (CN) 0 (CN) 1,616 (CN) 0 (CN) (¢}
DIVISION COURTHOUSE - 1ST DEPT. 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (8) 0 (s)
co-81 31 CHAMBERS ST. - MANHATTAN SURROGATE'S cp 325 (CN) 681 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
COURT (Cx) (Cx) 0 (cx) 0 (Cx)
co-283 100 CENTRE ST. - MANHATTAN CRIMINAL COURT 31,412 (CN) 9,096 (CN) 3,200 (CN) 9,344 (CN) 3,243 (CN) 0 (CN)
BUILDING 21,667 (CX) 0 (CXx) 0 (CX) 0 (cXx) 0 (CX) 0 (CX)
co-284 111 CENTRE ST. - MANHATTAN COURT FACILITY 16,047 (CN) 54 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
2,259 (CX) 0 (CX) 0 (CX) 0 (CX) 0 (CX) 0 (CX)
Cco-285 60 LAFAYETTE ST. - MANHATTAN FAMILY COURT cp 105 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) (¢}
0 (cx) 0 (Cx) 0 (CX) 0 (Cx)
Cco-287 NEW STATEN ISLAND SUPREME COURT BUILDING 204,702 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN)
Cco-304 60 CENTRE ST. - MANHATTAN SUPREME COURT 10,392 (CN) 86 (CN) 0 (CN) 29,096 (CN) 17,340 (CN) 0 (CN)
BUILDING 9,860 (CX) 0 (CXx) 0 (CX) 0 (cXx) 0 (CX) 0 (CX)
C0-306 170 EAST 121TH STREET, HARLEM COMMUNITY cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 115 (CN) 2,750 (CN) cp
COURT
ED-DN160 FOOD BANK FOR NEW YORK CITY cpP 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cP
ED-DN257 MANHATTAN YOUTH cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) (¢} ]
ED-DN339 PROJECT CITY KIDS, INC. cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
ED-MN013 GOVERNORS ISLAND PRESERVATION cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
ED-MN257 MANHATTAN YOUTH cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
ED-N261  MERCY CORPS ACTION CENTER TO END WORLD cp 1 (CcN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
HUNGER
ED-387 SOUTH ST, SEAPORT, SITE IMPROVEMENTS, 37,052 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
MANHATTAN 22,852 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
ED-405 RECONSTRUCTION OF WHITEHALL TERMINAL, 187,359 (CN) 337 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
MANHATTAN 47,000 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
5,050 (S) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
HB-1146 BATTERY PARK UNDERPASS/BROOKLYN BATTERY 19,213 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
TUNNEL PLAZA 9,444 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
HD-DN262 MET COUNCIL ON JEWISH POVERTY cp 1,104 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HD-DN553 AAFE cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
HD-MN511 FEGS HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES SYSTEMS cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HH-DN106 COALITION FOR THE HOMELESS cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-DN036 ASSOCIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF THE cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cP

BLIND AND RETARDED

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: 70C
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 01, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPROPRIATION FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 01, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPRgggﬁgTION FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 01, MANHATTAN

TOTAL
BUDGET APPROPRIATION FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
PW-357 253 BROADWAY, MANHATTAN CP 2,373 (CN) 2,713 (CN) 0 (CN) 2,364 (CN) Ccp
S-219 CONSTRUCTION, SANITATION GARAGE, DISTICT 327,347 (CN) 69,183 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
1/2/5, MANHATTAN
SE-495 COMBINED SEWER OUTFALLS SOUTH OF 14TH CP 0 (CX) 0 (CX) 500 (CX) 0 (CX) CPp

STREET, MANHATTAN

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
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STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY DISTRICT NEEDS 2012

INTRODUCTION

Even in the midst of a deep economic recession, we had a historic victory in our community when
we successfully lobbied the Board of the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) to
finally release $200 million of unallocated Lower Manhattan Development Corporation funds for
community needs. The 9/11 Health Bill also was passed in the House of Representatives this fall
and currently awaits passage in the Senate. However, the district still faces significant challenges
as we approach the tenth anniversary of September 11, 2001.

Community Board 1 (CB1) is made up of numerous distinct, mixed-use neighborhoods: Battery
Park City, the Civic Center, Greenwich South, the Financial District, the Seaport and Tribeca. All
are experiencing strong residential growth, most dramatically the Financial District. The nearby
Governors, Ellis, and Liberty Islands also fall under the jurisdiction of CBL1.

Along with the surging population in Lower Manhattan, which we detailed in our demographic
study of the district released in August 2008, comes the need to enhance the area’s physical and
social infrastructure. We also need to ensure that major development projects in the area are man-
aged so as to mitigate adverse impacts and quality of life does not suffer.

As increasing numbers of residents move into mixed-use neighborhoods, we also must mediate between
the quality of life of residents and the growth of businesses downtown. We have seen increasing ten-
sion between residents and liquor licensed establishments in Tribeca and other growing neighborhoods.

Schools and community amenities have also not kept pace with population growth. While a new
library opened in Battery Park City this year, and a new community center is opening across the
street from it next year, the east side of our district where population has grown the most still lacks
a public library and community center. Our schools are tremendously overcrowded, and new ones
need to be developed and constructed immediately in order to support the growing population of
children in Lower Manhattan.
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Much work remains to be done to strengthen the future of Lower Manhattan and make sure that
government agencies make good on their promise to rebuild and revitalize this historic district,
financial nexus, and growing residential community. CB1 will play a key role throughout this
process by keeping residents and businesses informed and prepared for the continued years of
disruptions ahead and by ensuring that there is community participation in the effort to plan for the
future. We will also seek to hold all government agencies accountable for keeping commitments
and taking measures to defend quality of life in the area during this challenging time.

While the unprecedented construction and rebuilding activity poses special challenges and oppor-
tunities for our district, CB1 continues to work toward the sustained growth of a vibrant residen-
tial, industrial, and commercial neighborhood.

IMPACTS OF POPULATION GROWTH

The most dramatic change to Lower Manhattan in recent years has been the tremendous growth
in our residential population. Until the mid-1970s, there were only a few thousand people living
south of Canal Street. The population doubled between 1970 and 1980 bringing the total to over
15,000. That number jumped another 10,000 in the subsequent decade to a little over 25,000 in
1990 and rose another 9,000 during the 1990s, reaching 34,420 in 2000. In total, therefore, CB1’s
residential population grew by 336% between 1970 and 1990.

It is the residential growth since 2000, however, that is truly remarkable. According to our study,
which compiled and assessed information about new residential buildings and conversions both in
progress and pending, a total of 15,611 new housing units have been built or are scheduled to be
built between 2000, when the last U.S. Census was taken, and 2013. The study projected that this
would add over 31,000 additional residents to the district. The current economic crisis may affect
these numbers, but the increase in the area’s population is still likely to be extraordinary.

The U.S. Census will release numbers in the coming year, and we are certain that the growth mea-
sured will be considerable. However, we have heard reports from the census that some buildings in
our area were difficult to access, and we are concerned that our community may be undercounted
and deprived of much needed resources as a result.

Obviously, this continued rapid growth presents unprecedented challenges to CB1 and it will be
imperative that city agencies work with us to ensure that our physical infrastructure and network
of services are improved and expanded to meet new needs.

® Additional schools in Lower Manhattan

Lower Manhattan has the fastest growing residential population in New York City and our local
schools have grown ever more overcrowded. These schools have rightly won widespread acclaim
and score near the top of lists of City public schools in reading and math scores. We must make
sure that new schools are built to keep pace with population trends so that all children in the area
will continue to receive a quality education.

School overcrowding has increasingly been a problem. Even with the opening of two new schools,
P.S. 397 and P.S. 276, CB1’s schools were forced to implement lotteries and wait-lists this year in
order to allocate school seats. Class sizes have swollen, and some students were forced to travel
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greater distances to attend a school. Given the time it takes to site and develop a school, it is
imperative that we begin planning for a new district-based elementary, middle, and high school
now. To this end, we have been working with New York State Assembly Speaker Sheldon Silver’s
School Overcrowding Task Force, Department of Education representatives, other local elected
officials, and parents to develop new schools.

It is also important that Department of Education space not yet permanently dedicated in the
district at 26 Broadway and the Tweed Courthouse be preserved for district public school use.
We supported a proposal by Principal Rhodes of Millennium High School to use the space at 26
Broadway to develop a campus model of two high schools with cross-registration. We hope the
Department of Education will reconsider this proposal. We also strongly urge the Department of
Education to preserve Tweed Courthouse for the use of downtown students once the Spruce Street
School opens at its new location next year.

® Community Recreation and Cultural Centers

CB1 has long sought community recreation and cultural centers to provide a cohesive force for our
neighborhood—places where children and teenagers can play, learn and grow; where our seniors can
find opportunities for wellness, intellectual stimulation and socializing; and where adults can find
personal enrichment through fitness and continuing education. The Manhattan Youth Downtown
Community Center on Warren and West Streets ably serves people of all ages and has creatively
developed programs in response to evolving community needs. In addition, a new community center
is nearly complete on Sites 23 and 24 in Battery Park City to serve the growing community there.

A need also exists for a facility to serve the fast-growing population east of Greenwich Street.
With the tremendous increase in the population of the Financial District and Seaport and Civic
Centers, a community center is urgently needed to support a strong and stable community there.
CBL1 established a task force to plan an east side community center with General Growth Proper-
ties, the owner of the South Street Seaport. Significant progress was made in planning a center
that would meet the expressed needs of the community, but unfortunately these plans faced a ma-
jor setback when General Growth Properties shelved plans for redeveloping the site and declared
bankruptcy during the financial crisis. GGP has recently emerged from bankruptcy, and it is our
hope that we can resume the joint planning effort with GGP as soon as they are ready to move
forward again with redevelopment plans for their property.

® Community Amenities East of Broadway in CB1

The east side of our community, which includes the South Street Seaport, Civic Center, and Fi-
nancial District, has been radically transformed in the last decade into a thriving mixed-use com-
munity with a large residential population. Though all of downtown has experienced tremendous
growth, the population growth on the east side has been the greatest, making it the fastest growing
neighborhood in the city. We were pleased to see the recent opening of an enlarged and renovated
DeLury Square Park and Imagination Playground, and other new or renovated parks are expected
to open in coming months and years, including Titanic Park and Peck Slip. The planned develop-
ment of the East River waterfront will also provide much needed open space and amenities to an
underserved, growing community. The development of pedestrian and bicycle paths along the
East River is a critical part of developing Lower Manhattan’s transportation network — especially
for those children in our district who play sports on the East River fields, which currently have
limited public transportation access. In addition, the east side is greatly in need of a public library
branch and other facilities for residents.
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REBUILDING LOWER MANHATTAN

As rebuilding plans evolve, CB1 will continue to play a very active role in representing the inter-
ests of local residents and workers and making sure that the community has meaningful input and
involvement in the redevelopment process. The Community Board works closely with our elected
officials and the LMDC, the Lower Manhattan Construction Command Center (LMCCC), the Port
Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ), the Battery Park City Authority (BPCA), New
York City and State Departments of Transportation (DOT), the Metropolitan Transportation Au-
thority (MTA), the Department of City Planning (DCP) and Department of Buildings (DOB), the
Economic Development Corporation (EDC), Mayor’s Community Assistance Unit (CAU), De-
partment of Conservation (DEC), Department of Protection (DEP), and many other government
agencies and stakeholders, such as the Downtown Alliance. We strive to ensure that our voices are
heard throughout the planning, development and construction stages and that government agen-
cies are properly responsive to the needs and best interests of our constituency.

We have been advocating for years for the responsible allocation of the remaining monies and a
sunset provision for the LMDC. The LMDC mission to “help plan and coordinate the rebuilding
and revitalization of Lower Manhattan” is nearly complete except for the allocation of remaining
funds and cleanup of the legal work related to 130 Liberty Street.

® \Norld Trade Center Site

As we approach the tenth anniversary of the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the rebuild-
ing of the WTC site is moving forward. One can easily see at street level the progress that is being
made on many elements of the WTC Master Plan. Fiterman Hall was completely deconstructed
in 2009 and the groundbreaking for the new facility was in December 2009. The new Borough of
Manhattan Community College facility is approaching ten stories tall. The transformation of this
block had a positive effect on the area north of the WTC site.

Key portions of the WTC Memorial will be open for the tenth anniversary and the WTC Museum
is to scheduled open in 2012. The steel frame of One World Trade Center (WTCL1, formerly known
as the Freedom Tower) is almost at the 50th floor and the first metal and glass facade panels have
been installed. The fact that the Durst Corporation is investing in WTC1 signals private interest,
and the Letter of Intent from Condé Nast for 1 million square feet at WTC1 shows the world that
downtown is diversifying its job base and that it remains a competitive and vital economic center
of the city. For the first time we can actually envision the completion of this enormous urban revi-
talization project—and we are already seeing signs of the positive ripple effect that it is having here
on the surrounding residential and business community and around the region.

During the past year, PANYNJ and Silverstein Properties, Inc. were at an impasse over the eastern
portion of the WTC site. At the urging of CB1 and others, a framework was finally reached in
March 2010 and finalized in August 2010. This agreement was essential groundwork for the con-
struction of the largest green building complex in New York City and utilization of Environmental
Performance Credits. We also believe it is important to have stable leadership at the Port Authority
and other key agencies that is competent, professional, and familiar with the intricacies of such a
large complex construction project.

In addition, we look forward to the expected reopening of the southbound side of the Cortland
Street Subway Station (R and W) by September 2011. It is an important part of encouraging visi-
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tors to use public transportation and rebuilding local infrastructure for downtown residents and workers.

On the other hand, we were disappointed with the delay in the deconstruction of 130 Liberty Street.
The building was to be finished this year, but the deadline has recently been pushed back into 2011.
The sooner 130 Liberty Street is transferred to the PANYNJ, the sooner the Vehicular Secuirty Cen-
ter and the roof deck space of Liberty Park can be completed. Preliminary plans for the roof deck
garden for Liberty Park promise the addition of a much needed attractive public open green space.

It is also imperative that we establish a plan to manage tour buses that will transport the estimated
seven million annual visitors expected to arrive beginning with the opening of the 9/11 Memorial
less than a year from now.

® Performing Arts Center

A primary goal in rebuilding Lower Manhattan continues to be retaining a diverse community with
sufficient amenities and resources. In this regard, we continue to strongly advocate for the timely de-
velopment of the promised Performing Arts Center (PAC) at the WTC site. The PAC was conceived
as a calming bridge between the bustle of commerce and the reflection and remembrance that will be
inspired by the memorial and as a focal point to help ignite the resurgence of arts in Lower Manhattan.

The PAC is vital to the rebuilding of Lower Manhattan and it is imperative that it not be forgot-
ten or left as an afterthought; its planning should be expedited and fundraising should commence
immediately. We have requested a timetable and a plan of implementation for each of the steps
involved in the design and construction of the PAC, as well as specific information on funding the
project, as soon as possible. It is also time for new tenants to be brought into the project to ensure
that it is a world-class facility.

It is imperative the planning and development of the PAC and other cultural enhancements for
the WTC site be open and transparent in the future and recommends the formation of an advisory
panel including representatives of CB1 to address issues relating to the PAC and other cultural
enhancements for the WTC site.

This June, we were encouraged to see foundation work begin at Site 1B. In addition, the Board of
the LMDC allocated $100 million to the PAC at its October board meeting, and we look forward
to the formal affirmative vote supporting funding of the PAC at LMDC’s upcoming November
meeting. But much remains to be done. We reiterate our call for the prompt establishment of a
board structure for the PAC that is independent of both the LMDC and the National September
11th Memorial and Museum Board. The PAC Board should be charged not only with the respon-
sibility for raising funds for the PAC, but also reassessing the proposed programming of the PAC
to ensure that it becomes a world class performing arts center. The community has long advocated
for the PAC, which we believe is critical to the revitalization of Lower Manhattan.

® Major Street Reconstruction Projects

CB1 has a number of major reconstruction projects currently underway: Fulton Street, Chambers
Street, Hudson Street, Harrison Street and the Brooklyn Bridge. These major projects include re-
construction of underlying infrastructure, resurfacing, and storefront revitalization projects. It is
essential that this work proceed as rapidly as possible with minimal disruption to businesses and
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residents and that capital funds are in place to ensure that the revitalization project can address its
stated goals. We will continue to work with DDC, DOT and other agencies to address any adverse
impacts from the work.

® Mitigation of adverse effects of construction

Lower Manhattan faces a special challenge as we approach the peak construction phase of the re-
building effort. At this time, multiple projects are under or set to undergo construction, including
the new WTC PATH station, the Fulton Street Transit Center, Route 9A, the dismantling of 130
Liberty Street (the Deutsche Bank building), WTC Tower One & Four, the World Trade Center
Memorial & Museum, 500,000 square feet of WTC retail, and the major reconstruction projects
including Fulton Street, the Brooklyn Bridge, Chambers Street and Hudson Street.

The sheer amount of construction can raise noise and vibration issues and contribute to the prolif-
eration of the rat population downtown. We look forward to continuing our work with the LMCCC,
which is currently set to sunset on December 31, 2010. We have requested that it be extended for
another three years. We also look forward to continuing to work with the Department of De-
sign and Construction (DDC), the DOB, and the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP),
among others, to ensure that concerns of Lower Manhattan residents and workers are promptly
investigated and addressed. The Departments of Sanitation and Health have worked with us to ad-
dress problem locations and these agencies must redouble their efforts to conduct more frequent
pick-ups of litter and baiting of sites where rats are seen. CB1 will continue to work with these
agencies to identify areas where these actions must be taken and we will maintain these efforts as
construction activity continues in coming years.

We reiterate that all construction vehicles and equipment should be retrofitted to use ultra low-
sulfur diesel fuel. We urge that all other construction projects in our district, including those spon-
sored by the MTA and Port Authority, as well as large private projects, follow their lead and utilize
low sulfur fuel. Concrete trucks in particular need to be retrofitted, since they tend to idle during
security checks and lengthy concrete pours. Retrofitting can make a big difference in the potential
impacts from these projects on the health of people in our district. Construction sites should also
be hosed down regularly to limit airborne dust.

Environmentally responsible development should be a guiding principle in the redevelopment of
Lower Manhattan to support a sustainable urban community. In addition, new buildings and renova-
tions should be encouraged to take full advantage of state-of-the-art sustainable technologies to cre-
ate healthier habitats, limit consumption of fossil fuels, and reduce toxic emissions and particulates.

We must also address problems associated with the many stalled construction sites in CB1 in-
cluding plywood sheds that block sidewalks, poor sidewalk maintenance, limited street lighting,
sanitation problems, and rodent infestations. We would like the City to address these empty lots
creatively where possible by converting them into community gardens or basketball courts for
public high schools that have no gyms.

We would also like the DOB to assess scaffolding within CBL1 to ensure that it is needed for safety and
in compliance with City regulations, especially where construction was installed. For example, scaf-
folding went up around 50 West Street, which has been stalled for two years ago, but the scaffolding is
still erected. The scaffolding negatively impacts the nearby residential buildings, restaurants, and street
life and hampers ongoing efforts to revitalize the area south of the WTC site called “Greenwich South.”
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® Affordable Housing

It is of paramount importance that Lower Manhattan remains the diverse, mixed-income community
that residents have come to cherish. We must ensure that the people who teach our children, patrol
our streets, or fight our fires can afford to live in the neighborhood they serve. We therefore urge the
city to build more affordable housing downtown as well as do everthing possible to maintain exist-
ing affordable units. We recently pushed for inclusionary zoning as part of our rezoning of northern
Tribeca and we hope that this change will encourage developers to build affordable units in that area.

In response to concern about building owners attempting to leave programs that require rents in
their buildings to remain subsidized and to ensure that Lower Manhattan remains a diverse com-
munity that is affordable to people from a mixed range of income levels and demographic groups,
a team of CB1 members and community activists put together a guide last year to rent-stabilized
housing in CB1. This year, the group was formalized as an Affordable Housing Task Force and is
looking to inventory all affordable housing in district one.

® Retail Development

It is important to attract new retail and small service businesses to our growing community and
retain those that are currently meeting the needs of area residents. New space for quality retailers
is part of the plan for the World Trade Center site (500,000 square feet) and will also be included
in the Fulton Street Transit Center (25,000 square feet), especially because nearly 150 local busi-
nesses were evicted when buildings were demolished to make way for construction of the project,
which will create order for over a dozen subway lines.

It is hoped that the upgrading of Fulton Street will bring in additional retailers to meet the needs
of Lower Manhattan residents and workers. The bankruptcy of General Growth Properties com-
plicated plans to revitalize the area around the South Street Seaport, but when a plan to develop
that area is ready to move forward it should include plans for retail offerings that meet the needs of
Downtown residents and workers as well as visitors.

A diverse mix of retailers is essential to the vitality and economic life of the community. Retail
development should meet community needs and create ground floor/street level spaces in a variety
of sizes. We applaud the grant program established by the Lower Manhattan Development Cor-
poration to support businesses adversely affected by construction, and commend the LMDC for
expanding the program as we requested. We encourage all government agencies such as the NYC
Department of Small Business Services and the NYC Economic Development Corporation to do
everything possible to support our struggling businesses and ease the way for needed new ones
during this difficult economic time.

CB1 has also been happy to see the development of Greenmarkets throughout the district, including
at a new location in Battery Park City. We hope that more Greenmarkets will be developed in the Fi-
nancial District to replace the one lost at Zucotti Park. An example of a successful food market is the
New Amsterdam Market under the FDR drive, where an abandoned area is regularly transformed into
a bustling farmers and food market and has become a platform for event-driven cooking experiences
and a destination for people living in the community and from all around the city, as well as tourists.

On the other hand, it is important to continue to enforce the illegal street vending laws. Pedestrian
traffic already suffers from congestion, and congestion only increased when vendors set up shop
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illegally at overflowing subway station entrances and at the most trafficked intersections. Two such
examples are at Broadway and Fulton Street or John where both a sidewalk and street lane have
been taken away for the construction of the Fulton Transportation Hub.

OPEN SPACE
® Revitalization of the East River and Hudson River Waterfronts

Lower Manhattan will never have a great open space like Central Park and, in fact, open space is in
very short supply, particularly on the east side of our district. What we do have in Lower Manhat-
tan is public waterfront.

We welcome the improvements made along the Hudson River waterfront, and were pleased to see
the long-anticipated reopening of Pier 25 earlier this year. We hope Pier 26 will be completed in the
near future. Funding is still needed for design and development of the Estuarium and other aspects
of the plan for Pier 26. CB1 considers this park necessary to the revitalization of Lower Manhattan
and urges State, City and Federal officials to fully realize it as soon as possible. We are also work-
ing with the city on plans to convert into an attractive amenity the East River waterfront, which not
long ago was viewed as largely inhospitable and dilapidated. We clearly need to tap into the great
potential of this public space and to increase public access to it and transform it into a stimulating
and inviting series of varied experiences ranging from great open space to retail offerings and other
attractions that will serve the needs of local residents, workers and visitors.

The LMDC allocated $150 million toward East River waterfront improvements, and the Eco-
nomic Development Corporation has been working on the long anticipated East River Esplanade
and Piers Project. While the LMDC funds were sufficient to get this project started, CB1 believes
that additional funds will be needed to fully implement the comprehensive waterfront restoration
project as envisioned in the city’s well-received East River Waterfront concept plan put forward
in 2005. CB1 urges the Economic Development Corporation and Department of City Planning
to work closely with CB1 to identify additional funds, complete a final design and move forward
expeditiously in implementing this project, which has very strong community support.

It is crucial as well that plans for the Hudson River Park and the waterfronts at Battery Park and
Governors Island be fully integrated with those for the East River Waterfront. With the wheels in
motion and the community offering input and enthusiasm, it is more important than ever to make
sure that funds are in place to turn the entire expanse of Lower Manhattan waterfront into a great
community resource that includes a nicely built out continuous pedestrian and bicycle pathway
with access to the waterfront.

The redevelopment of the Battery Maritime Building is important because it will serve as a con-
nection between the waterfronts at Battery Park City and Battery Park and the East River water-
front. CB1 has worked with EDC and the developer on this project, and we are encouraged by
recent indications that the plan will move forward in 2011. A successful redevelopment of the Bat-
tery Maritime Building would bring activity to a part of our waterfront that has been largely idle
in recent years. We also look forward to the renovation of Pier A and hope that new uses there will
meet the needs of local residents and workers as well as visitors to nearby sightseeing destinations.

One key component in reclaiming our waterfront is the removal of security tents at the Historic
Battery. The Battery Conservancy has been working very hard with the National Park Service to
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transform Battery Park to a calming, peaceful place for residents, workers, and tourists to relax
and to view the harbor. However, these “temporary” security tents erected after September 11th
are unsightly and block the view of the harbor. With the tenth anniversary of September 11, 2001
rapidly approaching, these security tents are a constant, visible reminder of the events of that day
and interfere with efforts to transform Battery Park, and make it impossible for residents to walk
the entire waterfront. We strongly support their expeditious removal.

® Ball fields to serve CB 1

As our population grows, pressure on the ball fields in Battery Park City increase. Our local little
leagues already report that they can barely accommodate the children seeking to sign up due to
the limited number of nearby fields. One partial solution that CB1 and the leagues support is to
convert the Battery Park City fields from grass to artificial turf and utilize the lights over the field
for extended hours. Both measures which will be put in place this year.

CB1 also urges that steps be taken, where possible, to identify other potential playing field sites in
the area. We were pleased when the LMDC allocated funds to create a new ball field on the east
side of Lower Manhattan, and we look forward to the realization of that project. Despite limited
options, we need to look for creative solutions to address the shortage of space. Additional space
on piers, roofs of buildings, and at existing parks (Battery Park, Rockefeller Park, Wagner Park)
might provide additional active recreation options for our growing population.

CB1 also supports the use of fields on Governors Island and Pier 40 for organized downtown
leagues. Although Pier 40 is located in CB2, CB1 has participated actively in discussions about
its future and stressed how important it is for all Lower Manhattan youth to use the fields there
for organized athletic activities. We would like any future plan for Pier 40 to accommodate the
growing youth population in Lower Manhattan and the increasing need for ball fields. Similarly,
Governors Island is potentially a great resource for families from Lower Manhattan, and we look
forward to working with the Governors Island Preservation and Education Corporation to ensure
that active recreation space and access to it are included in plans for the Island.

® Governors Island

The transfer of Governors Island from the federal government to the City of New York was one
of the most exciting things to happen to the city’s landscape in decades. The island’s 172 acres
contain numerous historic structures in good condition, well-maintained playing fields, and some
of the most spectacular views in New York. As indicated above, CB1 children and adults currently
find themselves dramatically short of recreation fields to play on, and Governor’s Island can per-
haps go far toward rectifying the problem.

It is essential that as much of Governors Island and its historic structures as possible remain open
to the public and easily accessible. We have been encouraged by recent efforts by the Trust for
Governors Island to create amenities and programming that draw greater numbers of people to the
Island for events and activities. We intend to continue working closely with the Trust so that the
needs of Lower Manhattan residents are fully considered as it develops the island.

This year, the New York Harbor School opened on Governors Island and already it is showing
signs of being a great success. However, there is space on the island for many more public uses,
and we hope that the Trust for Governors Island will continue to develop exciting new projects that
will bring more people than ever to the island.
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® Small Parks and Public Plazas

Thanks to rebuilding funds provided by the LMDC, progress is ongoing on the construction and
renovation of thirteen parks in Lower Manhattan. We welcomed the recent opening of a number
of parks and open spaces in our district including Delury Square Park, West Thames Park, Louise
Nevelson Plaza, the Washington Market Comfort Station, Imagination Playground, and CaVal.a
Park renamed Albert Capsouto Park for our late board member.

However, while we are very pleased with the creation of these new parks, we must be sure that
the Parks Department will have sufficient resources at its behest to maintain them for public use.
Furthermore, we must make sure that the parks we currently have remain available for public use.
As such, we are pleased with the reopening of the north end of City Hall Park and the ongoing
implementation of the plans reached in response to the lawsuit by Friends of City Hall Park.

Greenwich South, the area of our community just south of the World Trade Center site, is still
sorely lacking in community spaces, and we hope the coming year will finally see the redevelop-
ment of Edgar Plaza in accordance with the proposal developed by the Downtown Alliance.

TRANSPORTATION
® A Bus Management Plan

Lower Manhattan currently accommodates hundreds of commuter and tour buses every day. They
layover on local streets and create congestion, pollution, and safety issues. The Memorial at the WTC
site is expected to attract upwards of seven million tourists and other visitors, not to mention residents
who already pass through the site on a daily basis and tens of thousands of people who will work at
the new buildings. This will generate many new bus trips to and from Lower Manhattan every day.

These buses do not belong on our narrow, busy streets creating additional toxic fumes and snarled
traffic in an already congested area. The health, accessibility and viability of our neighborhoods
depend on having a dedicated place for these buses to go—and that means bus storage facilities to
keep them away from our homes and workplaces.

As we approach the tenth anniversary of September 11, 2001 with the promised opening of the Memorial at
the WTC site, it is imperative for the LMDC, DOT and other agencies to develop viable interim and long-
range plans in place to accommodate buses and pedestrian traffic that will bring visitors to and from the site.
CBL1 looks forward to continuing to work collaboratively with DOT and elected officials on this effort.

As we await the development and implementation of such plans for commuter and tour buses, we
must vigorously enforce laws prohibiting idling by commuter and tourist buses.

® \\est Street Crossings

West Street/Route 9A, which bisects CB1 on the west side, has long been a source of fear and
concern for workers and residents who cross it daily. We have heard complaints that the timing of
the signals is too short to cross the street, and that traffic enforcement agents frequently wave cars
through red lights without heed to pedestrians.

We were very happy when Speaker Silver’s Office recently secured funding for pedestrian manag-
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ers along West Street. We were also pleased to learn recently that countdown signals will be in-
stalled along West Street as CB1 requested several years ago. We believe these have the potential
to improve pedestrian safety. However, we continue to support the construction of a pedestrian
bridge in southern Battery Park City, particularly with the opening of P.S. 276 and the necessity for
children to cross the highway in this area daily.

Accessibility is also an issue. Elevators and escalators on the bridges are frequently broken, and
notice is not always given when this occurs. We hope that notification to the community about such
break-downs will continue to improve. We also hope that the at-grade crossing at \esey Street will
be restored soon, as the Vesey Street elevators and escalators are frequently broken.

The ability to take a left hand turn on the southbound Westside Highway is critical to access the core
of Greenwich Street South where there are three hotels and several residential buildings. Currently,
some vehicular traffic must go through BPC in order to access Albany Street from Route 9A.

® Parking

We applaud the City’s efforts to crack down on placard parking in our district and believe these
should continue with involvement from all relevant agencies, especially NYPD and DOT. Owing
to the presence here of numerous City, State and Federal buildings, our district has a major prob-
lem with government-authorized vehicles occupying space on our streets and sidewalks. We urge
City, State and Federal agencies to continue to reduce the number of placards issued and regulate
those that are issued. Vigorous efforts to enforce existing regulations should be made so that our
streets are not filled with illegally parked “official” vehicles that prevent others from parking le-
gally. Not only do these vehicles take up many of the limited number of legitimate parking spaces
throughout our district, they also frequently park on sidewalks, in bus stops, atop traffic islands
and in handicapped zones. Such abuses create great resentment among residents who have few
on-street parking options, as well as among merchants and small businesses whose delivery trucks
have no space to unload and often receive tickets when they are forced to double-park.

In addition, government agencies need to manage parking by construction workers so that the neigh-
borhood is not overwhelmed with vehicles from outside the district during the massive construction
effort now underway throughout Lower Manhattan. The city should create more on-street (alternate-
side-of-the-street) parking in our district to accommodate the ever-growing residential population.

We also would like to see increased enforcement against vehicles that park all day long in non-
parking spots and bike lanes in association with commercial activity.

® 2nd Avenue Subway

The opening of the new Select Bus Line to replace the M15 Limited bus service has brought a
welcome new option for bus riders. However, the development of the 2nd Avenue Subway is still
greatly needed to relieve the overcrowded Lexington Avenue line and make Lower Manhattan
more accessible to uptown workers. This major project has been anticipated for decades and is
important to the long-term vitality of Lower Manhattan.

® Ferry Service

The disruption of PATH service after September 11, 2001 highlighted the great potential of water
transportation. Quick implementation of new ferry routes helped Lower Manhattan recover. Today,
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boats from New Jersey, Brooklyn, Manhattan’s Upper West Side and La Guardia Airport bolster our
linkages to the region. The expansion of ferry service should be encouraged, but requires sound plan-
ning. Flexible arrangements for docking, while essential during emergencies, can have unintended
consequences for residents when not adequately planned. Ferry and water taxi facilities must be
planned as part of a coordinated approach to waterfront protection and development. We have also
heard complaints from residents in Battery Park City about the noise and diesel fumes generated by
ferries. It is important that meaningful sound mitigation measures be utilized as much as possible.

® Bicycle Sharing

It was recently reported that the city that is developing a Request for Proposals for a bicycle sharing
program. Such programs work well elsewhere in other national and international cities, and CB1 would
welcome locations in our district where people could rent bicycles. The Downtown Alliance operated
a temporary, free bicycle sharing service that was very popular in Lower Manhattan. We would like to
see such a program as a permanent service for residents, commuters and visitors to our district.

ZONING

The Community Board worked with the Department of City Planning for several years on a com-
prehensive rezoning of northern Tribeca, which had been zoned for manufacturing uses. The
plan, adopted by the City Council in 2010, rezoned the area to permit residential development
as-of-right, while preserving the size and scale of Tribeca as it exists today. It also maintains
existing light manufacturing uses and encourages inclusionary housing zoning bonuses in newly
constructed residential buildings to bolster the stock of affordable housing in Tribeca so that the
neighborhood continues to include people of various income levels.

The current economic downturn provides an opportunity to look at areas in our community where
very large buildings are permitted as-of-right. The City should use this time to plan ways to en-
sure that City services and facilities such as schools, parks and libraries, and local amenities such
as retail shopping facilities are able to keep pace with development. We need to rethink the use of
zoning bonuses and how this process can be better tailored to provide communities with the ser-
vices and facilities they need to grow and prosper.

HISTORIC DISTRICTS

Lower Manhattan is the birthplace of New York City, and preserving and respecting its heritage
must be an utmost concern. Landmarks are not only a neighborhood amenity or a focus for school
trips. They are integral to maintaining tourism, one of the principal economic motors of CB1, and
they contribute immeasurably to the desirability of Lower Manhattan as a place to live and work.

Residents of Tribeca and the Seaport have expressed strong support for safeguarding the character
and authenticity of these historic communities. An appealing characteristic of both areas is their old
cobblestone roadways. CBL1 strongly favors retaining these cobblestone streets, and the city should
do a far better job of maintaining these important resources. CB1 successfully advocated for funds to
be set aside to rebuild many of the cobblestone streets in the South Street Seaport Historic District,
and we are working with DDC to include as many Tribeca cobblestone roadways as possible in the
Harrison Street Reconstruction project. These are in generally poor condition and need attention.
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We have nine historic districts in Lower Manhattan, including four in Tribeca, three in the Finan-
cial District, one in the South Street Seaport, and one in Governors Island. We also have many
individual landmark structures throughout our Lower Manhattan district. Unfortunately, designat-
ing an historic district does not guarantee its integrity. Incursions frequently occur: inappropriate
signage is hung, windows modified out of code, and owners make significant unapproved addi-
tions. While individual violations sometimes seem small, their cumulative effect greatly degrades
the character and property value of the historic districts. The Landmarks Preservation Commission
(LPC) has power of enforcement, but with only one or two enforcement officers for all five bor-
oughs, countless violations go uncorrected. As more buildings and districts gain landmark status in
New York, LPC needs additional staff to safeguard our heritage. We urge the LPC and the Mayor
to find funding for adequate enforcement, or landmark districts will eventually exist in name only.

Finally, consideration should be given to designating additional historic districts within the Finan-
cial District to protect significant buildings that are not already individually designated as land-
marks or included in existing historic districts. The Historic Districts Council has labeled a por-
tion of the Financial District called the Fulton-Nassau as a “Neighborhood at Risk” (http://www.
hdc.org/neighborhoodatriskFulton-Nassau.htm) and is of particular interest architecturally, as the
buildings are historic examples of the early evolution of the office skyscraper. We also believe
that the South Street Seaport Historic District should be expanded to include all of Pier 17 so that
it matches the federal and state designated historic district boundaries, and that the Tribeca North
Historic District should be expanded to include additional, architecturally distinguished buildings
that are threatened with redevelopment and merit protection.

OTHER PRIORITIES
® Addressing the Loss of St. Vincent’s

The closing of St. Vincent’s Hospital was a tremendous loss for Lower Manhattan. With its closure, travel
and wait time for emergency care patients is likely to increase in many instances. e hope that the city will
work to replace St. Vincent’s with a comparable medical center in the same space it once occupied.

New York Downtown Hospital is our only full-service hospital in the area, and we urge the city to do
everything possible to assist it. As Lower Manhattan residents and workers continue to grapple with
health problems caused by the events of September 11, 2001 and their aftermath, it is all the more im-
portant that NY Downtown Hospital be outfitted with equipment needed to provide state-of-the-art care.

Residents in CB1 also rely on the services of Gouverneur Healthcare Services. Although this fa-
cility is located in CB3, our neighbor to the northeast, it is the closest municipal hospital to CB1
and many of our residents receive medical treatment there. In addition, Gouverneur is part of the
World Trade Center Environmental Health Centers of Excellence that addresses physical and men-
tal health issues resulting from September 11, 2001 for the survivor community. We are grateful for
the notable capital improvements that have been made in recent years to Gouverneur Healthcare
Services and we encourage the City to ensure that it continues to provide excellent healthcare to
Lower Manhattan and other New York City residents.

® Safety and Security

CB1 maintains a close relationship with the 1st Police Precinct, and crime has generally remained
at low levels in recent years. However some well-publicized incidents, including the recent murder
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of a Pace University student, the assault of a resident of Southbridge Towers by a group of students
from Murray Bergtraum High School, and the attack of a Battery Park City teenager by a group
of youths, greatly concerned area residents. In response, CB1 has formed a Crime Task Force to
work closely with the 1st Precinct and other NYPD divisions to ensure that reductions in the dis-
trict’s crime rate made in recent years are maintained and if possible increased.

Itis also important to take account of safety and security considerations at construction sites. To this
end, it is important that new construction meet or exceed NYC'’s fire, building and safety code regu-
lations and incorporate adequate measures for emergency evacuation and security. Evacuation pro-
tocols, as well, should be incorporated into plans for new buildings. During this time of widespread
construction and street blockages, it is more important than ever for emergency and service vehicles
to be able to access and serve the safety needs of everyone without hindrance or obstruction.

The New York Police Department is developing a plan to restrict and regulate traffic in the vicinity
of the World Trade Center, as Police Commissioner Kelly discussed at a special CB1 meeting in
November, 2008. CB1 looks forward to continuing to work with the NYPD and local leaders and
stakeholders to find the right balance between safety considerations and livability so that the area
around the WTC site will be a thriving and vibrant as well as secure area.

We have also opposed the conducting of federal trials of high-profile September 11, 2001 suspects at
the Federal Courthouse for the Southern District of New York in Lower Manhattan. Holding a trial
downtown would not only be extremely costly, but the security measures necessary would be an
immense burden for residents without guarantee of safety. We’ve urged the U.S. Attorney General
to find an alternative location and hope that arrangements will soon be announced along these lines.

CBL1 has been generally supportive of plans to secure the area around the New York Stock Ex-
change. The Department of City Planning has come before CB1 several times to present these
plans, and we have commended them for making security in the area of the New York Stock Ex-
change less visible and intrusive. Plans must continue to take into account the needs of businesses
which suffered greatly under emergency restrictions put in place after September 11, 2001. This
collaborative process that included ongoing consultation with CB1 should be a model for future
efforts elsewhere in Lower Manhattan including around the WTC site.

We strongly recommend that to the greatest extent possible areas closed after September 11, 2001 be re-
opened to the public. We have worked with Friends of City Hall Park to encourage the City to increase
public access to restricted parts of City Hall Park and were encouraged by the opening of the northern
end of the park, which provided a welcome lift to area residents and workers without compromising se-
curity at City Hall. Comparable ways to safely re-open Park Row should be explored and implemented
to relieve severe burdens placed on residents in that area by restrictions associated with 1 Police Plaza.

Julie Menin Noah Pfefferblit
Chairperson District Manager
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TOTAL POPULATION 1980 1990 2000
Number 87,069 94,105 93,119
% Change — 8.1 -1.1
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 745 890
Rate per 1000 8.0 9.6
o
Deaths: Number 556 443 g
Rate per 1000 6.0 4.8 @
Z VILLAGE  GreEnwICH
Infant Mortality: Number 3 7 2 VP
Rate per 1000 4.0 79 2 s
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INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010
Cash Assistance (TANF) 1,040 374
Supplemental Security Income 1,891 1,719 LAND USE, 2010
Lot Area
Medicaid Only 1,941 7,902 Lots Sq. Ft.(000) %
1- 2 Family Residential 526 840.4 3.1
Total Persons Assisted 4,872 9,994 Multi-Family Residential 1,476 6,443.4 23.5
Mixed Resid. / Commercial 1,472 5126.9 18.7
Percent of Population 5.2 10.7 Commercial / Office 682 43223 15.8
Industrial 237 1,562.0 57
Transportation / Utility 34 4,437.1 16.2
Institutions 173 1,964.9 1.2
Open Space / Recreation 30 739.2 2.7
Parking Facilities 75 549.0 2.0
TOTAL LAND AREA Vacant Land 66 13284 49
Miscellaneous 48 92.2 0.3
Acres: 866.4
Square Miles: 14 Total 4819 27,4056 100.0
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Table PL P-103: Total Population by Mutually Exclusive Race and Hispanic Origin
and Total Housing Units

New York City Community Districts, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 Change 1990-2000

Manhattan Community District 2 Number | Percent Number| Percent Number] Percent
Total Population 94,105 100.0 93,119 100.0 (986) -1.0
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 73,381 78.0 69,683 74.8 (3,698) -5.0
Black/African American Nonhispanic 2,941 3.1 2,266 2.4 (675) -23.0

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 11,605 12.3 13,622 14.6 2,017 17.4
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 140 0.1 74 0.1 (66) -47.1

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 139 0.1 324 0.3 185 133.1
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 1,860 2.0 - -
Hispanic Origin 5,899 6.3 5,290 5.7 (609) -10.3
Population Under 18 Years 7,857 100.0 7,668 100.0 (189) -2.4
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 4,810 61.2 4,725 61.6 (85) -1.8
Black/African American Nonhispanic 193 2.5 148 1.9 (45) -23.3

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 1,972 25.1 1,751 22.8 (221) -11.2
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 11 0.1 3 0.0 (8) -72.7

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 54 0.7 44 0.6 (10) -18.5
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 361 4.7 - -
Hispanic Origin 817 10.4 636 8.3 (181) -22.2
Population 18 Years and Over 86,248 100.0 85,451 100.0 (797) -0.9
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 68,571 79.5 64,958 76.0 (3,613) -5.3
Black/African American Nonhispanic 2,748 3.2 2,118 2.5 (630) -22.9

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 9,633 11.2 11,871 13.9 2,238 23.2
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 129 0.1 71 0.1 (58) -45.0

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 85 0.1 280 0.3 195 229.4
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 1,499 1.8 - -
Hispanic Origin 5,082 5.9 4,654 5.4 (428) -8.4
Total Population 94,105 100.0 93,119 100.0 (986) -1.0
Under 18 Years 7,857 8.3 7,668 8.2 (189) -2.4
18 Years and Over 86,248 91.7 85,451 91.8 (797) -0.9
Total Housing Units 56,053 - 56,028 - (25) 0.0

Race categories are from the 2000 Census and are not strictly comparable with categories used in 1990.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census PL File and SF1 and 1990 Census STF1
Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Oct 2001)
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Demographic Profile - New York City Community Districts
2000 Census SF1

[Manhattan Community District 2 | Number| Percent
Total Population 93,119 100.0
White Nonhispanic 69,683 74.8
Black Nonhispanic 2,266 2.4
Asian and Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 13,622 14.6
Other Nonhispanic 398 0.4
Two or More Races Nonhispanic 1,860 2.0
Hispanic Origin 5,290 5.7
Female 46,733 50.2
Male 46,386 49.8
Under 5 years 2,572 2.8
5to 9 years 2,043 2.2
10 to 14 years 1,902 2.0
15to 19 years 3,969 4.3
20 to 24 years 7,849 8.4
25 to 44 years 41,766 44.9
45 to 64 years 22,156 23.8
65 years and over 10,862 11.7
18 years and over 85,451 91.8
In households 87,567 94.0
In family households 40,058 43.0
Householder 14,903 16.0
Spouse 11,956 12.8
Own child under 18 years 7,055 7.6
Other relatives 5,285 5.7
Nonrelatives 859 0.9
In nonfamily households 47,509 51.0
Householder 37,845 40.6
Householder 65 years and over living alone 5,062 5.4
Nonrelatives 9,664 10.4
In group quarters 5,552 6.0
Total Households 52,748 100.0
Family households 14,903 28.3
Married-couple family 11,956 22.7
With related children under 18 years 3,890 7.4
Female householder, no husband present 2,004 3.8
With related children under 18 years 848 1.6
Male householder, no wife present 943 1.8
With related children under 18 years 290 0.5
Nonfamily households 37,845 71.7
Households with one or more persons 65 years and over 8,824 16.7
Persons Per Family 2.63 -
Persons Per Household 1.66 -
Total Housing Units 56,028 -
Occupied Housing Units 52,748 100.0
Renter occupied 39,144 74.2
Owner occupied 13,604 25.8
By Household Size:

1 person household 29,463 55.9
2 person household 16,313 30.9
3 person household 3,955 7.5
4 person household 2,107 4.0
5 persons and over 910 1.7

By Age of Householder:
15 to 24 years 2,954 5.6
25 to 44 years 26,374 50.0
45 to 64 years 15,262 28.9
65 years and over 8,158 155

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census SF1 Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Dec 2001)
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Manhattan Community Districts 1 & 2 (PUMA 03810)

Selected Housing Characteristics: 2006-2008

U. S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

Geographic Area: PUMA 03810 Manhattan, New York

Selected Housing Characteristics

HOUSING OCCUPANCY Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 83,332 2,028 83,332 (X)
Occupied housing units 72,249 1,836 86.7% 1.2
Homeowner vacancy rate 3 1.3 (X) (X)
Rental vacancy rate 4.1 1.1 (X) (X)
UNITS IN STRUCTURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 83,332 2,028 83,332 (X)
1-unit, detached 182 131 0.2% 0.2
1-unit, attached 1,065 369 1.3% 0.4
2 units 1,363 554 1.6% 0.7
3 or 4 units 3,326 723 4.0% 0.9
5to 9 units 7,183 777 8.6% 0.9
10 to 19 units 10,404 930 12.5% 1.2
20 or more units 59,809 2,139 71.8% 1.6
Mobile home 0 158 0.0% 0.1
Boat, RV, van, etc. 0 158 0.0% 0.1
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 83,332 2,028 83,332 (X)
Built 2005 or later 1,387 332 1.7% 0.4
Built 2000 to 2004 3,005 538 3.6% 0.7
Built 1990 to 1999 3,781 619 4.5% 0.7
Built 1980 to 1989 6,497 792 7.8% 0.9
Built 1970 to 1979 5,283 583 6.3% 0.7
Built 1960 to 1969 7,501 865 9.0% 1
Built 1950 to 1959 4,556 590 5.5% 0.7
Built 1940 to 1949 3,780 645 4.5% 0.8
Built 1939 or earlier 47,542 1,782 57.1% 1.6
HOUSING TENURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 72,249 1,836 72,249 (X)
Owner-occupied 20,860 1,371 28.9% 1.7
Renter-occupied 51,389 1,800 71.1% 1.7
VEHICLES AVAILABLE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 72,249 1,836 72,249 (X)
No vehicles available 56,048 1,673 77.6% 1.4
1 vehicle available 14,395 1,010 19.9% 1.3
2 vehicles available 1,698 521 2.4% 0.7
3 or more vehicles available 108 82 0.1% 0.1
OCCUPANTS PER ROOM Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 72,249 1,836 72,249 X)
1.00 or less 68,654 1,872 95.0% 0.9
1.01 to 1.50 1,476 398 2.0% 0.6
1.51 or more 2,119 441 2.9% 0.6
Average household size 1.89 0.05 (X) (X)
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SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
HOUSEHOLD INCOME (SMOCAPI)

Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units where SMOCAPI

cannot be computed) 13,089 1,133 13,089 (X)
Less than 20.0 percent 6,305 774 48.2% 4.5
20.0 to 24.9 percent 1,670 356 12.8% 2.5
25.0 to 29.9 percent 1,242 365 9.5% 2.8
30.0 to 34.9 percent 727 284 5.6% 2
35.0 percent or more 3,145 581 24.0% 3.6
Not computed 74 71 X) X)

GROSS RENTAS A PERCE(ELAA(;I; OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)

Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where GRAPI cannot

be computed) 48,817 1,715 48,817 (X)
Less than 15.0 percent 12,708 1,230 26.0% 2.2
15.0 to 19.9 percent 5,485 552 11.2% 1.1
20.0 to 24.9 percent 5,612 825 11.5% 1.7
25.0 to 29.9 percent 5,263 724 10.8% 1.5
30.0 to 34.9 percent 3,660 600 7.5% 1.2
35.0 percent or more 16,089 1,438 33.0% 2.7
Not computed 2,572| 552] )| )]

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey
Note: An '(X)' means the estimate is not applicable or not available.

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a Census Bureau survey that provides estimates for New York City, the five

boroughs, and the 55 Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAS) that approximate New York City's 59 Community Districts. Data

are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling
variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. To learn more about the American Community Survey in

NYC see ACS.

For important information about ACS and using multi-year estimates go to: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popacs.shtml.
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 02, MANHATTAN

TOTAL
BUDGET APPROPRIATION FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
AG-MN410 SENIOR ACTION IN A GAY ENVIRONMENT (SAGE) cp 513 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
HD-DN529 BAILEY HOUSE cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-DN328 PLANNED PARENTHOOD OF NEW YORK CITY cp 93 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cP
HL-DN369 SAINT VINCENTS HOSPITAL cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cP
HL-DN602 VILLAGE CARE OF NEW YORK cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
HL-MN328 PLANNED PARENTHOOD OF NEW YORK CITY cp 180 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
HL-MN420 GREENWICH HOUSES INC. cp 500 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
HR-DN420 GREENWICH HOUSE cp 860 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HR-DN567 GODS LOVE WE DELIVER cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cpP
HR-MN445 VOCATIONAL FOUNDATION, INC cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cP
HW-207 RESURFACE AND REPAVE AVENUE OF THE 35,401 (CN) 26 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) (CN) (CN)
AMERICAS, ETC. 30,280 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
986 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 (P)
HW-404 REPAVE GREEN STREET, ETC. 1,316 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
2,460 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
HW-440 RECONSTRUCTION OF MERCER STREET, MANHATTAN 1,891 (CN) 0 (CcN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
2,948 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
HW-444 RECONSTRUCTION OF MADISON AVENUE, 8,186 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
MANHATTAN 192 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P)
HW-446 RECONSTRUCTION OF 14TH STREET, MANHATTAN 10,980 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 N) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
11,235 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
1,922 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 (P)
HW-447 RECONSTRUCTION OF HUDSON ST. (READE ST TO 11,040 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
14TH ST), MANHATTAN 8,905 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
310 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (p)
HW-738 RECONSTRUCTION OF WEST HOUSTON STREET 22,971 (CN) 83 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
(s) 0 (8) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
HW-1162 RECONSTRUCTION OF WOOSTER STREET, 789 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
MANHATTAN
P-1246 HUDSON RIVER TRUST cp 13,495 (CN) 5,000 (CN) 5,000 (CN) 5,000 (CN) cp
0 (P) (P) (P) (P)
P-1325 WASHINGTON SQUARE PARK cp 313 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
(P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (p)
P-1326 HIGH LINE PARK 54,754 (CN) 4,038 (CN) 0 (CN) 12,030 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
22,323 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
50 (s) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (s) 0 (8)
22,861 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P)
PV-C289 NEW YORK SHAKESPEARE FESTIVAL/PUBLIC 8,162 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
THEATER, IMPROVEMENTS
PV-DN0O01 3 LEGGED DOG, INC cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN022 AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) (¢} ]

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: 74C
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 02, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPRggggiTION FY2011 ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
L I A or S/ai/l carmarr | ymen T reens T ymue Ccoumum
PV-DN11ll COMMUNITY WORKS Ccp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
ovobuizs owes mmss woresmor N ocem o  owm  owm @
pvomes mmsams cmwm o s o otem ot
pvowos rrauaw memiow wemm - olem o om  otem e
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LOCATION
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pvowis acvoms v - clem o o  otem e
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THEATER, IMPROVEMENTS
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LOCATION
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FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: 75C



GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 02, MANHATTAN

TOTAL
BUDGET APPROPRIATION FY2011 ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
PV-N274 MOVING IMAGE, INC. / FILM FORUM Cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
PV-N279 MUSEUM OF CHINESE IN AMERICA CENTRE STREET CcP 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) Ccp
LOCATION
PV-N389 SOHO REPERTORY THEATRE, INC. CP 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
PV-N421 CHILDRENS MUSEUM OF THE ARTS CP 450 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
PV-N454 WNYC NEW YORK PUBLIC RADIO CP 100 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
PV-N614 ART NEW YORK Cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) Ccp
PV-289 NEW YORK SHAKESPEARE FESTIVAL/PUBLIC CP 8,997 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 ) 0 (CN) Ccp
THEATER, IMPROVEMENTS 1,000 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
1,000 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
5,000 0 0 (P) 0
PW-DN173 VILLAGE CENTER FOR CARE Ccp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
PW-DN236 LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL AND TRANSGENDER Ccp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
COMMUNITY CENTER (LGBT)
PW-DN302 NEW YORK GAY AND LESBIAN PROJECT Ccp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) (6]
PW-DN422 HETRICK-MARTIN INSTITUTE Ccp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
PW-MN236 LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL AND TRANSGENDER Cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP
COMMUNITY CENTER (LGBT)
PW-N236 LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL AND TRANSGENDER CcP 1,000 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) Ccp
COMMUNITY CENTER (LGBT)
s-219 CONSTRUCTION, SANITATION GARAGE, DISTICT 327,347 (CN) 69,183 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
1/2/5, MANHATTAN
SE-495 COMBINED SEWER OUTFALLS SOUTH OF 14TH CP 0 (Cx) 0 (CX) 500 (CX) 0 (Cx) CP

STREET, MANHATTAN

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: 76C
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STATEMENT OF DISTRICT NEEDS
Fiscal Year 2012

PREFACE

Community Board 2 Manhattan (“CB2”) continues to be greatly concerned that the City has mini-
mized the impact of the district’s rapid changes and have neglected to consider the need to increase
the ancillary services that such changes require. During these years of conspicuous residential
growth in NoHo, SoHo, Chinatown and our Hudson River waterfront, planners have not provided
for the necessary amenities that make for a healthy and growing residential community, e.g., pub-
lic schools, open space and parks, and consumer product and service retail space.

We are looking forward to receiving the results of the 2010 Census, which we think will substanti-
ate our anecdotal observations. All of the figures in the District Overview, below, are in serious
need of updating. We know that each year, until this past year, our office received more and more
applications for residential conversions and re-zonings. The complaints and requests that come to
CB2 reflect the concerns of this new population. Our budget priorities for the past few years have
focused on servicing these new arrivals to the district, as well as our long-time residents. More
specific assessments of services will be set forth throughout this Statement.

. DISTRICT OVERVIEW

A. Geography

Community Board 2 is a diverse district, bounded on the north by 14th Street, the south by Canal Street,
the east by the Bowery/Fourth Avenue, and the west by the Hudson River. It is a unique and rapidly
expanding community that includes the neighborhoods of Little Italy, part of Chinatown, SoHo, NoHo,
Greenwich Village, the West Village, Gansevoort Market, the South Village and Hudson Square.

B. Population

The population in Community Board 2 increased by seven percent (7.0%) between 1980 and 2000.
However, between 2000 and 2006, CB 2’s population has increased another 15.4%. The Department
of City Planning lists CB2 among the eleven highest areas of growth in the entire City through 2010.
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According to a City Planning Commission report on the percentage change in 0-17 year old population,
between 1980 and 2000, this district saw an increase approaching fifteen percent (15%). From 2000 to
2006, number of households with children 0-17 has increased an additional thirty-eight percent (38%).

In addition, we have five major universities that add thousands of non-permanent residents to our
neighborhoods - New York University, the New School, the Cooper Union, Hebrew Union Col-
lege, and Cardozo Law School. Several of these institutions are currently in the midst of expan-
sion, with proposals to add more than two thousand undergraduate residents to our district, along
with additional full time faculty and classrooms that will increase the number of day visitors.
While the students that join us every year are welcome, it is clear that the city needs to consider
their numbers when looking to allocate services to District 2.

C. Income structure

Much of the architecture and history of our district has been maintained by residents who are deter-
mined to preserve the middle class, live-work, merchant and artisan atmosphere of our neighbor-
hoods, past and future, but socioeconomic patterns are changing drastically.

Median income in 2004 was $75,000. In 2006, it increased to $94,871. At the same time, CB2’s income
diversity ratio went from 4.8 t0 6.7. Incomes in the bottom two quintiles accounted for nineteen percent
(19%) of the population in 2004, but by 2006 those quintiles represented twenty-three percent (23%).
The third quintile ($35,752 to $60,839) dropped from eighteen percent (18%) to twelve percent (12%).
The fifth quintile, $100,000+ increased three percent (3%). The poverty rate is 11.9%.

D. Housing

During this same period, the median monthly rent Community Board 2 ascended to the highest in
the City to $1,691. Rental units that are rent-regulated are 54.6%, and more than 1,300 buildings
are registered with rent-stabilized units. Community District 2’s rank in severe overcrowding rate
in rental unit conditions has been elevated from twenty-eight in the City to nineteen. We think that
we are losing affordable housing stock, and fear that this will depress our middle class population,
that is essential to a healthy, diverse community.

E. Tourism/Visitors

Within the boundaries of Community District 2 are some of the most popular tourist attractions in New
York City, with millions of tourists visiting the restaurants and cafes of Little Italy and Chinatown, the
galleries and boutiques of SoHo, the jazz clubs and Off-Broadway theaters of Greenwich Village, as
well as burgeoning nightlife, night club and cabaret spots of the entire area. A weekend evening stroll
through the Meatpacking and waterfront districts in the west, along West 4th Street and Bleecker St.
toward the east, through SoHo, Chinatown and Cleveland Circle in the south and on the western edge
of the Bowery from Houston to 14th St reveals the nightlife that is attracting record numbers of tourists.

A walk through our landmark districts is an historic delight with many well-preserved buildings dat-
ing back to the early part of the nineteenth century. We see many groups conducting walking tours in
our neighborhoods, telling stories about our immigrant, arts, and bohemian history. Tour buses travel
through our small streets, obstructing pedestrian and bicycle passage as well as emergency access
and deliveries, damaging our vulnerable infrastructure, idling and spewing dangerous emissions.

Our street trash baskets are often overflowing, especially on the weekends, and it is up to our citi-
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zens and merchant associations to supplement the Department of Sanitation pick-ups. We require
more police presence to manage the crowds. The parks in our district require more maintenance
because they are not just the outdoor space for our residents, but also appeal to visitors who are
looking for a pleasant stop on their way through our district. The High Line Park alone has at-
tracted 3.5 million visitors since its opening one and a half years ago.

Tourists are extremely welcome in our neighborhoods. They provide a significant clientele for our
small businesses and cultural institutions. However, the influx of thousands of people on a daily
basis puts a severe strain on our infrastructure and resources, and these additional needs are not
adequately addressed in the budget allocations.

1I. LAND USE, HOUSING, and BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

In assessing local needs it is necessary to recognize the development boom that Community Dis-
trict 2 has experienced over the last ten years. The number of change of use applications is among
the highest in the city, and the rapid influx of new development along the eastern, western and
southern borders of the district have added to density of both people and built environment disrupt-
ing both neighborhood character and density.

Two recent re-zonings in the Far West Village are guaranteed to increase our resident population.
And we anticipate another re-zoning in Hudson Square that will similarly transform a manufactur-
ing/commercial district to mixed-use. We are looking forward to working with the city to affect
this change, but we must be careful to that newcomers are provided with levels of service appropri-
ate to the development of a new ‘neighborhood.’

In NoHo, SoHo, and parts of Little Italy a continuing growing population is evident as existing
residents living in converted buildings see new neighbors moving into newly constructed build-
ings that were built on former parking lots. Since 2005, seventeen previously vacant lots now
house residential buildings, adding hundreds of new residents to this area. Community Board 2
will continue to work with the Department of City Planning to ensure that these buildings fit into
the character of the neighborhood. Hundreds of loft dwellers residing in NoHo and SoHo continue
to bring their loft space into compliance with legal residential requirements and their numbers are
also inflating the population figures. Major new apartment projects along the south side of East
Houston Street, in the northern portion of SoHo have added hundreds of new residents there,
as well, transforming what was once a commercial traffic corridor to the Holland Tunnel into a
highly dense pedestrian traffic area simultaneously. The community board is working with our
elected officials to examine what zoning changes are necessary in the adjacent M1-6 District that
will help preserve the neighborhood’s unique character and address increased pressure on local
infrastructure and the need for affordable housing.The Board is now preparing for a major land use
application in Greenwich Village by New York University. This represents a major institutional
expansion that will shift the demographic of the Village area.

These changes impact many of the day-to-day issues that come before our board. It is frustrating
to us that the one venue where we are asked that to participate by mandate of the City Charter, the
Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (“ULURP”), is too often driven by the interests of develop-
ers. Community boards are supposed to be at the table during the scoping process of ULURP, but
we are not included in the pre-process conversations. Consequently, our voice is not heard when
the Department of City Planning is asking the hard questions about the impact on the community
of a development project, and developers are allowed to assume what is, and is not, important to
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us. Itis especially problematic that ULURPs seldom consider the cumulative impact of individual
projects - including traffic concerns, the increased pressure on infrastructure, safety during con-
struction, the need for more park space, school seats, libraries, and social services.

We could go a long way toward ameliorating this problem, if we could become true partners with
the Department of City Planning in considering the valuable input of the community at the start
of every proposed land-use project. Most of the discussion that follows, and the needs that we are
defining, is driven by this unfortunate shortcoming in the current ULURP process.

Another issue of great concern to the members of all our neighborhoods is the alarming rate of
loss of the local businesses that are the backbone of our community. There are too many empty
storefronts along our commercial corridors. Some of this can, of course, be explained by the cur-
rent economic climate. But this is only part of the problem in our district.

As our downtown communities have become more desirable, there is a disturbing trend by land-
lords to end the leases of long term tenants in favor of newcomers who are willing and able to pay
much larger rents — usually trendy restaurants and bars, chain stores and upscale retail.

We added business development to the Land Use Committee, to focus on this issue. We support
and work well with our local Business Improvement Districts (BIDs): Village Alliance, Hudson
Square, and NoHo. This year we expect to review applications for two new BIDs in SoHo and
Chinatown. The services that a BID can provide help to improve the quality of life in their neigh-
borhoods. They are also usually willing and effective partners in helping to advocate for important
capital projects and general enforcement of City rules and regulations.

This year we would like to engage all of our BIDs, and the Small Business Administration, in an

effort to come up with real solutions to the problem of maintaining a healthy mix of businesses to
provide the real services that our neighborhoods need.

111. SOCIAL SERVICES

A. Education

Not only has the district overall gained population, there is an explosion of children in our public
schools, all of which are over capacity and all of which have more kindergartners than 5th graders.
In addition, middle school space is non-existent: our only middle school was moved downtown to
the Financial District this year.

We implore the city to provide accurate statistics and rational planning for our school children. Official
statistics suggest a child increase of thirty-four percent (34%). Unofficial observation (overcrowded play-
grounds, new maternity and child stores — including one for children’s haircuts and one for medicines —
and traffic jams of strollers) suggests an even greater increase. There are many reasons to believe this baby
boom will continue, including that many gay and lesbian couples are now having children, and that fami-
lies are choosing to stay in the city (especially with both parents working). Nationwide, the only age group
increasing births are women over age of thirty-five, and CB2 has many residents in this demographic.

This child population boom has not been met, or even recognized, by the Department of Educa-
tion. We have had no new schools in our district for 50 years (and lost our only middle school in
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the past year). CB2 has recognized this need in the past few years, and repeatedly called for more
school space. We fear another crisis such as the one a year ago, when parents of kindergartners on a
public school waiting list organized protests, publicized in the media, to finally find a place for their
children. Those children will need places for years to come, and we ask how they will be served?

One potential solution to this on-going problem is the purchase (or leasing), and subsequent renova-
tion and conversion, of 75 Morton Street, for use as a public school. We have secured strong support
from all our locally elected representatives (city, state, and national). This was our number one bud-
get priority last year, and continues to be so. This solution is relatively cheap and ADA compliant.

Another consideration is that we have several empty parochial school sites, as the Catholic Church
re-thinks its ability to financially support education. We are committed to finding space for our
elementary and middle school children to attend school in the immediate neighborhood.

Also, two years ago, the City entered into an agreement with the Foundling Hospital on Sixth Avenue
to convert the facility into a 540 seat, zoned elementary school. Construction has been delayed and
we are still waiting to hear from the Department of Education as to when we can expect its opening.

Finally, New York University has also offered space for a new school. It is disappointing that the
Department of Education is not moving forward with the pre-planning process necessary to ensure
that this important facility is built now, in preparation for our burgeoning need. To delay means
that our children will have to suffer needlessly in overcrowded classrooms that diminish the qual-
ity of education they should receive.

All three of our primary schools (P.S. 3, 41, and 130) are overcrowded and in serious need of
renovation. Among the specifics is that the P.S. 3 cafeteria and gym are too small to safely accom-
modate the children, and P.S. 130, in Chinatown/Little Italy, has stated that they need an addition,
perhaps in their schoolyard. We would like to explore both possibilities.

One of the frustrations we have, is that the Department of Education continually underestimates the num-
ber of school age children in our district, and around the city. Fudging the numbers downward is unworthy
of afirst class city that will depend on a well prepared population to see us through this century.

B. Youth

We need much more outdoor play space for children of various ages, especially those under five
and over twelve. Safe walking, bicycle, and mass travel are a priority; we support measures in this
direction. We won our fight for continued subsidies for MTA fares for students, but lost our M 8
bus, which served many youth and seniors.

Cutbacks in after-school resources deny many children in our community essential recreational,
educational and vocational activities. This is particularly true of the southeastern section of the dis-
trict, where a full service youth center is overdue. We do support the City’s efforts to open school
playgrounds during non-school hours. P.S. 41 has a large outdoor area that could be safe space
for our children to play. We will continue to work with the school and the City to make sure these
areas are available as soon as possible.

C. Seniors

Many elders in our district have decided to “age in place”, but services for our older residents have
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been cut drastically. The meal program at one of our centers (First Presbyterian) has been elimi-
nated, and our other centers are overcrowded, with multiple seatings. An important part of the meal
program, social contact, seems to be ignored completely. We would like to understand the goals of the
Department for the Aging because they do not seem to be in accord with our understanding of the needs.

We note that several cost-effective programs for seniors — Visiting Neighbors is the most obvious
— have lost funding. Again, we are joining our elected officials to work to solve this problem, but
we need the City to support Visiting Neighbors and other adult day care facilities, in order to allow
seniors to live independently in their own homes.

Our elderly are vulnerable to the rampant building boom in our community, when landlords seek
to push seniors out. New building permits must accommodate the elderly. Many of our seniors
continue to live in rent-regulated walk-up apartments. Renovation, not removal, is needed.

D. Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Questioning Community

Our district welcomes our Lesbian-Gay-Bisexual-Transgender-Questioning (“LGBTQ”) commu-
nity. They are integral to our healthy growth and community strength.

We are strong supporters of our three strong social service organizations, the LGBT Center, the
Door, and Housing Works, attending to the special needs of this community, including many not
from community district 2. All three also support those who are not LGBTQ. The LGBT Center
operates 300 citywide programs that draw thousands of participants each year. Housing Works
provides services for hundreds of people living with HIV/AIDS. The Door helps adolescents and
emerging adults find jobs, education, and health services.

The Hudson River Park pier at Christopher Street has become a safe gathering place for LGBTQ
youth, who still experience discrimination is other parts of the city. This large population in our
neighborhood raises concerns among local residents, especially when drug-dealing, prostitution,
and petty vandalism occurs. We are especially concerned about the increase in anti-gay hate crimes
in our neighborhood, and in other parts of the city. This violence does not come from our residents,
but from people coming into the district who have specific agendas against alternate life styles. CB
2 is working with the 6th Precinct, The Door, neighbors, and our elected officials, and asks that the
City work address this hateful behavior, and to find safe havens for these youth. Our board strives
to balance our concern for the youth and the residents.

E. Homeless
Proportionally, there are fewer homeless people in CB2 than elsewhere in the city, but our concerns extend
beyond our boarders. We deplore the closing of homeless shelters (particularly those friendly to LGBTQ

youth and to seniors) and we question many policies that the city has regarding homeless people in shelters
and in streets. The Doe Fund provides workers at our pier and we welcome more such efforts.

V. ENVIRONMENT, PUBLIC HEALTH and PUBLIC SAFETY

A. Public Safety

Counterfeit vending and illegal peddling remain serious problems in parts of our district. We
appreciate the specialized task forces within various city agencies, including the Mayor’s Office
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of Special Enforcement, the District Attorney’s office and its new special prosecutions unit, the
NYPD, and the Lower Manhattan Task Force, for the energy and resources they have been direct-
ing at these problems in response to our complaints (including the Canal Street Initiative, instituted
March 2010). We hope these efforts will continue with additional personnel and resources. We have
begun to see progress toward mitigating the sales of counterfeit goods and unlicensed vending which
is rampant below Houston Street. We urge the City to provide these agencies with greater resources.

Aside from the counterfeit goods industry/illegal vending problems discussed above, our district
faces very high rates of recidivism in prostitution and sales of narcotics. We receive continuous
complaints from both the residential and business communities, regarding the need for additional
police coverage, which has been reduced in recent years. Law enforcement problems reach not
only into our homes and busy streets, but also into the many sites where tourists, residents and
theater-goers gather for enjoyment. Drug dealing in our parks and streets hurts our residents and
seriously damages our neighborhoods. It is important that the 1st and 6th Precincts are equipped
with adequate staff and resources to deal with these problems.

B. Environment

We are concerned about the amount of truck trips by the Department of Sanitation that are required
to pass through our district to tip at the Gansevoort Marine Transfer Station. With the new recy-
cling laws enacted by City Council, this amount will increase dramatically as more recyclables are
collected. We feel it is imperative that other marine transfer stations are used for materials col-
lected beyond district 1 and 2, in order to service this increased demand more effectively.

Community District 2 is about to undergo three major construction projects simultaneously: 1) the
DSNY Spring St Salt Shed & Garage; 2) continuing work at various sites where shafts are being
connected to the water tunnel; 3) a Fan Plant facility to be constructed by New York City Transit
at Mulry Square. It is vital that these agencies take every action to minimize problems caused by
pollution, noise, and traffic congestion.

Community Board 2 remains concerned about the possibility of ‘hydro-fracking’ in the City’s wa-
tershed areas. We support the City’s position on this issue and will continue to work closely with
our elected officials to prevent hydraulic fracturing in the Marcellus Shale.

We also continue to list as a budget priority a request to convert MTA buses, school buses, and the
city’s transportation fleet to hybrid electric technology.

New residents, replacing the manufacturers who previously hired private carters, must now rely on
City sanitation collection. The local sanitation forces must keep pace with the increasing twenty-
four-hour population. Sanitation District 2’s limited staff is increasingly hard pressed to meet the
community’s growing needs. Additionally, the growth of tourism throughout our district, particu-
larly on weekends, has not been met with an increase in street garbage pick-up or police coverage.
Both are sorely needed.

C. Public Health

Our number one public health concern is the closing of St. Vincent’s Hospital. We address this
issue in a special section below.

Our community board is working diligently with the World Trade Center Environmental Health
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Center’s Community Advisory Council to pass federal legislation that would provide permanent
funding for this center along with the other centers dedicated to those affected by 9/11. In the in-
terim, it is important that the City continue its funding and support of these centers.

We are very interested in ensuring that the number of new HIV infections in the City decreases.
It is essential that the City fund new methods to help prevent new infections and continue to fund
more research into how to effectively reach the populations which are seeing higher infection rates.

We are pleased the City has dedicated significant resources and is now taking a pro-active approach in com-

bating the rat population in our City. In particular, we applaud the Rat Indexing Initiative. We urge the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene and other relevant agencies to continue these aggressive efforts.

V. TRAFFIC and TRANSPORTATION

When looking at any issue that comes up regarding traffic in this district, our board considers the
importance of balancing all the modes of transportation important in New York City — pedestrian,
public transportation, bicycles, cars, taxis and trucking.

We have a tremendous problem with vehicular congestion around the entrance and exit to the Holland
Tunnel. The tunnel brings in great volumes of private vehicles visiting the city from out of state. In
addition, trucks make many local commercial deliveries, and use our narrow streets to travel from the
Hudson River to the F.D.R. Drive, south to the Financial District and to the outer boroughs. Our frag-
ile network of narrow streets is also clogged with trucks skirting the one-way toll on the Verrazano-
Narrows Bridge in order to use the toll-free Manhattan Bridge to access the Holland Tunnel.

Every year in our budget requests, we ask that the City work with the Port Authority to consider
new approaches to dealing with the traffic back-ups that are caused by the Holland Tunnel. We
also ask for enforcement strategies to help keep traffic from “blocking the box™ at intersections,
honking, and driving recklessly to circumvent congestion. The newly formed Hudson Square
Business Improvement District has begun to address these problems. We are working with them,
look forward to further work with them and the relevant agencies, to find a long lasting solution.

Community District 2 has several internationally known tourist destinations that encourage heavy night-
time and weekend usage of the district’s streets, by both cars and pedestrians. New York City Transit
should be initiating a major effort to increase the use of public transportation by making it more com-
fortable, convenient, accessible, frequent, and making transit access points more user friendly for both
visitors and residents, but instead is making major cuts to the system. These cuts in both subway and
bus service are having a severe impact in our District, where every segment of our population relies on
these facilities to get from here to there and is hard pressed to find feasible alternatives. For example, the
senseless elimination of evening and weekend service on the much-used, much-needed M-8 bus route
deprives access for the many seniors, children, business people, parents with babies, local residents,
workers and others who have traveled it daily to reach doctors appointments, school, work, night-time
meetings, recreation, subway connections and other essential activities. The removal of our subway
station agents compromises our safety and takes away our source for vital information and orientation.
We vehemently oppose these cuts that are completely counter to the sustainability goals of PlaNYC.
Public transportation makes more efficient use of space and energy, significantly reduces air and noise
pollution, and minimizes pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. Therefore, instead of imposing these destruc-
tive cuts on a population that already depends so strongly on transit and its benefits, opportunities must
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be explored and followed through in providing new transit access and routes in areas of need.

As part of this endeavor, every effort needs to be made to repair and rehabilitate our deteriorating
subway stations for users’ comfort and safety. In particular, the West 4th Street station has been
severely deteriorating over many years of neglect to the point that current conditions are not only off-
putting, but also a threat to people’s health and safety. All of the platforms and surrounding areas are
plagued with moldy, leaky and peeling walls and ceilings, and a full rehabilitation is long overdue.

In a walking community like Community Board 2, with a populace that spends much of its time
out and about on the streets, the City must continue to encourage improvements for pedestrian
and alternative transportation modes with emphasis on design and regulation of streets, includ-
ing traffic calming approaches and more pedestrian-oriented redesign of complex intersections,
lighting and directional information for both pedestrian and vehicular traffic, improved safety,
enforcement, added bicycle parking both on sidewalks and in selected street spaces, as well as
aesthetic improvements. Facilitating pedestrian and bicycle movements and access between the
six major subway lines, bus routes, hospitals, commercial districts, open space, schools, univer-
sities, historic districts and residential communities, also needs implementation.

Opportunities must be sought and identified to reclaim streets for public space that both supports
pedestrian activities and builds community life. The Department of Transportation (“DOT”) is
beginning to achieve this through its Plaza program in such areas as Gansevoort Plaza and Astor
Place, and other initiatives would be welcome, including a permanent reconstruction of pedestrian
friendly improvements on 9th Avenue between Gansevoort Plaza and 14th Streets.

An opportunity to add significant open space is being lost at Mulry Square, where the MTA in-
tends to build an above-ground subway fan plant, whereas an underground facility, although more
costly, would allow for substantial public/green space at the site that would benefit the community
in perpetuity. Should the above-ground option continue to be pursued, at the least the housing for
such a facility must have a more appropriate community- and pedestrian-friendly design that both
respects the area’s historic importance and recognizes the utilitarian nature of the facility, while
providing an appropriate context for displaying the September 11th Tiles for America.

Individuals using wheelchairs have a basic right, pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act
of 1990, to use our city streets. In May 2007, the Community Planning Fellow assigned to our
Board by the Borough President, presented a pedestrian ramp study to our Traffic & Transportation
Committee. The study found that twenty-three percent (23%) of all street corners in our district do
not have pedestrian ramps. In addition, another fifteen percent (15%) of all corners have pedestrian
ramps that are uneven with the adjacent roadbed, or degraded, making them unusable or a safety
hazard. Although the City has been taking necessary action to remedy this injustice, it still has a
long way to go, especially in repairing broken, degraded areas.

The degraded condition of our district’s streets, particularly those paved with historic Belgian
blocks, is an ongoing concern and, at times, presents a hazardous condition. Some of our many
requests for capital repaving projects, street reconstruction, improved traffic conditions and other
needed improvements have been heeded, but there is still much to be done. Maintenance will al-
ways be an urgent item on the community’s agenda.

The proliferation of tour buses on our small, historic streets has produced a host of negative im-
pacts, including hazardous conditions for pedestrians, air and noise pollution, traffic congestion,
and broken street beds. CB 2 calls for increased regulation, enforcement, and relocation of tour bus
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routes to larger, more accommodating thoroughfares.

Recently, we have focused on working with DOT to create a safe environment for increasing bi-
cycling as a mode of transportation. We have embraced the need to build protected bicycle lanes
along many of our uptown/downtown and cross-town commuting arteries. However, there has
been controversy. The majority of people who testify at our hearings are supportive of the bicycle
lanes, but there are others who come with legitimate concerns about the impact on pedestrian
safety. We have a number of resolutions that ask the DOT to increase general education to the
public about the protocols of the new bicycle lanes, and to look for ways to adjust the markings on
the lanes to clearly announce how space is allocated to bicycles, pedestrians and cars.

We have also been working closely with the DOT to look at our parking regulations in a new way. We
have consistently supported pilot programs with muni-meters to test how variable pricing can work in our
neighborhoods. Because we have so many destination areas, and know that many people insist in coming
by car, over our bridges and tunnels, instead of using public transportation, we encourage the use of appro-
priate priced street parking to help reduce unnecessary circulation of cars looking for parking and eventu-
ally encourage visitors to consider mass transportation (which hopefully will be restored and enhanced).

VI. PARKS, RECREATION and OPEN SPACE

For years our parks, from the world-famous Washington Square, to our other twenty-six sitting ar-
eas and vest-pocket parks, have been extremely well-used by local citizens and visitors. However,
there is a dearth of open space in the district. In fact, our total provision of open space is only .40
acres per 1,000 people, far below the required minimum of 2.5 acres per 1,000.

This past year has brought some improvements to our open space issues. We have seen the open-
ing of the southern section of the High Line Park. This elevated walkway has been an immediate
success, and although most of the users in the first months have been visitors, local residents are
very proud to have this great amenity in our district. Community Board 2 is grateful to Friends of
the High Line for their commitment to this project and for their hard work to maintain the beautiful
plantings and accessibility. We are especially pleased to know that the City is now committed to
saving the entirety of the structure, including the portion in the Hudson Railyards.

We continue to look forward to re-opening of the entire Washington Square with the completion
of Phase Il and the construction of the new park house and dog run.

Petrosino Park was reopened prior to completion of reconstruction and the project remains incomplete al-
most two years later. The original contractor is now in default, and the lack of a fence has caused problems
affecting quality of life in the area. We look forward to long overdue completion of this project.

We are gratified that the Department of Environmental Protection has removed its construction
activities from Seravalli Park. The disruption for work on a water tunnel shaft lasted much longer
than DEP had suggested when seeking permission to take over part of the park. Completion of
renovations at Seravalli and Minetta playgrounds this year will complete the rebuilding of every
playground in the district over a period of about 20 years. Community Board 2 appreciates the
long term focus on this priority by our council members.

There are three other Water Tunnel project sites in our district: Hudson Street between Houston
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and Clarkson, Grand and Lafayette, and East 4th Street between Bowery and Lafayette Street. For
a third year, we have included the conversion of these sites to public open space among our highest
priorities. We believe that the best way to secure the future for these important sites is that DEP
turn over the sites to the Parks Department to be developed as new open space.

There are three other Water Tunnel project sites in our district: Houston and Clarkson, Grand and
Lafayette, and East 4th Street between Bowery and Lafayette Street. We have included these sites
high in our budget priorities again to ask that DEP honor their initial promise to turn over the acquired
construction staging sites to the Parks Department to be developed as new open space. We want to
continue to encourage this kind of creative thinking in the effort to develop more open space in CD2.

We have also worked with the DOT under its new plaza program. Many of our streets were created
hundreds of years ago along historic rural paths that through the years were forced to conform to
New York’s historic grid system. This has created underutilized streets with unusual geometries
that now lend themselves to opportunities to reclaim public open space. In Gansevoort Market and
along Lafayette at Astor Place, CB 2 is actively working with DOT to develop these sites as usable
public space. This year we are supporting a plaza application by the new Hudson Square BID.

One great concern is what have been referred to as the “DOT strips,” bands of open space on
LaGuardia Place and Mercer Street between West 3rd and Houston Streets. These strips, which
provide a sizable amount of publicly accessibly green space (including a recently funded new
toddler’s playground, community garden, dog run, and Mercer Playground), are rare oases in our
harshly deprived-of-open-space community. We urge, as we have urged for many years, that these
spaces be transferred posthaste from the NYC Department of Transportation to the NYC Depart-
ment of Parks, so that they may be preserved in perpetuity as parkland for our community.

VII. LANDMARKS and PUBLIC AESTHETICS

Ours is a historically rich community, graced by well over two thousand century-old dwellings. Indeed,
District 2 Manhattan has the oldest housing stock in the entire City with the median age of residential
buildings at 94 years. Row houses constructed in the early 1800’s, on what was then farmland, still
stand in the Greenwich Village and Charlton/King/VanDam Historic Districts. Cast-iron buildings that
were bolted together in SoHo during the last half of the nineteenth century still line the streets today.

This year we had two extensions designated by the Landmarks Preservation Commission, SoHo
and Greenwich Village I1. Within Community District 2 are now nine designated historic districts:
Charlton-King-VanDam; Gansevoort Market; Greenwich Village, with two extensions; SoHo Cast
Iron, with one extension, MacDougal-Sullivan Gardens; NoHo, with one extension; NoHo East;
and numerous individual landmarks.

Our board has joined with other preservation organizations and our neighbors to continue to ad-
vocate for the creation of a South Village District that represents an important chapter in the im-
migrant and bohemian history of New York City.

The strength of the Landmarks Preservation Commission is essential to the unique quality of this dis-
trict and remains evident in the value of properties here and the vigor of tourism. Our board is unique
in the city, in that over 70% of our building stock falls under the jurisdiction of the Commission. Un-
fortunately, too many illegal renovations and additions slip through each year. Landmarks enforcement
must be expanded, and the Commission must have the necessary funds to perform their duties. We will
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continue to advocate for a stronger LPC, because the integrity of our neighborhoods depend on them.

VIII. SIDEWALKS, PUBLIC FACILITIES and PUBLIC ACCESS

Community Board 2 Manhattan has more sidewalk cafes than any district in the city. Accordingly,
we are also one of the first districts to see the benefits and drawbacks of the cafes. The primary
benefits are increased street presence and the economic boost additional seats can provide these
local businesses, particularly in the summer months.

But we see more of the drawbacks, as well. The foremost of these is increased noise. This is especially
problematic in Community District 2 due to the mixed-use nature and relatively small size of many of
the buildings that house restaurants and bars in the district. The economic downturn has exacerbated
the problem as more establishments operate unlicensed cafes or outside the hours allowed for cafes.
An additional complicating factor is the popularity of many CD 2 neighborhoods with tourists and
other visitors from outside the area. While they are a welcome economic boon to our local businesses,
a small, but troublesome, minority of visitors, care little that their party may be taking place only a
precious few feet from numerous residences. Additionally, more establishments are designing their
facades with large expanses of windows or doors that are left open far past when sidewalk cafes are
closed, carrying the noise of crowds and amplified music out into the neighborhoods.

The greatest difficulty is the lack of consistent and meaningful enforcement of sidewalk café regulations
by the Department of Consumer Affairs (“DCA”). Although the agency is generally responsive when
the CB 2 office requests an investigation, the agency-initiated enforcement is so limited, that it seems to
have virtually no deterrent affect on restaurants that violate the sidewalk café rules. One on-going prob-
lem is that DCA has no inspectors working regular shifts in the evenings or on weekends when sidewalk
café activity is at its peak. As a result, we consistently encounter a minority of establishments which:

® operate outside allowed hours, particularly before noon on Sunday;

® operate the café outside the approved footprint and/or with more tables/seats than approved;
® maintain illegal outside service stations;

® do not remove café furniture when allowed café hours are over; and

® permanently block the sidewalk with planters, furniture or other barriers

These situations often create unsanitary conditions, limit or make treacherous
pedestrian access in what is public right-of-way and create an uneven playing
field that encourages responsible establishments to break the rules as well, if
only to compete with their opportunistic neighbors.

For several years, Community Board 2 has been troubled by DCA’s refusal to enforce the Zon-
ing Resolution’s ban on sidewalk cafes in certain parts of our district. Specifically, the agency
has continued to turn a blind eye to a handful of restaurants operating illegal sidewalk cafes on
West 4th Street, which is designated an R6 zone in which all sidewalk café activity is prohibited.
Although violations for unlicensed sidewalk activity were issued to restaurants on these blocks in
2007 and 2008, DCA has refused to allow the violations to come before an administrative tribunal
to be judged. In addition, despite repeated requests by the community board and the Borough
President’s office to explain its refusal to enforce the law, the agency has continually stonewalled
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and refused to provide any answer or to even discuss the matter. The agency’s continued abdica-
tion of its legal responsibility is shameful. Furthermore, it is an ongoing injustice to individuals
and families who must continue to endure the nightly racket on an otherwise quiet street and to
restaurants in the surrounding area who obey the law and, in cases where they are operating legal
sidewalk cafes, are paying significant amounts of money for sidewalk café consents and licenses.

We also would like DCA to clarify the rules and regulations that govern small sidewalk cafes, which are
allowed in some portions of our district. In years past, they only approved the cafes if room for a service
aisle was maintained. (The law states that servers may not use the public right of way.) Recently applica-
tions are being approved that actually force the servers to compete with the public to access the tables.

The other major issue on which little progress is being made is illegal sidewalk ATMs. After finally
getting confirmation from city agencies that these were indeed illegal, we have received assurances
that enforcement would occur. Although there was an initial round of enforcement in response to
locations designated by various community boards, it does not appear that DOT has sustained the ef-
fort. Community Board 2 would like to see regular enforcement, particularly along heavily trafficked
streets, such as Bleecker and Christopher, and on streets that have minimal sidewalk width.

IX. STREETACTIVITIES and FILM PERMITS

Community District 2 hosts more street fairs than any other board in Manhattan. Street fairs are
a longstanding tradition in our neighborhoods, but increasingly they are no longer about block
associations and community groups getting together to celebrate a special event, plant flowers, or
raise money with a tag sale. There are too many generic, promoter based multi-block events that
have no relationship or nexus to our neighborhoods, take business away from the merchants who
pay rent and taxes, and generally detract from the quality of life of our residents.

We appreciate that there is a citywide moratorium on new multi-block fairs, but there are still too
many of them for our liking. Motorcycle clubs from New Jersey should not be allowed to block
our streets as they ride en-masse through a tunnel, with engines revving, to the small streets of
Little Italy for an afternoon and evening of partying, under the guise of sharing a police and Italian
heritage from years ago.

We carefully review every application to make sure that there is some benefit to the community
before giving over our streets to outside groups. Unfortunately, the Mayor’s Street Activities Per-
mitting Office (SAPO) often approves the same fairs year after year, and leaves us with no other
option than to try to negotiate for restrictions in order to minimize the unwanted, negative impact.

There is also a new development by SAPO: approving commercial events and art installations in the
public plazas that have been newly created by the Department of Transportation. \We supported the
plaza program wholeheartedly with the idea that our district needs more public open space, but now
we find ourselves in the position of having absolutely no say in how the plazas are being used.

In addition to the street fairs, we have an ongoing problem with the issuance of film permits. Our
historic streets are some of the most desirable film and photo-shoot locations. Unfortunately, we
again have no input regarding the number, location, or date and time of the permits being issued.
There is simply no process to allow for community feedback and input regarding the issuance
of film permits. Some of our streets are repeatedly closed, which causes a great inconvenience
to residents and businesses. There are location vehicles parked throughout their neighborhood
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(often illegally running their engines), cables and equipment everywhere, catering stations on the
sidewalks, large crews standing around hour after hour, lights shining into bedroom windows at
night, and even security that denies access to their buildings when the cameras are rolling. It takes
many phone calls, angry letters, and the intervention of the board and elected officials to get an
area deemed a hot spot, giving that area at least a few months of relief.

All of these factors have created an extremely heavy burden on district services, an antiquated city
infrastructure, and City services. Each month our office receives numerous complaints about all
of these street-renting practices.

The Mayor’s Citywide Events Coordination Management office needs to create a new process that

will take into account residents’ concerns, business interests and allow for community and board
input before issuing any permits that restrict access to our streets.

X. ARTS and INSTITUTIONS

A. Universities

There are five major higher education institutions located in Community Board 2: New York
University, Cooper Union, Benjamin Cardozo Law School, Hebrew Union College, and The New
School (which includes the Parsons branch). They draw tens of thousands of students, professors
and other staff who commute to or live in the Village.

Our biggest concern at this time is New York University’s Plan 2031 campus expansion into the core of
Greenwich Village. Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer’s NYU Task Force has been tempo-
rarily suspended as we enter into the ULURP process in which both the Borough President’s office and
the community board have New York Charter-mandated responsibilities to review the project.

Community Board 2 will now assume the role of the main liaison with the community and NYU.
Over the past 20 years, NYU has been buying buildings and either demolishing or renovating them
for their own purposes. The historic neighborhoods around Washington Square Park are hardly
recognizable with the number of large, modern buildings that have replaced the low scale and
intimate streetscapes that Henry James and Edith Wharton wrote about over 100 years ago. The
residents in the remaining buildings are afraid that their homes will also disappear.

Community Board 2 will be in the forefront, with support from the Borough President’s office and
others, in reviewing of all the complex zoning, mapping, transportation, deed restrictions, land
use, environmental and other agenda items and issues. There will be a series of meetings with
each relevant committee jointly with the Arts & Institutions Committee as we move through the
pre-ULURP process with NYU.

Many of the projects that NYU is proposing as part of its plans will require City approvals and com-
munity board input. We would ask that the appropriate agencies consider the needs of our residents
and the history of our neighborhoods before issuing approvals. This is the time for NYU to look to
expand into other locations, outside of the core area. Otherwise, we fear that Greenwich Village,
known throughout the world and attracting thousands of visitors each year to New York City, will be
swallowed up by a well-funded and rapacious institution that perhaps, has outgrown its roots.

Cooper Union and The New School are in the middle of expansions that will stretch our District’s
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historical references — economically and socially. The New School has conducted two forums in
conjunction with CB2’s Arts & Institutions Committee. They have made many changes to their
original proposals including reducing the height of the building and even modifying the facade from
metal to masonry, and the new design is more fitting for the historic character of the neighborhood.

We need to be vigilant in monitoring and communicating with the New School as demolition and
foundation work begins on this new building. We are particularly anxious that the New School
adhere to Community Board 2’s construction protocols that address issues of noise related to con-
struction, scheduling, street closings, etc.

B. Libraries

We are increasingly concerned that budget cuts have resulted in a reduction in staff and in the hours
of operation at the libraries in our district. These reductions impact young children and the elderly
most of all. We continue to request that additional funds be allocated to keep the large community
room at the Hudson Park branch open during all library hours in order to increase the activities for
toddler-aged children. We also ask that the New York Public Library provide a dedicated youth
staff to create special youth programming.

We are pleased that the historic Jefferson Market Library has been funded for restoration of the
exterior and that the interior will be updated to accommodate better handicap accessibility.

C. The Arts

Community Board 2 would like to thank the City for helping to fund the new Museum of Chinese
in America, which opened last year to celebrate the important history of Chinese-American im-
migrants. The museum will be a great asset to the Chinatown community and the entire district.

We are also very excited that the Whitney Museum of American Art has formally announced in May
that the Board of Trustees of the museum gave its final approval for a new facility in the Gansevoort
Market district. This important institution, which was originally founded in our district, will be a great
asset to the Far West Village and could help to re-focus the neighborhood as an art and design district.

Community Board 2 has hosted two information forums and plans to hold others as various stages
of design and construction progress. It is anticipated that ground breaking will be May 2011. The
Museum will be an exciting center of art, with exterior exhibition spaces as well the traditional
interior spaces. It will be integrated with the High Line park that run along the eastern face of the
building. Restaurants, gathering places, and other public areas will be part of the overall design.

The other major issue this year was the alarming closure of so many of the districts off-Broadway
and small theaters. The causes are many but, the very high cost of rents in our area plus the very
drastic cut back of funds to non profits, especially to the arts, are the main reasons. The closing
of the Ohio Theater after over 30 years of continuous operation has had a major impact on the
downtown theater community.

To try to find innovative ways to compensate for this situation, Community Board 2 has taken a
leadership position, along with Community Board’s 4 and 5, in having all twelve community
boards sign on to a resolution calling for enactment of a plan to offer tax incentives to landlords
to donate or provide discounted theater spaces to non-profit companies. In general, the Borough
President office has been supportive of this idea.
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The plan is still being vetted by legal staff and tax experts in Speakers Quinn’s office, but the gen-
eral consensus is that it will be difficult to get it passed in Albany and the emphasis is now to seek
some kind of already existing NYC programs that could provide some incentives to landlords to
help the arts theater community.

XI. SLALICENSING

Almost every application that comes before the board requires a 500 hearing at the State Liquor
Authority (“SLA”) because there are more than three existing on-premise liquor licenses nearby.
In fact, many have as many as twenty licenses. Several areas in our district, in particular the Bow-
ery area and the Meatpacking District, are experiencing a dramatic increase in late night (and early
morning) visitors who patronize new bars, clubs and restaurants. This trend has severely strained
the quality of life for residents. Community Board 2 has noted that there is quite a difference be-
tween retail daytime use and retail nighttime use, and has gone on record to call upon the City to
amend Use Group 6 to require special permits for bars, restaurants and clubs.

Community Board 2 reviewed and passed resolutions regarding 147 applications for liquor licenses
in 2009, an increase of fourteen percent (14%) over the 127 applications reviewed in 2008. Most of
these establishments are in manufacturing/artist live-work areas, driving up the cost of small manu-
facturing/repair spaces, increasing Board of Standard and Appeals variances for other uses, and ef-
fectively driving out small businesses that have been the mainstay of economics within the district.

In addition to reviewing license applications, our staff and board members spend extensive time
and resources asking the police and city agencies, along with the SLA, to enforce the legal ‘meth-
ods of operation.” Far too often, establishments that have been approved as restaurants with back-
ground music, transform themselves illegally into late night venues. Our office receives the com-
plaints, but it is very difficult for us to get the appropriate agencies to do an inspection.

It is important that the City commit to working with the SLA to coordinate the timely enforcement
of laws that are written in order to protect our residential and mixed-use neighborhoods from being
overwhelmed by the negative impact of the concentration of nightlife.

XIl. WATERFRONT

The development of the Hudson River Park has been a great benefit to the residents in our park-
starved district. The access to the waterfront, the bikeway and walkway, the playgrounds and
seating areas are used year round. The ball fields on Pier 40, at Houston Street, have created the
opportunity for children and adults to participate in organized sports leagues. Many residents take
advantage of the relatively affordable vehicle parking on Pier 40, as well.

We have had two failed attempts to develop Pier 40 according to the parameters outlined in the
Hudson River Park Trust Act. This is of increased concern because the pier is in very bad shape
structurally. Itis in desperate need of work on both its roof and pilings. We think these failures are
due to the lack of public input into a planning process before the issuance of the RFP’s.

CB 2 will continue to work with the Community Advisory Committee of the Trust to try to re-start

the process to develop Pier 40. In order to succeed, it is imperative that the community be involved

in the planning stages. Our board is committed to seeing that the athletic fields and parking re-
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main, and that the necessary commercial development is appropriate to the park and additive to
the community. While this project is clearly under the jurisdiction of the Trust, we would ask that
the city’s representatives on the Trust Board join us in advocating for a process and an RFP that
responds to the needs of our district.

This year, as part of the Department of City Planning’s review of their Comprehensive Waterfront
Plan, CB2 identified two other important issues. First, we are concerned about the potential danger
posed by rising sea levels. Many parts of our district lie in potential flood plains, and would be dev-
astated in a storm surge. It is imperative that the City begin planning now to institute preventative
measures that will protect our community from the impacts of climate change or a natural disaster.

Also, we are advocating to improve safe access to our waterfront. Our highest priority is to insti-
tute a new pedestrian crossing, over Route 9A, at Spring Street. The Hudson Square neighborhood
is becoming increasingly a residential area, and yet it has the worst open space ratio per person in
our district. Currently the only crossing to the park is on the south side of Canal Street, which is
actually in Community Board 1. This effectively renders the entire neighborhood cut off from the
Hudson River Park. Creating a new crossing will require the cooperation of many city agencies,
New York State Department of Transportation, and the Hudson River Park Trust. We ask that the
City commit to working with us to advocate for this change, as partial mitigation for the decision
to locate a three-district sanitation garage and salt shed at Spring and West Streets.

In Section 11 of this report (Social Services), we listed our concerns about the needs of the LG-
BTQ youth who flock to the Christopher Street pier on weekend evenings.

XIll. OTHER ISSUES
A. Chinatown

The work of CB2 is organized by areas of service, and not by geographic areas. The one exception is Chi-
natown. This community is covered by three community boards, and has historically been underserved.

As one of the oldest neighborhoods in New York City and the country, Chinatown has been a tra-
ditional gateway for immigrants, particularly from East Asia. While Chinatown’s population and
boundaries have grown dramatically over the past three decades due to reforms in national im-
migration quotas, it continues to struggle as a densely populated, low-income neighborhood with
limited language access to mainstream services and programs. Chinatown’s economy suffered
greatly in the period after September 11th due to restricted flow of commerce under the security
zone, and more recently gentrification pressures from neighboring areas have contributed to a loss
of affordable housing and dislocation of low income residents and small businesses.

In late 2008, a planning body called the Chinatown Working Group was formed to identify major
issues of concern in Chinatown and to come up with ways to allow Chinatown to grow while pro-
tecting and retaining its historical character. The Chinatown Working Group is made up of more
than fifty full voting members comprised of important stakeholders representing residents, small
businesses, workers, social service institutions, arts, and advocacy groups, as well as Manhattan’s
Community Boards 1, 2, and 3. Other institutions and elected officials also participate in a non-
voting capacity during the Working Group’s monthly full sessions and Working Team meetings
— designed for open, democratic, consensus-building planning in the hopes of creating a compre-
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hensive community-based 197a Plan. In accordance with the City Charter, Community Boards 1,
2 & 3 would be co-sponsors along with the Chinatown Working Group of its proposed 197a Plan.

The preliminary planning needs of Chinatown have focused around a few core issues, namely re-
zoning for preservation and creation of housing that is affordable to existing Chinatown residents,
combating tenant harassment and illegal eviction, support for small businesses and job creation
for locals, developing more parks and usable open spaces, improving traffic flow and pedestrian
safety, bolstering immigrant social services, creating spaces for local arts and culture, enhancing
educational opportunities for youth and adults, and preservation of Chinatown’s unique immigrant
culture and history. In articulating its goals for Chinatown’s future, the Working Group is care-
fully considering the impact of its proposals on adjacent New York City communities.

Community Board 2 will continue to work along these broad guidelines of neighborhood plan-
ning in Chinatown in coordination with local stakeholders and other community boards, and, if
approved, ask the City adopt this 197a as an action agenda.

B. St. Vincent’s Hospital

Our community has lost its single most important health care resource with the recent closing of
St. Vincent’s Catholic Medical Center. St. Vincent’s, which operated in our district for over 100
years, was one of only two Level One Trauma Centers south of 59th Street and provided invalu-
able services to our residents and to all of lower Manhattan, including in-patient hospitalization,
emergency room care, a large variety of out-patient clinics and a commitment to serving anyone
who walks through their doors without regard for ability to pay.

Over the last three years, we held many public hearings on St. Vincent’s plan to build a new, state
of the art facility, which we supported. Now that these plans are defunct with the dissolution of St.
Vincent’s, it is imperative that the hospital be replaced with a new facility that adequately meets
the community’s health care needs, preferably a new full-service hospital at the St. Vincent’s loca-
tion. We are working with local public officials, health care groups, social service organizations,
community representatives and other stakeholders throughout the former St. Vincent’s service
area in preparing a community health care needs assessment that will help determine the level and
extent of services that will be offered by this new facility.

We urge the City and State Departments of Health to lend us their support to this project and the larger goal
of establishing a new health care facility, which is crucial to the health and well-being of our community.

CONCLUSION/SUMMARY

Within the next few months, the Office of Management and Budget will receive our specific Capi-
tal and Expense Budget requests and priorities. We cannot stress enough — as we have done so
often before - the particular needs we have enumerated that deserve special consideration.

Ours is a community of families and preservationists: our block and community associations plant
and care for trees; friends’ groups care for our parks; merchants’ associations help local park and City
groups; civic organizations clean their streets, and residents get involved and help. We also have BIDs,
that are committed to supporting our businesses, and provide security, extra sanitation services and
street beautification projects to ensure that their areas remain attractive destinations. The fact that the
historic beauty and integrity of our many neighborhoods has survived is clearly due to these efforts.
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It is time that the City makes the same commitment to our district, as have our residents and busi-
nesses. Increasingly, City agencies are asking for input from the community board regarding the
issuance of licenses, changes to regulations and feedback for large development projects. How-
ever, we notice that building owners, restaurateurs and cafe entrepreneurs have found it too easy to
build in complete disregard of local laws. New businesses are opened and profits are reaped while
complaints sit on agency desks. lllegal and unlicensed operations continue without inspections and
penalties, and residents continue to complain to the Board office. More careful attention must be
paid to the zoning regulations regarding building plan examiners and sidewalk cafe application
certifiers. lllegal construction continues in Community District 2. And too often, we are asked to
retroactively approve illegal renovations in our historic districts. We need City agencies to estab-
lish procedures that will help us to protect our neighborhoods in line with existing laws, and then
follow up with inspections to ensure that violations are cured in a timely manner.

Finally, we ask that in FY 2012, the City does not again propose cuts to the community board bud-
gets. Any reduction would essentially eliminate the money expended on basic operating expenses.
To compensate, our only alternative would be to lay off staff, thereby making it impossible to
perform some of our City Charter-mandated responsibilities. Community boards have not received
increases to their operating budgets in twenty years. It is difficult to perform our duties under the
current funding. Any further cuts would basically undermine our role in helping to deliver the ap-
propriate level of city services in our community and prevent us from participating as a full partner
in reviewing land use changes, monitoring city services and reviewing agency applications. We
understand that there are fiscal challenges that New York City must address. However, it would
be short sighted to not take advantage of the thousands of volunteer hours that community board
members devote to ensuring that the City stays connected to its local populations.

Jo Hamilton Bob Gormley
Chair District Manager
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MANHATTAN COMMUNITY DISTRICT 3
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TOTAL POPULATION 1980 1990 2000
Number 154,848 161,617 164,407
% Change — 4.4 1.7
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 2,320 2,215
Rate per 1000 14.1 13.5
Deaths: Number 1,291 1,252
Rate per 1000 7.9 7.6
Infant Mortality: Number 8 14
Rate per 1000 34 6.3
INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010
Cash Assistance (TANF) 8,740 5,321
Supplemental Security Income 13,662 13,919
Medicaid Only 16,012 63,035
Total Persons Assisted 38,414 82,275
Percent of Population 23.4 50.0
TOTAL LAND AREA
Acres: 1,077.1
Square Miles: 1.7

LAND USE, 2010
Lot Area

Lots Sq. Ft.(000) %
1- 2 Family Residential 64 95.8 0.3
Multi-Family Residential 1,254 11,526.6 34.1
Mixed Resid. / Commercial 1,731 7,300.7 21.6
Commercial / Office 482 1,688.2 50
Industrial 147 544.7 1.6
Transportation / Utility 35 1,400.8 4.1
Institutions 295 3,693.4 10.9
Open Space / Recreation 66 5,356.3 15.8
Parking Facilities 58 260.6 0.8
VacantLand 190 1,930.1 5.7
Miscellaneous 19 32.4 0.1
Total 4341 33,829.7  100.0
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Table PL P-103: Total Population by Mutually Exclusive Race and Hispanic Origin
and Total Housing Units

New York City Community Districts, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 Change 1990-2000

Manhattan Community District 3 Number | Percent Number| — Percent Number] Percent
Total Population 161,617 100.0 164,407 100.0 2,790 1.7
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 47,392 29.3 46,396 28.2 (996) -2.1
Black/African American Nonhispanic 13,387 8.3 11,633 7.1 (1,754) -13.1

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 47,883 29.6 57,871 35.2 9,988 20.9
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 385 0.2 240 0.1 (145) -37.7

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 353 0.2 597 0.4 244 69.1
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 3,475 2.1 - -
Hispanic Origin 52,217 32.3 44,195 26.9 (8,022) -15.4
Population Under 18 Years 32,252 100.0 28,116 100.0 (4,136) -12.8
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 3,108 9.6 2,631 9.4 477) -15.3
Black/African American Nonhispanic 3,223 10.0 2,845 10.1 (378) -11.7

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 9,738 30.2 10,153 36.1 415 4.3
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 79 0.2 48 0.2 (31) -39.2

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 138 0.4 104 0.4 (34) -24.6
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 613 2.2 - -
Hispanic Origin 15,966 49.5 11,722 41.7 (4,244) -26.6
Population 18 Years and Over 129,365 100.0 136,291 100.0 6,926 5.4
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 44,284 34.2 43,765 32.1 (519) -1.2
Black/African American Nonhispanic 10,164 7.9 8,788 6.4 (1,376) -13.5

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 38,145 29.5 47,718 35.0 9,573 25.1
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 306 0.2 192 0.1 (114) -37.3

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 215 0.2 493 0.4 278 129.3
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 2,862 2.1 - -
Hispanic Origin 36,251 28.0 32,473 23.8 (3,778) -10.4
Total Population 161,617 100.0 164,407 100.0 2,790 1.7
Under 18 Years 32,252 20.0 28,116 17.1 (4,136) -12.8
18 Years and Over 129,365 80.0 136,291 82.9 6,926 5.4
Total Housing Units 68,849 - 72,681 - 3,832 5.6

Race categories are from the 2000 Census and are not strictly comparable with categories used in 1990.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census PL File and SF1 and 1990 Census STF1
Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Oct 2001)
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Demographic Profile - New York City Community Districts

2000 Census SF1

[Manhattan Community District 3 Number Percent
Total Population 164,407 100.0
White Nonhispanic 46,396 28.2
Black Nonhispanic 11,633 7.1
Asian and Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 57,871 35.2
Other Nonhispanic 837 0.5
Two or More Races Nonhispanic 3,475 2.1
Hispanic Origin 44,195 26.9
Female 83,415 50.7
Male 80,992 49.3
Under 5 years 6,975 4.2
5to 9 years 7,497 4.6
10 to 14 years 8,446 5.1
15 to 19 years 9,975 6.1
20 to 24 years 15,109 9.2
25 to 44 years 59,637 36.3
45 to 64 years 34,667 21.1
65 years and over 22,101 134
18 years and over 136,291 82.9
In households 159,129 96.8
In family households 110,278 67.1
Householder 32,574 19.8
Spouse 19,443 11.8
Own child under 18 years 22,117 135
Other relatives 31,436 19.1
Nonrelatives 4,708 2.9
In nonfamily households 48,851 29.7
Householder 36,971 225
Householder 65 years and over living alone 8,076 4.9
Nonrelatives 11,880 7.2
In group quarters 5,278 3.2
Total Households 69,545 100.0
Family households 32,574 46.8
Married-couple family 19,443 28.0
With related children under 18 years 8,302 11.9
Female householder, no husband present 10,207 14.7
With related children under 18 years 5,846 8.4
Male householder, no wife present 2,924 4.2
With related children under 18 years 995 1.4
Nonfamily households 36,971 53.2
Households with one or more persons 65 years and over 17,495 25.2
Persons Per Family 3.24 -
Persons Per Household 2.29 -
Total Housing Units 72,681 -
Occupied Housing Units 69,545 100.0
Renter occupied 61,175 88.0
Owner occupied 8,370 12.0
By Household Size:

1 person household 28,454 40.9
2 person household 19,349 27.8
3 person household 8,662 125
4 person household 6,245 9.0
5 persons and over 6,835 9.8

By Age of Householder:
15 to 24 years 3,720 5.3
2510 44 years 29,691 42.7
45 to 64 years 20,736 29.8
65 years and over 15,398 221

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census SF1 Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Dec 2001)
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Manhattan Community District 3 (PUMA 03809)

Selected Housing Characteristics: 2006-2008

U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

Geographic Area: PUMA 03809 Manhattan, New York

Selected Housing Characteristics

HOUSING OCCUPANCY Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 77,454 2,127 77,454 (X)
Occupied housing units 71,421 2,071 92.2% 1.1
Homeowner vacancy rate 0.3 0.6 X) X)
Rental vacancy rate 2.3 0.7 (X) (X)
UNITS IN STRUCTURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 77,454 2,127 77,454 (X)
1-unit, detached 368 198 0.5% 0.3
1-unit, attached 308 158 0.4% 0.2
2 units 719 278 0.9% 0.4
3 or 4 units 1,959 439 2.5% 0.6
5to 9 units 6,538 791 8.4% 1
10 to 19 units 15,398 1,292 19.9% 1.5
20 or more units 52,142 1,838 67.3% 1.7
Mobile home 6 13 0.0% 0.1
Boat, RV, van, etc. 16 27 0.0% 0.1
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 77,454 2,127 77,454 (X)
Built 2005 or later 622 244 0.8% 0.3
Built 2000 to 2004 1,693 412 2.2% 0.5
Built 1990 to 1999 1,873 395 2.4% 0.5
Built 1980 to 1989 2,852 404 3.7% 0.5
Built 1970 to 1979 5,300 573 6.8% 0.7
Built 1960 to 1969 9,838 978 12.7% 1.2
Built 1950 to 1959 7,693 682 9.9% 0.9
Built 1940 to 1949 8,367 743 10.8% 0.9
Built 1939 or earlier 39,216 1,603 50.6% 1.5
HOUSING TENURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 71,421 2,071 71,421 X)
Owner-occupied 9,056 722 12.7% 1
Renter-occupied 62,365 2,009 87.3% 1
VEHICLES AVAILABLE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 71,421 2,071 71,421 (X)
No vehicles available 59,332 2,013 83.1% 1.4
1 vehicle available 10,651 968 14.9% 1.3
2 vehicles available 1,219 383 1.7% 0.5
3 or more vehicles available 219 141 0.3% 0.2
OCCUPANTS PER ROOM Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 71,421 2,071 71,421 X)
1.00 or less 64,991 1,992 91.0% 1
1.01t0 1.50 3,493 615 4.9% 0.9
1.51 or more 2,937 567 4.1% 0.8
Average household size 2.28 0.06 (X) (X)
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SELECTED M(I)—ll\(grLTSLgH(())VIYDNIIEI\TCC(:)?/ISET(SS'I\A/ISOACEFETCENTAGE OF Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units where SMOCAPI
cannot be computed) 4,278 576 4,278 (X)
Less than 20.0 percent 1,676 340 39.2% 7
20.0 to 24.9 percent 467 183 10.9% 4.1
25.0 to 29.9 percent 405 222 9.5% 4.8
30.0 to 34.9 percent 182 98 4.3% 2.3
35.0 percent or more 1,548 422 36.2% 8.1
Not computed 11 18 X) (X)
GROSS RENTAS A PERCE(ZL':(;IIE) OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where GRAPI cannot
be computed) 60,270 2,092 60,270 (X)
Less than 15.0 percent 10,282 976 17.1% 1.7
15.0 to 19.9 percent 6,926 838 11.5% 1.3
20.0 to 24.9 percent 6,776 686 11.2% 1.1
25.0 to 29.9 percent 7,554 895 12.5% 1.4
30.0 to 34.9 percent 5,869 659 9.7% 1.1
35.0 percent or more 22,863 1,678 37.9% 2.2
Not computed 2,095| 512] )] )]

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey
Note: An '(X)' means the estimate is not applicable or not available.

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a Census Bureau survey that provides estimates for New York City, the five

boroughs, and the 55 Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAS) that approximate New York City's 59 Community Districts. Data

are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling
variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. To learn more about the American Community Survey in

NYC see ACS.

For important information about ACS and using multi-year estimates go to: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popacs.shtml.
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 03, MANHATTAN

TOTAL
BUDGET APPROPRIATION  FY201l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
AG-DN100 CHINESE-AMERICAN PLANNING COUNCIL [¢3:4 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
BR-156 MANHATTAN BRIDGE, RECONSTRUCTION 503,978 (CN) 1,661 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (c 111 (CN)
537,899 (F) (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 21,007 (F)
73,030 (s) 13,582 (8) 0 (8) 0 (s) 0 (s 0 (8)
24,703 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 0 (P
BR-253 RECONSTRUCTION OF WILLIAMSBURG BRIDGE 724,145 (CN) 623 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
640,418 (F) 36,348 (F) 32,500 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
65,043 (8) 0 (8) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
70,510 (P 0 0 (P) 0 0 0
HD-DN611 FEGS-TANYA TOWERS CcP 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HD-I001  ARCH, ENGINEERING, ADMIN. EXPENSES, ETC. cp 10,000 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HD-MN512 ASIAN AMERICANS FOR EQUALITY cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HH-DN129 WOMEN'S PRISON ASSOCIATION cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-DN082 CHARLES B. WANG COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTER [¢3:4 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-DN300 NEW YORK EYE AND EAR INFIRMARY cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-DN530 AIDS SERVICE CENTER cp 122 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-MN300 NEW YORK EYE AND EAR INFIRMARY cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HW-446 RECONSTRUCTION OF 14TH STREET, MANHATTAN 10,980 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
11,235 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
1,922 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P)
HW-780 CHATHAM SQUARE, MANHATTAN 16,760 (CN) 476 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN)
53,680 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
P-C475 EAST RIVER PARK, IMPROVEMENTS, MANHATTAN cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
P-475 EAST RIVER PARK, IMPROVEMENT 85,275 (CN) 5,959 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
178 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
400 0 0 0 (s 0 0
P-829 SARA ROOSEVELT PARK, MANHATTAN, 4,323 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
IMPROVEMENTS
P-864 REHABILITATION OF HAMILTON FISH BATHHOUSE 14,055 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN)
AND POOL
PV-DNO31 ARC ON 4TH STREET [¢:4 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN120 CREATIVE TIME [¢:4 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN131 DOWNTOWN ART/ALPHA OMEGA YOUTH CENTER cp 300 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN149 EXIT ART cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN161 FOURTH ARTS BLOCK [¢:4 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN185 HERE ARTS CENTER cp 75 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN224 KEHILA KEDOSH JANINA MUSEUM cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN245 LOWER EAST SIDE CONSERVANCY cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
P 3 7¢C
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IN THOUSANDS)

GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
(s

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 03,

TOTAL
APPROPRIATION

AS OF

5/31/10

FY2011l ADOPTED
CAP BUDGET

MANHATTAN

FY2012

THREE YEAR PROGRAM

FY2013

FY2014

REQUIRED TO
COMPLETE

ANTHOLOGY FILM ARCHIVES, INC.

ARTISTS RESIDENCE COMMUNITY ON EAST 4TH
STREET, INC. (ARC)

LA MAMA THEATRE, IMPROVEMENTS

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: 78C
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 03, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPRgggﬁkTION FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
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FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK
MANHATTAN COMMUNITY
BOARD NO. 3

59 East 4th Street - New York, N.Y. 10003
Phone: (212) 533-5300 - Fax: (212) 533-3659

www.cb3manhattan.org info@cb3manhattan.org

Dominic Pisciotta Susan Stetzer
Board Chair District Manager

District Needs Statement for Fiscal Year 2012

Community Board 3 Manhattan covers the Lower East Side and part of Chinatown. Its boundaries
are 14th Street on the north, the East River on the east, south to the Brooklyn Bridge and Fourth
Avenue and Bowery on the west, extending to Baxter and Pearl Streets south of Canal Street. It is
a community filled with a diversity of cultures, religions, incomes, and languages. Its character,
drawn from its heritage as a historic first stop for many immigrants, continues to the present day.
Community Board 3 is one of the largest and most densely populated districts in the city. It has over
172,000 people. At the last census, 43,000 required income assistance. This is 26% of our population
and 83% greater than the median for Manhattan community boards. Seventeen percent of our popu-
lation is under 18 years of age and 13percent are senior citizens. The demographics of the district
also illustrate our diversity and reflect our immigrant population. The 2000 census indicates that the
residential population of this district is 35% Asian/Pacific Islander, 28% white nonhispanic, 27%
Hispanic, 7% African American, as well as other parts of the world represented in smaller numbers.

The district has recently been greatly affected by increasing gentrification, which has enriched
the community in many ways but also changed its character, culture, and businesses. The district
continues to attract more people and businesses that support the growing market-rate housing and
high-end retail, but many people within this community continue to live on the edge of homeless-
ness and economic survival.

Community Board 3 has worked to retain affordable housing and local businesses as well as serve
the needs of the newcomers to this community because it recognizes that the displacement of long-
time residential and commercial residents has caused great loss to this community. Many small
family-owned stores, especially those that serve local retail needs, arts businesses, and nonprofits
have closed and been replaced by an ever growing number of bars and restaurants. Families have
been displaced from their homes because they cannot afford increasing rents. Community-based
organizations, which provide essential services for community residents, struggle to provide more
services and to afford their own costs with fewer resources. Their budgets have decreased because
the new market-rate residents have changed the demographics of this community, making the
percentage of those needing assistance smaller although their actual number may increase. This is
in addition to budget cuts necessitated by the bad economy.

Economic Development

The overwhelming use of commercial storefronts in Community Board 3 is by small businesses
that employ between 1 and 4 employees. Recent analysis of some of our larger streets, such as
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Avenue A and Mott Street, indicates a current vacancy rate of 8 — 9%. For a vibrant, diversified
community, our small businesses need to be successful. Asurvey of small businesses on one heav-
ily commercial block has reported problems in the following areas: high rents, lack of financing,
property taxes, and leases. The current recession has exacerbated those problems.

A recent public meeting sponsored by CB3 between the NYC Finance Commissioner and small
business owners addressed property tax increases that are being passed from small property own-
ers to their small business tenants. This is a serious problem for our small businesses. Preliminary
research indicates that our elected officials and agencies should propose legislative or regulatory
solutions to protect small businesses from tax increases they cannot absorb and give more educa-
tion for small businesses regarding lease and tax consequences.

The Board is working with local artists and landlords/real estate brokers to explore the short term
use of vacant storefronts by artists to mitigate the impact of vacancies by lessening the negative
impact of shuttered store fronts. Using nonprofit organizations as mediators between landlord and
artists to facilitate these uses has been one method explored Further work is needed to bring foot
traffic to retail corridors, to help retain existing local businesses, and to return to a more diverse
business community. Finally, the Board is investigating the creation of a Chamber of Commerce
for Community Board 3. We will push for the creation of a Chamber of Commerce as a useful
mechanism for small businesses for networking with other businesses and learning more about
government sponsored programs that would be helpful to them. As we found with the Finance
Department discussion noted above, providing information to the business community gives them
the ability to make better decisions for their businesses.

One of the answers to the question of what makes a vibrant, diversified community is: more butch-
ers, bakers, dry cleaners, shoe repair stores, and similar small businesses. We will continue to work
with government officials and elected leaders to make this happen.

Housing and Land Use

The crisis in affordable housing within Community Board 3 continues to worsen. Years of gentrifi-
cation, rising rents, the opting out of Mitchell-Lama, limited dividend, and project-based Section 8
housing for market-rate housing, and a shortage of Section 8 vouchers contributed to this problem.
Affordable housing projects and other housing programs are disappearing from our community.

Our country, state, and city face incredible budget constraints brought on by this devastating reces-
sion, which has resulted directly in cut backs by government agencies. Fortunately, Community
Board 3 has managed to avoid the widespread foreclosure crisis. Nevertheless, we must remain
aware of the possible problems should unemployment rates continue to rise and not entirely forget
goals to attain additional affordable housing funds.

With new sources of affordable housing unlikely, the preservation of affordable, safe housing for
low-income, moderate-income and middle-income families, and senior citizens remains a priority
and is essential to preserve the diverse character of our community and the well-being of our resi-
dents. The City must redouble its efforts to focus its resources on protecting housing for its residents.

Adequate funding to community housing advocacy and legal groups is essential to safeguard ex-
isting affordable housing. These groups provide essential assistance to tenants who are fighting the
lack of basic services, building code violations, and threatened evictions that are part and parcel of
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concerted efforts to replace long-term neighborhood residents with market-rate tenants. This harass-
ment harms rent regulated tenants. Because our community groups often work in concert with the
Department of Housing, Preservation and Development, reduced funding to such groups prevents
them — and HPD -- from staving off the displacement and homelessness of our residents and in the
long-term forces the City to expend greater funds to find displaced residents alternative shelter.

Agencies can issue violations, but there are no other measures for the city to take corrective ac-
tion. Landlords are receiving violations from the Department of Buildings, but are not correcting
the violations. This is sometimes done to eventually create unsafe buildings that will necessitate
vacates of tenants. This in turn allows the landlord to renovate the buildings for high-income ten-
ants. Legislation is needed to force landlords to cure violations to ensure the safety of the tenants
and also to preserve affordable housing.

New development has often favored large-scale development, including the construction of luxury hous-
ing and hotels, whose scale is contextually incompatible with surrounding buildings and fails to address
community housing needs. The Department of Buildings (DOB) has increased fines for and monitoring
of noncompliant development, but more effective plan examination and increased enforcement is nec-
essary so that noncompliant development does not go unchecked. The lack of monitoring continues to
threaten our community. Systemic change that will enable DOB to follow up on violations and ensure
that violations are corrected, including follow up of Environmental Control Board violations, is essential
to ensure that violations are not merely absorbed by developers as part of their cost of doing business.

To protect our existing housing, agencies must work cooperatively to ensure adequate code en-
forcement so that serious violations are promptly corrected. Strict code enforcement and multi-
lingual outreach and services are vital. Community Board 3 recognizes that NYCHA is the largest
provider of affordable housing within the City. Although NYCHA residents must pay their fair
share of expenses, they cannot be expected to shoulder the entire burden. NYCHA'’s increased
fees for essential services such as garbage disposal and rising rents have created uncertainty for
NY CHA residents who are unable to pay these extra expenses and fear that NYCHA is abandon-
ing its mission of public housing in favor of privatization. Our city officials must effectively lobby
state and federal governments to ensure that this does not happen.

At a time when housing costs continue to rise, the conversion of subsidized housing to market-rate
housing decreases the availability of urgently needed affordable housing. Tenants who were previ-
ously the beneficiaries of state and city Mitchell-Lama programs and federal mortgage and rent
subsidy programs, e.g. project-based Section 8, have lost such protections or are at increased risk of
losing them. Although these projects may contain tenants of varied incomes, a large minority of ten-
ants of subsidized housing are poor and low-income tenants. Absent such subsidies, many long-term
tenants would be unable to remain in their homes or in our community. Specifically, we are opposed
to any proposals to “block grant” the Section 8 Voucher Program. The diversity of our neighborhood
must be maintained by ensuring that affordable housing is accessible. Community Board 3 opposes
cuts or limitations of the Section 8 Voucher Program and other aid programs that increase the avail-
ability of affordable housing. As our district continues to struggle with finding a balance between its
history and its growth, we must prioritize protecting affordable housing for our residents. This is a
basic need for our community and will also protect the diversity and character of the neighborhood.

Although Community Board 3 is now located in the economic exclusion zone of the 421-a tax abatement
program, we still support revisions to the program that would 1) eliminate the use of negotiable certifi-
cates, 2) mandate that developers provide 30 percent of affordable housing on site to qualify for property
tax exemptions, and 3) mandate that developers taking advantage of both 421-a tax abatements and
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inclusionary zoning bonuses should allocate 40 percent of the on-site units for affordable housing.

Chinatown

As one of the oldest neighborhoods in New York City and the country, Chinatown has been a tra-
ditional gateway for immigrants, particularly from East Asia. While Chinatown’s population and
boundaries have grown dramatically over the past three decades due to reforms in national im-
migration quotas, it continues to struggle as a densely populated, low-income neighborhood with
limited language access to mainstream services and programs. Chinatown’s economy suffered
greatly in the period after September 11th due to restricted flow of commerce under the security
zone, and more recently gentrification pressures from neighboring areas have contributed to a loss
of affordable housing and dislocation of low income residents and small businesses.

In late 2008, a planning body called the Chinatown Working Group was formed with Community Boards
1, 2, 3, and other local stakeholders to identify major issues of concern in Chinatown and to come up with
ways to allow Chinatown to grow while protecting and retaining its historical character. The preliminary
planning needs of Chinatown have focused around a few core issues, namely rezoning for preservation
and creation of affordable housing that is affordable to existing Chinatown residents, combating tenant
harassment and illegal eviction, support for small businesses and job creation for locals, developing more
parks and usable open spaces, improving traffic flow and pedestrian safety, bolstering immigrant social
services, creating spaces for local arts and culture, enhancing educational opportunities for youth and
adults, and preservation of Chinatown’s unique immigrant culture and history.

Community Board 3 urges a sound planning process for Chinatown, and supports our continued
involvement in the Chinatown Working Group.

In order for Community Board 3’s efforts to be most effective, we request City support for our
participation in the Chinatown Working Group. As well, we request support for the overall 197-a
process, which encompasses issues pertaining to parks, transportation, economic development,
and preservation, as well as zoning.

Bowery Area

Community Board 3 recognizes that we are quickly losing the historic Bowery area. We support a
new contextual zoning plan for the Bowery.

Nightlife and Licensing
Nightlife

The Lower East Side and East Village have been identified as nightlife destinations. As a result,
the population of people who enter these neighborhoods to patronize nighttime businesses has
increased exponentially. Not only does this district now absorb an influx of people from other
areas of the City, it also attracts people from outside the City, State, and Country. Hundreds of res-
taurants and cafes, serving beer, wine, and liquor, now populate most of the streets in this district.
Eating and drinking establishments continue to open on avenues and residential side streets whose
commercial use previously consisted only of small retail businesses. Many provide a bar, lounge,
or music venue to retain dinner patrons. Bars, lounges, clubs and multi-level venues with ancillary
or no food service are in much of the Lower East Side and many parts of Chinatown. Numerous
large and boutique hotels, including restaurants, lounges, bars, and licensed outdoor spaces acces-
sible to the public, now operate in the East Village and the Lower East and rely on these public
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amenities to be destination locations because their room occupancy rates have plummeted below
sixty percent within the past two years and have only begun to rise as of April of 2010. More busi-
nesses have applied to upgrade their liquor licenses and alter or expand their method of operating
in an effort to attract more patrons. Many are also seeking to commercially use outdoor space,
such as backyards, side yards, sidewalks, and rooftops.

While eating and drinking establishments may provide economic, cultural, and other benefits to the
City and State, so many establishments in such close proximity has caused late night noise, increased
vehicular and pedestrian traffic, increased rodent problems, overflowing garbage, and other quality
of life concerns of residents and other businesses. Further, an increase in the number of sidewalk café
permits issued to eating and drinking establishments in Community Board 3 has effectively pushed
the growing patron population onto narrower sidewalks causing increased sidewalk congestion and
noise and also increasing complaints. Residents complain to 311, the police, and the community
board about noise and congestion from patrons standing in front of nighttime businesses and travel-
ing from one business to another, noise from music and people emanating from specific businesses,
noise from the commercial use of outdoor areas, and sanitation issues associated with commercial
locations. Most of the businesses on residentially zoned side streets are not legally zoned for com-
mercial use but were grandfathered as commercial use specifically for small local retail needs and
extending this unzoned but grandfathered commercial use to eating and drinking establishments has
caused great tension between residents and businesses as noise created by businesses and their pa-
trons has disturbed the quality of life of residents living on these streets.

The outdoor spaces with liquor licenses now operating within feet of bedroom windows has contrib-
uted to the tension between businesses and residents. Some of the benefit derived by this community
from these licensed businesses is thus offset by the cost to its constituents and the City from the in-
crease in service delivery related issues resulting from these conditions. Given that the surrounding
neighborhoods bear the impact of such conditions, it is fair and appropriate that there be an increase
in the allocation of resources for enforcement in these neighborhoods to address them. Issues of
noise, disorderly conduct, traffic congestion, sanitation and overcrowding are severely taxing the
resources of our already overburdened City agencies, such as the New York Police Department,
Department of Environmental Protection, Department of Sanitation, Department of Health and De-
partment of Transportation, and Department of Buildings, whose existing infrastructure cannot now
adequately address them. For example, Community Board 3 has the second highest number of com-
mercial noise complaints within a community board in the City, however, residents often complain
about the lack of timely response to noise complaints made to 311 and the local police precincts. The
Department of Health is currently targeting restaurants in this area that have health code violations
for best practices education in an effort to decrease the ever growing rodent problem.

The City needs to implement more effective policies governing enforcement, such as this best
practices education, as well as provide more staffing and resources to its agencies, including in-
creasing police staffing, specifically patrol officers, at nights and on weekends, to address the
growing noise, congestion, and other issues resulting from the increase in nighttime businesses.
Allocation of resources for increased nighttime enforcement of noise would alleviate some of the
complaints regarding specific establishments and complaints of noisy and congested conditions
generally. The City should expedite the hearing of violations issued for noncompliant use of back
and side yards and should increase penalties for such noncompliant use in another effort to mini-
mize outdoor commercial noise complaints. The City and elected officials should also collaborate
with Community Board 3 to promote business diversity in its neighborhoods which have lost
many of their retail establishments.
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Licensing

Community Board 3 has spent most of its time and resources evaluating approximately 300 liquor
license applications this past year to address complaints about existing licensed business and pro-
vide opinions to the New York State Liquor Authority regarding pending licenses. Opinions often
include agreements negotiated between the community board and applicants which the New York
State Liquor Authority will then include as conditions of any approved liquor license. Commu-
nity Board 3 attempts to resolve complaints about businesses and will work with city agencies to
enforce regulations, but neither the community board nor local city agencies have the resources
necessary to continually address enforcement concerns.

While sidewalk cafes add vitality and movement to streetscapes, Community Board 3 believes that
bars and restaurants should be required to insure that noise attendant to their operation does not
negatively impact the quality of life of surrounding residents. Community Board 3 urges the City
to create legislation to differentiate between businesses seeking to obtain permits to extend food
service to sidewalk seating and those seeking to extend their bar space outdoors and require busi-
nesses that are permitted to operate on the sidewalk to create waiting areas within their perimeters
rather that push waiting patrons onto narrower sidewalks. The City must also create legislation to
regulate the use of the public sidewalks which are overwhelmed by the growing patron population
yet increasingly smaller as portions are allocated to private businesses. The Department of Con-
sumer Affairs should also be provided the resources and staff necessary to increase weekend and
evening inspections to ensure that sidewalk cafés are complying with their permits.

Youth and Education

Community Board 3 has an increasing need for youth and education programs ranging from pre-
school programs to after-school programs for adolescents and teens to youth employment programs
and the addition of more middle schools participating in our existing teen job training programs.

Presently, there are 8,200 children in District 1 public schools, 1,000 District 1 children in schools
outside the district and 1,100 District 1 children in alternative education, such as private or paro-
chial schools. While Community Board 3 recognizes that there are diverse factors influencing the
families who have chosen to send 20% of eligible District 1 children outside of this district, by
establishing more specialized programs, strengthening moderately performing traditional schools
and allocating resources to schools with the greatest need would attract more District 1 children
who may be unable to attend existing oversubscribed specialized programs in area schools or who
do not have confidence in the traditional school programs within District 1, raise district wide
scores and increase enrollment and parent involvement. The formation of viable School Leader-
ship Teams to encourage collaborative decision-making by parents, students and faculty is also
critical to the improvement and success of our district public schools. Further, Community Board
3 strongly opposes the transfer of our local school buildings to special programs, such as citywide
gifted, talented programs and charter schools that do not continue to preserve a significant number
of seats for and serve the needs of children residing in this district.

One major step toward attracting district families was the Department of Education’s new ad-
missions policy that 1) establishes Pre-Kindergarten as a point of entry to the school system and
eliminates the need for re-application for Kindergarten and 2) gives siblings priority for placement
in a school where an older sibling is enrolled, thereby reducing childcare, transportation, and eco-
nomic burdens on families with multiple school-aged children and fostering parent involvement
in schools attended by all siblings. A major step that is still needed in the admissions process is to
provide a mechanism that assures the maximum diversity in all district schools.
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Two areas need additional allocation of funds. In its Contracts for Excellence Plan on July 5, 2007,
the Department of Education (DOE) proposed spending only $300,000 on Pre-Kindergarten edu-
cation, only $25,000 of which is currently allocated to District 1 although it has been a long-time
policy of the District that every elementary school has a full day Pre-Kindergarten program. Both
planned expenditures must be significantly increased to attract the 20% of District 1 children who
leave the district for other education alternatives. In addition, many schools in Community Board
3 are lacking proper gym facilities. This is a priority necessary to foster physical health and fitness
at an early age, which will continue to be beneficial as these children become adults.

Family academic advisement and counseling, as well as tutoring and remediation, would benefit students
in our district, particularly those seeking post-secondary education or job training opportunities. Further,
there must be more diversity training for staff and students in our district to foster a safe and healthy en-
vironment for students of all ethnic backgrounds, economic status, sexual orientation and gender identity.

The past two years has seen an increase in teen crime in Community Board 3. This is reported to
be mostly geographically (turf) based and includes younger teens than usually seen in this activity.
The NYPD, NYCHA, the District Attorney’s office, and community non-profits are currently grap-
pling with this problem. We have seen problem areas particularly at First Avenue and 14th Street,
Campos Plaza, Smith Houses, Coleman Park, Gompers and in the vicinity of these locations.
There is a need to create a tracking system which will pin point violence and the type of violence.

All agencies working with this population agree those proactive programs are needed. The at risk
youth particularly need employment and training opportunities and other programs other than
just sports programs. Families of these youth also are in need of intervention and support system
programming. Community based afterschool programs such as Out-of-School time and Beacon
community centers are vital to promote positive self-esteem, youth development, and leadership
skills among young adults in our community.

At the present time obesity is near epidemic proportions with school aged youth who face early
health problems. Youth need to be exposed to learning how to establish and practice smart fruit and
vegetable eating habits for a lifetime. Education plays an important role in encouraging youth to
adopt good eating habits. Even though parents play an intricate role in this education process, which
is the starting point, it should be a joint effort with one reinforcing the other. Youth want to be fit and
healthy, however there is a need for early intervention. Teaching youth the importance of eating fruits
and vegetables can provide energy, assist with weight and may protect them from illnesses.

The Board of Education should include nutritional education in the classroom with the goal of stu-
dents turning their nutritional knowledge into real world practice. In addition, the Board of Educa-
tion should create nutritious snacks and meals. Their vending machines should also be overhauled,
banning candy bars, soda and juices. It is necessary to foster physical health and fitness at an early
age, which will continue to be beneficial as children become adults.

Human Services, Health, Disabilities, Seniors

Health
There continues to be urgent health concerns in this community. The triple threat of city, state
and federal budget cuts further comprises the urgent healthcare concerns of our community. The
proposed cuts must not only be restored, but funding should be increased to insure that essential
services are available to everyone.
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With the economic downturn and hospital closings, more people are becoming dependent on Health
and Hospital Corporation facilities, while the system is being scaled back. These cuts will impact
the ability to provide care for people with health needs. Furthermore, with the recent closure of
St. Vincent’s Hospital, nearby hospitals are experiencing severe overcrowding. With no hospital
located within Community Board 3, it is essential for greater investment into community- based
primary care organizations within our community district.

Many residents, within this district, do not seek regular preventive medical care, one in four does not
have a regular doctor. More than 16 percent are not insured or under-insured. Many use emergency
rooms as their first medical alternative, although this area has numerous other medical facilities.
Gouverneur has four satellite clinics in the area and Ryan-NENA, Betances, Charles B. Wang and
Community Healthcare Network are other healthcare centers within CB3. Easily accessible are New
York Downtown, Beth Israel and Bellevue hospitals. With improved community education, all of
the facilities could be better utilized by community residents for regular health and mental health
care visits. Health programs within these facilities must be ready to respond to large immigrant, non-
English speaking and undocumented population within this area.

There are two major health concerns within this area. HIV/AIDS funding is being slashed, yet the number
of people living with HIV and AIDS in the black/Latino community is at epidemic levels. More funding
is needed for education, prevention, testing and counseling, as well as food, nutrition and housing.

Second, the community cancer-related death rate is greater than the New York City average, yet
fewer area residents have cancer screenings than the New York City Department of Health sug-
gests. There is a need for more education stressing the importance of early screening especially
for breast and prostate cancers.

We have known from the beginning of the HIV epidemic that sharing needles is associated with HIV
and other infectious diseases, i.e., HEP B and C. In New York City, the proportion of new HIV diag-
nosis among injection drug users fell from 6.7 % in the first half of 2008 to 4.6% in the first half of
2009. This decrease can be accounted to the impact of needle exchange programs in the city as well
as in the Lower East Side. Despite this success, overall, there is still limited access to syringe access,
disposal, and needle exchange programs, as well as referral and linkage to HIV prevention services,
substance abuse treatment and medical and mental health care. Due to the fragmented framework
from which many programs exist, CB3 strongly advocates for the allocation of funds to enhance
existing and develop new programs, that will address the needs of this particular population.

During 2008, 26.2% to 35.4% of the population in the Lower East Side had a fair or poor self-
reported health history; and approximately 14.0% to 17.0% reported a history of depression. Six
percent of CB3 residents experience serious psychological distress. Nevertheless, there is a con-
tinuous need to expand mental health services to address the cultural and linguistic diversity in
the Lower East Side. The lack of bilingual/bicultural mental health providers is paramount to the
Latino and Chinese population. In addition, there is a lack of culturally appropriate resources to
address the psychiatry needs of children and adolescents in the Lower East Side.

Seniors

Based on NYC Center for Economic Opportunity data, 34% of people aged 65 and over in Manhattan,
live in poverty. CB3 has the second highest rate of poverty for people over 65 in all of New York City.
Community Board 3 supports the continuation of services that allow senior citizens to remain in
their homes and communities by providing meals, healthcare, recreational activities and affordable
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housing. The closing of senior centers should not be an option. Expecting seniors to walk or to be
transported to other centers 10-12 blocks away in unreasonable. The seniors who will no longer
have senior service activities available to the will lose their motivation and ability to engage in cer-
tain things. This will include, but is not limited to socialization, recreation, case assistance, health
and wellness programs and other services. This will lead to the physical and mental deterioration
of seniors who will not be able to avail themselves of service.

Now that Lillian Wald is the only senior center still open in that area, the Department for the Aging
needs to greatly increase the number of lunches allotted to that center to make up for their past short-
ages, but to also accommodate the seniors from the closed Riis Center. Senior centers are not just Bingo
and a hot meal. Accessible senior centers are essential to the lives of these poor and elderly people.

There are also many seniors who live alone, with no family or friends nearby who they can turn
to for support and help. Programs like the Visiting Neighbors not only can provide for them, but
can also benefit the young people who help our shut-ins. For seniors who live alone and have been
recently discharged from the hospital, discharge planning must is essential for full recovery. Too
often, seniors are left to care for themselves or the responsibility falls on family and friends when
nurses and doctors are tasked with developing full discharge plans.

Homeless Services

The homeless population, both families and singles are in desperate need of permanent, affordable housing.
Abuse of the elderly and domestic violence are problems within this community that do not receive
sufficient attention. Multilingual education about these problems is needed in order to reach

Continuation of World Trade Center related programs such as the WTC Health Registry. The WTC
Environmental Health Center and others must continue to help victims of the WTC disaster.

Public Safety

Community Board 3 is within the jurisdiction of the 5th, 7th and 9th Precincts, Public Service Area
4 (PSA 4) and eight fire companies.

Police Department

We are concerned that local precincts are losing staff as the population of our district is growing.
For example, enforcement is needed for the growing problem with youth violence.

Our district is an increasingly popular nightlife destination, so we feel there is a need for a dedicat-
ed cabaret unit as part of the local precincts. This would benefit the owners/operators of nightlife
establishments as well as the neighbors. Common sense enforcement is more likely to be routine
if specialized officers are dispatched to deal with complaints. Their ongoing relationship with the
establishments would allow cabaret unit officers to distinguish between problematic operators and
nuisance complaints, to the benefit of everyone.

The City needs to expand the force of Traffic Enforcement Agents (TEAS) deployed by NYPD’s
Lower Manhattan traffic command. Increased infrastructure construction (water tunnel, E Hous-
ton reconstruction, etc) is causing/will cause congestion due to constricted traffic patterns and
construction movements. TEAs are also needed to support DOT’s initiatives: bike lanes, bus lanes,
and pedestrian safety measures.
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There has been a significant increase of bicycling in recent years, so there is now a need for en-
forcement of traffic laws regarding dangerous and illegal cyclist behavior such as driving against
traffic, sidewalk cycling, red light running, and failure to yield to pedestrians.

We strongly support both the Auxiliary Patrol Units and the multiple precincts covering special-
ized Rescue Units currently known as Auxiliary Police Support Unit (APSU) who are the auxiliary
arm and adjuncts of the NYPD Emergency Service Unit (ESU). We urge their immediate rein-
statement to their full emergency, lifesaving duties on the street, and their complete revitalization
and restoration of equipment, vehicles, training, status upgrade and medical care and NYPD ESU
oversight for the Auxiliary Police Support Unit. There are never enough trained, uniformed vol-
unteers in times of crisis — particularly during this time of decreased staff.

Fire Department

Eight fire companies currently serve Community Board 3. The neighborhoods of the Lower East
Side and Chinatown are some of the most densely populated areas of the city and contain hundreds
of tenements over a century old that are structurally vulnerable. In light of multiple alarm fires in
our district in recent years, as well as the thousands of emergencies that the FDNY respond to on
a normal basis, Community Board 3 opposes any cuts to first responders, including potential fire
house closures. Public safety depends on it.

Environment

The demands of climate change and environmental health needs require community participation in
concert with a reorientation of government agencies towards environmental planning. Community
Board 3 has few City resources allocated to reduce air pollutant exposure and asthma triggers despite
a disproportionate amount of air pollution sources from the expanded 14th Street Consolidated Edi-
son fossil fuel power plant and vehicular congestion from its three bridges, transportation corridors
(e.g., the FDR Drive and Canal Street), vehicle idling, and curb-side “Chinatown Bus” operations.
Air pollutant exposure is compounded by the heat island effect of roads, artificial turf, and bare roofs,
which raise temperatures and elevate ozone levels. Shockingly, unlike other areas of the City, the
extent of these environmental health hazards within our district is largely undocumented.

Sanitation

Community Board 3 is still in great need of increased services. We are a very densely populated and
still growing district in an area of old tenements without access to indoor storage or compactors. Our
district is also an increasingly popular nightlife destination, so it is typical that bags of garbage and
overflowing trash baskets increase sidewalk congestion and attract rats. Therefore, weekend basket
pickups must be restored and wire mesh baskets must be replaced with rat-resistant baskets.Rat
infestation continues to be a major problem in the district; we are designated as a UAR—Urgent
Avrea for Rats. Public education and regular inspections are critical. Enforcement is needed for
garbage storage and removal by street vendors. Policy concerning vendors must be reviewed and
modified so that vendors are able to operate consistent with regulations.

Transportation

The most important transportation problem within Community Board 3’s boundaries is the lack
of adequate public transportation; however, inadequate public transportation is exacerbated by the
intense traffic congestion on our streets. The closure of Park Row and the congestion through and
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around Chatham Square continues to be a major challenge. Community Board 3 urges the City and
its various agencies to improve the environment for public transportation within Community Board
3 by taking strong, creative measures to reduce traffic congestion.

Public Transportation

The Community Board 3 district is underserved by public transportation. We continue to oppose cuts
in service on any bus route within the district. Despite the district’s density, many of our residents are
poorly served by the subway system and live more than half a mile from the nearest subway stop. The
eastern and southernmaost residents of the district will continue to be denied public transportation until
the MTA restores or extends cross-town bus routes, especially on Grand St. The recent implementa-
tion of bus service cuts (June 2010) has had an immediate and negative impact on the already limited
transportation option in the district and further reduced access to the disabled.

Private Bus and VVan Services

There has been a dramatic increase in the number of companies providing transportation services with
coach buses using the streets in Chinatown and the surrounding neighborhoods to layover and to load
and unload passengers. The use of passenger vans contributes to traffic and parking congestion, espe-
cially in Chinatown. The operation and idling of diesel buses on the narrow streets of the district creates
health and safety problems. The City has been working on a plan for bus layover and parking (storage)
for years. The imminent opening of the September 11 Memorial makes is increasingly important to
resolve this issue. Community Board 3 welcomed the narrowing of South Street, which has reduced
bus layover there and increased public access to the waterfront, but it is critical that the City implement
a realistic bus storage plan to avoid unplanned dispersal of coach buses in our neighborhoods.

Community Board 3 believes the city should limit the number of bus companies and buses allowed to
operate in the area. In addition, locations for loading and unloading must be restricted and designated.

NYPD does not enforce idling laws and they cannot do so effectively. The City must have an en-

forcement mechanism that will focus and enforce idling regulations. Follow up of DEP violations
for idling shows that these are often dismissed.

lllegal Parking

Produce wholesalers and private limousines routinely violate parking regulations and monopolize
small streets and sidewalks, causing sanitation, parking, safety, and transportation problems.

Parked cars displaying dashboard placards from City agencies routinely saturate the streets of
Chinatown and other locations in Community Board 3. The large number of these illegally parked
cars threatens public safety by obstructing access for emergency responders, disrupts businesses by
blocking deliveries and customers, and restricts disabled access. Enforcement of existing laws con-
cerning placard parking is critical at fire hydrants, corners, crosswalks, curb cuts, on sidewalks, and
in No Standing zones. There has increased enforcement in the Chinatown area, but this type of en-
forcement is needed in other areas of Community Board 3. The NYPD needs to devise and enforce
policies that will eliminate illegal parking permit abuse by law enforcement and court employees.

Sidewalk Congestion
Sidewalks and curb cuts are in disrepair which is a particular hardship for people who rely on
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wheelchairs for mobility. It is very disappointing that the City was not able to meet their agreement
to make pedestrian walkways handicapped accessible by 2010. We encourage an expedited schedule
for the remaining installations, since missing curb cuts reduces access to mass transit and causing safety
issues by forcing people to travel in the street/busy traffic. Curb cuts that do not meet smoothly with the
street bed should be repaired and missing curb cuts should be installed. We are concerned that the loss
of one of the two DOT milling and resurfacing crews will cause further delays in this effort, as well as
causing a maintenance deficit leading to increased drainage problems and ponding conditions.

TLC Enforcement

The destination nightlife areas in Community Board 3 have become areas of severe traffic conges-
tion on the weekends, particularly Saturday nights. Much of this traffic is comprised of taxis and
Community Board 3 has continued to receive numerous complaints of taxi horn honking that con-
tinues into the early morning hours and disturbs the quality of life of residents who cannot sleep.

Bicycle Facilities

There has been a significant increase of bicycling in recent years, largely as a result of progress
implementing the 1997 NYC Bicycle Master Plan. DOT should continue to include reduction of
pedestrian-cyclist conflicts as a design consideration of all bicycle facilities. The increased use of
bicycles citywide has given rise to the need for bike parking. The lack of adequate bike parking
facilities is an impediment to bicycle usage and also results in bicycles chained to public street fix-
tures and obstruction of sidewalks. DOT should augment its CityRacks Program, which allows the
public to request bicycle racks one at a time, with planning efforts to systemically identify areas
with a need for more bicycle parking and suitable locations for installation.

Parks/Recreation/Cultural Affairs/Landmarks

Community Board 3, like most districts in the City, does not meet the City Planning Commission’s
guidelines for per capita open space. The open space/population ratio is approximately 0.7 acres
per 1000 people. By comparison, the Governor’s Open Space Report recommended 2.5 acres per
1000, and New York City averages 1.5 acres. The open space that we do have is not evenly dis-
tributed throughout the district. The area west of Avenue A and the Chinatown area lack adequate
open space. Compounding this deficiency is the increased use of existing parks by individuals and
groups for organized events from both inside and outside the community. Increasingly, groups
from outside of our district are using Community Board 3 parks. While we do not seek to exclude
outside groups from our parks, we do feel that priority should be given to local groups. Our empha-
sis on local groups includes a re-examination of Park Department policies that restrict the use of
parks and play areas during daytime hours. There are seven Jointly Operated Playgrounds (JOPS)
in Community Board 3 co-located with the following schools: PS 110, 63, 20, 140, 137, 134, and
188. These sites are important to their attached schools for playground use during the school day
and to the surrounding community at all other times. The Parks Department commitment to clean-
ing these parks by 8 AM every morning has not been kept. Parks and the Department of Education
must find acceptable solutions that will ensure clean and safe playgrounds for school use during
the school day and for community use after 3 PM on school days and all day on non-school days.
The Community Board insists on policies that foster the most open use of facilities by residents of
the community while respecting safety concerns. Any agreements between Parks and other entities
should be brought to Community Board 3 prior to finalization.

A few community gardens have been transferred to the Parks Department, but at the same time,
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the fate of many others is still uncertain. For sites not being transferred to the Parks Department,
the City should consider transferring them to local community organizations that can maintain the
locations as permanent open community space. Once open space is lost to development, it is very
unlikely that it will ever be replaced.

It is one thing to have land set aside as a park, but our parks also need constant maintenance by trained
DPR professionals. The number of park workers is at a 30-year low and funding for park maintenance
is equally scarce. Many of the parks in our district have suffered from years of neglect and deferred
maintenance, and now are experiencing increasing levels of usage. Increasing the number of full time,
permanent park workers and staffed playgrounds will allow for fuller use of our parks and play areas.

In addition, Community Board 3 has found that Parks buildings in our community have been
used as storage for equipment and supplies for Citywide Parks operations. Given that Community
Board 3 already has so few open space and community facilities, our local parks should not bear
this unfair burden of being storage for other neighborhoods. Parks should allow the public to re-
claim use of the Parks buildings, particularly those within Sara D. Roosevelt Park, by redistribut-
ing storage more fairly to outside areas and programming public use of those buildings.

Community Board 3 parks have continued to be overrun with rats year after year. This is aggra-
vated by some specific conditions such as the underground space beneath Peter Cooper Park and
the dense grass coverage on the Essex strip at Seward Park. Although the grasses are beautiful
visually, they must be replaced so that the park can be better baited and maintained. The Parks
Department has only one full time exterminator, which does not allow for adequate baiting. Al-
though many of the Parks staff has been trained to meet the need of more extermination, they do
not have the years of experience and expertise that comes with experience. More full time expe-
rienced extermination and staff to maintain and clean the parks is necessary to protect the health
and public safety of the community. Until it has enough staff to adequately deal with the problem,
Parks should work with the Health Department for regular and frequent strategic baiting. The ro-
dent problem is also exacerbated by the Parks practice of leaving garbage in plastic bags on the
sidewalk for pickup—sometimes for hours or overnight. Parks should work with other agencies to
resolve this issue as well as provide better storage for garbage.

The permitting procedure for recreational permits has improved in having fields accessible to lo-
cal groups and for fair distribution. Community Board 3 asks that Parks Department continues to
maintain this fair distribution of park permitting time for local groups and to upgrade its computer
system to improve its permitting process.

Parks also needs improved procedures for park event permits. Community groups complain that infor-
mation and approvals are not communicated in a timely manner. The Community Board has suggested
that small, non-recurring events, such as school end-of-year parties and similar events, be handled in an
expedited manner. A birthday party for 3-year olds may not necessitate review by Parks.

Also, Parks needs to ensure review from the NYPD and the Community Board for larger events. A
concert permitted for the same day as a large parade that requires police staffing might end up with
potential problems. Additional Park Rangers and sound monitoring equipment are needed to deal
with the negative effects of these events on the residents surrounding Tompkins Square Park. PEP
officers, on a regular, sustained basis, need to be assigned to the major Community Board 3 parks.
Tompkins Square Park in particular can use a temporary sound barrier that can be set up for these
concerts to mitigate the noise to the surrounding residential buildings.
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Toilets in Community Board 3 parks and playgrounds are badly needed. There are several loca-
tions of which the Parks Department is already aware, but some of the longest standing needs are
the toilets in Luther Gulick Park, Corlears Hook Park, and Sol Lain Parks. The lack of functioning
toilets in this park is exacerbated by its proximity to the East River Park amphitheatre. The numer-
ous concerts in the amphitheatre and the continuing overflow of pedestrians through Corlears dur-
ing concert season make this a higher priority. Since 2008, Parks has not yet advised Community
Board 3 of progress concerning toilets in most parks.

Our Council Members, the Borough President, and the Parks Department have funded Phase | of the
Seward Park renovation. Phase I1 of the renovation is a top priority for the Board. It deserves funding by
the Borough President and Council Members to complete the renovation for a much underserved area.

The reconstruction of East River Park is underway and the seawall work was scheduled for com-
pletion in July 2007. We were then advised that the landscape in the park was scheduled to be
completed in the 2008 — 2009 timeframe. Our current understanding is that the public esplanade
and the landscaping will be delayed even further. We again urge Parks to keep the contractors to
the agreed timetables so that full public use of the park can be restored.

The Mayor’s vision for a Manhattan surrounded by parks at the water’s edge will be severely tested if
Consolidated Edison does not widen the north-south pathway at 14th Street. Consolidated Edison made
a commitment to accomplish that goal. We call on the Parks Department to assist in achieving that goal.

At the request of Parks, Community Board 3 approved an expansion of Tanahey Park. The Board
was also promised that basketball court and hockey rink improvements would occur to allow the
local community to productively enjoy the park. We urge Parks to implement these improvements
as soon as possible. Additionally, Coleman Oval needs a basic level of amenities such as trash cans
and benches to support the skateboard and dog run facilities.

In recognition of the history of the whole Community Board 3 area, a Landmark Subcommittee was
created to address the various issues concerning the possible landmarking of individual properties
or designation of historic districts. Community Board 3 anticipates working closely with all parties
involved in this issue including, community organizations, government agencies, and officials.

Community Board 3 asks that the Landmark Commission expand its survey of ideal sites for land-
mark preservation similar to the one it has already done for the East Village. Such landmark studies
should include Chinatown and the Lower East Side, in light of the recommendations for Special
Districts coming out of the Chinatown Working Group.

New York City Libraries

Community Board 3 has five branches of the New York Public Library (NYPL) system: Chatham
Square, Hamilton Fish, Ottendorfer, Seward Park, and Tompkins Square. While we appreciate the
renovation of our libraries, private donations and discretionary funds from our elected officials have
paid for much of the work. Community Board 3 branches have the highest levels of use in the City.
The libraries are especially necessary to our many low and moderate income residents who depend
on the libraries for access to books and film and who use the library as their only quiet place to read
or do homework or other work. In addition, we are seeing many residents who have laptop comput-
ers, but cannot afford internet fees, use the library for internet access. In the last year there were 1,
276, 586 visits to Community Board 3 libraries. This is an increase of 14.39 percent over the previous
year. It is not only imperative to keep our libraries open 6 days a week to serve our residents, we need
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to expand funding for expansion of collections, automation, staffing, and programming.

In light of increasing youth violence experience by the community in the past year, Community
Board 3 requests more youth programming in libraries as a way to engage youth in meaningful
activities. Certain programs, such as the art space in Tompkins Square Park, should be supported
with more programming and expanded to other libraries.

Waterfront

Community Board 3 established a Waterfront Task Force in 2003 to formulate a viable plan for
the area from the Brooklyn Bridge north to East River Park. The Task Force recognized that our
waterfront has been a focal point for generations of Lower East Side families, but also an area
that has been long neglected by the City. We now have an East River Park esplanade that is being
improved to make it safe and attractive. But large portions of the Community Board 3 City-owned
piers are underutilized; and the esplanade south of the piers is in need of repairs to improve safety
and add amenities to increase its usefulness. We would like to reclaim the waterfront for public
use, keeping in mind the primarily residential nature of the adjacent community.

Through a series of community meetings begun during the latter part of 2003 and continuing
through early 2005, the many constructive and creative ideas expressed by community members
for the waterfront were shared with the NYC Economic Development Corporation, Department of
City Planning and other City agencies. These ideas were generally approved by the Community
Board in July 2004, and the City’s Concept Plan was approved by the Board in September 2005.
This approval was given with the understanding that Community Board 3 will be treated equally
and equitably with Community Board 1 in all waterfront planning. Many of the community’s ideas
have been incorporated in a broad waterfront plan encompassing the area from Battery Park to
East River Park to be funded by the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation. It is anticipated
that the long-term portion of the plan will be completed over a three- to five-year period ending
in 2010. A few improvements have been provided along the esplanade, including the removal of
Jersey barriers and the installation of planters.

The Community Board is very concerned about the future of Pier 42, the only sizeable area in this
community that extends over the River. We agree with the Concept Plan that the shed area of Pier 42
should be removed to provide for a beach area. We strongly urge and expect that the relevant City
agencies will raise the necessary funding to complete this improvement and stabilization, within the
2014 timeframe, so that Pier 42 will never be lost as a crucial amenity to this community.

Community Board 3 recently supported the long-awaited design concept for the esplanade be-
tween Pier 35 and Pike Slip. This design reflects Community Board 3’s input, based on results
from many facilitated community meetings described above to gather input from the community
at large, for amenities, lighting, plantings, grading, a pavilion with community use space, ball
courts and game facilities, and passive recreation uses. Community Board 3 continues to prioritize
improvement and access to its Waterfront as a necessity for the community.

Arts & Cultural Affairs Task Force

Our district has long been a historic incubator of the performing and visual arts, with a higher
concentration of artists than most districts. The arts serve as an important means of expression,
preservation and exploration of our diverse community and cultures. District arts venues remain
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closely tied to our diverse culture and balance the scales of gentrification. Cultural venues clearly
have a synergistic relationship with neighborhood small businesses, and are economic drivers to
our local neighborhoods. Fourth Arts Block alone, using the US Department of Commerce’s con-
servative economic multiplier of 2.01, estimates that their member arts organizations generate
more than $24.8 million in annual economic benefits for local restaurants, shops, and support
services. When networked across the Lower East Side, the economic impact of neighborhood
arts groups is over $50 million. Yet the district has lost many of its arts venues in the last decade
due to real estate competition and speculation, and artists and organizations are not always at the
table when economic impact and quality of life issues are discussed by elected officials and City
agencies. President Obama addressed this chasm with the creation of an arts platform prior to his
inauguration. And although the economic impact of the Theater District is widely recognized, it
IS not recognized that most Broadway product gestates in such venues as those which our district
still provides. Community Board 3 calls on City agencies to include commercial and nonprofit arts
venues and organizations in their economic planning and development policies.

Apart from economic impact, the effect of the arts on quality of life in the district cannot be under-
estimated. In fact, access to the arts has been included in an amendment to the U.N. charter as a
human right. Arts in the schools and in after-school programs in the district exist under extremely
fragile conditions. Arts and arts organizations are sometimes unaware of innovative policies or
resources in such areas as land use, low-income housing, tax credits, access to public buildings,
health insurance, and capital support, which can sustain artists and organizations. The Federal
Justice Department’s Art against Crime Program, and the Anti-Graffiti Program of the NYPD, are
diverse programs which can have an impact in the areas of education, crime prevention, improved
quality of life, and arts organization stability. Creative cities are those which attract and retain not
only the best artists and creative industries, but also the best businesses and their employees. As the
Community Board representing this vital arts cluster, attracting visitors locally, city-wide, region-
ally, nationally, and internationally, Community Board 3 calls for the building of coalitions among
arts and cultural organizations, other not-for-profit organizations, community centers, elected of-
ficials, and government agencies to identify the conditions ideal for artists and arts organizations,
the instability or loss of which cannot be contemplated, to take their place at the table as vital re-
sources of and contributors to the community.

bom ?m ,%0"’ M"

Dominic Pisciotta Susan Stetzer
Board Chair District Manager
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TOTAL POPULATION 1980 1990 2000
Number 82,162 84,431 87,479
% Change — 2.8 3.6
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 171 938
Rate per 1000 8.9 10.7
Deaths: Number 640 580
Rate per 1000 7.3 6.6
Infant Mortality: Number 5 2
Rate per 1000 6.4 2.1
INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010
Cash Assistance (TANF) 4,493 2,054
Supplemental Security Income 4,439 4,305 LAND USE, 2010
Lot Area
Medicaid Only 3,931 10,619 Lots  Sq.Ft.(000) %
1- 2 Family Residential 130 218.2 0.6
Total Persons Assisted 12,863 16,978 Multi-Family Residential 1,373 7,563.3 19.5
Mixed Resid. / Commercial 797 4539.4 11.7
Percent of POpUlation 14.7 19.4 Commercial / Office 467 4,8833 12.6
Industrial 239 2,379.3 6.2
Transportation / Utility 117 10,779.7 27.9
Institutions 176 3,838.6 9.9
Open Space / Recreation 18 756.3 2.0
Parking Facilities 159 1,766.6 4.6
TOTAL LAND AREA Vacant Land 76 1,783.7 4.6
Miscellaneous 20 198.3 0.5
Acres: 1,131.8
Square Miles: 1.8 Total 3572 387066 100.0

New York City Department of City Planning
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Manhattan Community District 4
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Table PL P-103: Total Population by Mutually Exclusive Race and Hispanic Origin
and Total Housing Units

New York City Community Districts, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 Change 1990-2000

Manhattan Community District 4 Number | Percent Number] — Percent Number] Percent
Total Population 84,431 100.0 87,479 100.0 3,048 3.6
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 53,544 63.4 52,721 60.3 (823) -1.5
Black/African American Nonhispanic 6,674 7.9 6,402 7.3 (272) -4.1

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 4,132 4.9 7,228 8.3 3,096 74.9
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 183 0.2 166 0.2 @17 -9.3

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 198 0.2 429 0.5 231 116.7
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 2,305 2.6 - -
Hispanic Origin 19,700 23.3 18,228 20.8 (1,472) -7.5
Population Under 18 Years 8,280 100.0 7,979 100.0 (301) -3.6
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 2,776 335 2,552 32.0 (224) -8.1
Black/African American Nonhispanic 1,031 12.5 934 11.7 97) -9.4

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 393 4.7 629 7.9 236 60.1
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 22 0.3 20 0.3 2) -9.1

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 48 0.6 81 1.0 33 68.8
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 376 4.7 - -
Hispanic Origin 4,010 48.4 3,387 42.4 (623) -15.5
Population 18 Years and Over 76,151 100.0 79,500 100.0 3,349 4.4
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 50,768 66.7 50,169 63.1 (599) -1.2
Black/African American Nonhispanic 5,643 7.4 5,468 6.9 (175) -3.1

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 3,739 4.9 6,599 8.3 2,860 76.5
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 161 0.2 146 0.2 (15) -9.3

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 150 0.2 348 0.4 198 132.0
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 1,929 2.4 - -
Hispanic Origin 15,690 20.6 14,841 18.7 (849) -5.4
Total Population 84,431 100.0 87,479 100.0 3,048 3.6
Under 18 Years 8,280 9.8 7,979 9.1 (301) -3.6

18 Years and Over 76,151 90.2 79,500 90.9 3,349 4.4
Total Housing Units 53,759 - 55,125 - 1,366 2.5

Race categories are from the 2000 Census and are not strictly comparable with categories used in 1990.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census PL File and SF1 and 1990 Census STF1

Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Oct 2001)
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Demographic Profile - New York City Community Districts
2000 Census SF1

|Manhattan Community District 4 | Number Percent
Total Population 87,479 100.0
White Nonhispanic 52,721 60.3
Black Nonhispanic 6,402 7.3
Asian and Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 7,228 8.3
Other Nonhispanic 595 0.7
Two or More Races Nonhispanic 2,305 2.6
Hispanic Origin 18,228 20.8
Female 41,187 47.1
Male 46,292 52.9
Under 5 years 2,549 2.9
5to 9 years 2,150 25
10 to 14 years 2,095 2.4
15 to 19 years 2,189 25
20 to 24 years 5,805 6.6
25 to 44 years 41,702 47.7
45 to 64 years 20,791 23.8
65 years and over 10,198 11.7
18 years and over 79,500 90.9
In households 84,241 96.3
In family households 36,294 41.5
Householder 13,003 14.9
Spouse 8,596 9.8
Own child under 18 years 6,427 7.3
Other relatives 7,257 8.3
Nonrelatives 1,011 1.2
In nonfamily households 47,947 54.8
Householder 38,422 43.9
Householder 65 years and over living alone 5,674 6.5
Nonrelatives 9,525 10.9
In group quarters 3,238 3.7
Total Households 51,425 100.0
Family households 13,003 25.3
Married-couple family 8,596 16.7
With related children under 18 years 2,658 5.2
Female householder, no husband present 3,137 6.1
With related children under 18 years 1,515 2.9
Male householder, no wife present 1,270 25
With related children under 18 years 403 0.8
Nonfamily households 38,422 74.7
Households with one or more persons 65 years and over 8,762 17.0
Persons Per Family 2.71 -
Persons Per Household 1.64 -
Total Housing Units 55,125 -
Occupied Housing Units 51,425 100.0
Renter occupied 41,738 81.2
Owner occupied 9,687 18.8
By Household Size:

1 person household 30,286 58.9
2 person household 14,694 28.6
3 person household 3,549 6.9
4 person household 1,660 3.2
5 persons and over 1,236 2.4

By Age of Householder:
15 to 24 years 2,297 4.5
25 to 44 years 26,211 51.0
45 to 64 years 14,788 28.8
65 years and over 8,129 15.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census SF1 Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Dec 2001)
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Manhattan Community Districts 4 & 5 (PUMA 03807)

Selected Housing Characteristics: 2006-2008

U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

Geographic Area: PUMA 03807 Manhattan, New York

Selected Housing Characteristics

HOUSING OCCUPANCY Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 91,874 2,230 91,874 X)
Occupied housing units 77,186 2,137 84.0% 1.2
Homeowner vacancy rate 1.9 1 X) (X)
Rental vacancy rate 4 0.9 (X) (X)
UNITS IN STRUCTURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 91,874 2,230 91,874 X)
1-unit, detached 195 109 0.2% 0.1
1-unit, attached 335 151 0.4% 0.2
2 units 729 328 0.8% 0.4
3 or 4 units 1,639 369 1.8% 0.4
5 to 9 units 5,721 697 6.2% 0.7
10 to 19 units 10,823 1,047 11.8% 1.1
20 or more units 72,284 1,990 78.7% 1.2
Mobile home 20 32 0.0% 0.1
Boat, RV, van, etc. 128 88 0.1% 0.1
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 91,874 2,230 91,874 (X)
Built 2005 or later 1,510 306 1.6% 0.3
Built 2000 to 2004 8,891 870 9.7% 0.9
Built 1990 to 1999 4,364 650 4.7% 0.7
Built 1980 to 1989 6,591 690 7.2% 0.8
Built 1970 to 1979 6,536 763 7.1% 0.8
Built 1960 to 1969 10,653 922 11.6% 0.9
Built 1950 to 1959 4,403 566 4.8% 0.6
Built 1940 to 1949 4,889 579 5.3% 0.6
Built 1939 or earlier 44,037 1,852 47.9% 1.5
HOUSING TENURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 77,186 2,137 77,186 (X)
Owner-occupied 17,645 921 22.9% 1.1
Renter-occupied 59,541 1,998 77.1% 1.1
VEHICLES AVAILABLE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 77,186 2,137 77,186 (X)
No vehicles available 64,083 2,111 83.0% 1.4
1 vehicle available 12,130 1,105 15.7% 1.4
2 vehicles available 826 304 1.1% 0.4
3 or more vehicles available 147 89 0.2% 0.1
OCCUPANTS PER ROOM Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 77,186 2,137 77,186 (X)
1.00 or less 73,985 2,123 95.9% 0.8
1.01 to 1.50 1,356 381 1.8% 0.5
1.51 or more 1,845 460 2.4% 0.6
Average household size 1.67 0.04 X) X)
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SELECTED M(I)—ll\(grLTSLgH(())VIYDNIIEI\TCC(:)?/ISET(SS'I\A/ISOACESTCENTAGE OF Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units where SMOCAPI
cannot be computed) 11,327 783 11,327 (X)
Less than 20.0 percent 5,317 717 46.9% 5.2
20.0 to 24.9 percent 1,325 325 11.7% 3
25.0 to 29.9 percent 936 292 8.3% 2.5
30.0 to 34.9 percent 584 244 5.2% 2.1
35.0 percent or more 3,165 522 27.9% 4.2
Not computed 42 51 (X) (X)
GROSS RENTAS A PERCE(ZL':(;IIE) OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where GRAPI cannot
be computed) 57,290 1,960 57,290 (X)
Less than 15.0 percent 12,683 1,142 22.1% 1.8
15.0 to 19.9 percent 7,886 838 13.8% 1.3
20.0 to 24.9 percent 7,408 836 12.9% 1.5
25.0 to 29.9 percent 6,174 776 10.8% 1.3
30.0 to 34.9 percent 4,723 636 8.2% 1.1
35.0 percent or more 18,416 1,244 32.1% 1.9
Not computed 2,251] 471] )] X)|

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey
Note: An '(X)' means the estimate is not applicable or not available.

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a Census Bureau survey that provides estimates for New York City, the five

boroughs, and the 55 Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAS) that approximate New York City's 59 Community Districts. Data

are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling
variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. To learn more about the American Community Survey in

NYC see ACS.

For important information about ACS and using multi-year estimates go to: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popacs.shtml.
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 04, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPROPRIATION  FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
C0-305 315 WEST 54TH STREET, MANHATTAN MIDTOWN 22,559 (CN) 1,187 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
COMMUNITY COURT 665 (CX) 0 (CXx) 0 (CX) 0 (cx) 0 (cx) 0 (cx)
ED-DN544 HUDSON MEWS cP 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HB-1094 RECON OF WEST 37TH ST BRIDGE OVER AMTRACK cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp

30 ST BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1120 RECONSTRUCTION OF 11TH AVE VIADUCT OVER 153,776 (CN) 548 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) (CN)
LIRR WEST SIDE YARD, MANHATTA 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 76,576 (F)

HB-1171 RECON WEST 31ST BR OVER AMTRAK LAYUP 1,277 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 12,366 (CN) 21,418 (CN)
TRACKS, MANHATTAN

HB-1174 RECON BRIDGE AT WEST 38TH STREET/ AMTRAK 2,001 (CN) 33 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 10,324 (CN)
30TH STREET BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1175 RECON BRIDGE AT WEST 39TH STREET/ AMTRAK 1,921 (CN) 34 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 8,794 (CN)
30TH STREET BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1176 RECON BRIDGE AT WEST 44TH STREET/ AMTRAK 2,109 (CN) 24 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 7,749 (CN)
30TH STREET BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1177 RECON BRIDGE AT WEST 46TH STREET/ AMTRAK 2,065 (CN) 20 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 8,605 (CN)
30TH STREET BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1178 RECON BRIDGE AT WEST 48TH STREET/ AMTRAK 2,019 (CN) 25 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 8,327 (CN)
30TH STREET BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1179 RECON BRIDGE AT WEST 42ND STREET/ AMTRAK 2,761 (CN) 19 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 17,985 (CN)
30TH STREET BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1180 RECON BRIDGE AT WEST 40TH STREET/ AMTRAK 1,872 (CN) 26 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 13,816 (CN)
30TH STREET BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1183 RECONSTRUCT WEST 41ST ST BRIDGE OVER 1,019 (CN) 21 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 13,000 (CN)
AMTRACK 30TH ST BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1184 RECONSTRUCT WEST 33RD BRIDGE OVER AMTRACK 13,554 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 975 (CN)
30TH ST BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1185 RECONSTRUCT WEST 34TH ST BRIDGE OVER 9,999 (CN) 13 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 1,109 (CN)
AMTRACK 30TH ST BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1186 RECONSTRUCT WEST 35TH ST BRIDGE OVER 7,544 (CN) 13 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 528 (CN)
AMTRACK 30TH ST BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1187 RECONSTRUCT WEST 36TH ST BRIDGE OVER 14,168 (CN) 11 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 1,341 (CN)
AMTRACK 30TH ST BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HB-1188 RECONSTRUCT 11TH AVE BRIDGE OVER AMTRACK 2,205 (CN) 66 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 38,957 (CN)
30TH ST BRANCH, MANHATTAN

HD-DN125 ABRAHAM RESIDENCE III Ccp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) Ccp

HD-DN545 CLINTON HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION CP 678 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP

HD-156 CLINTON, ASSOC. COSTS, MANHATTAN 1,161 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)

HL-DN023 AMERICAN RED CROSS IN GREATER NEW YORK CP 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP

HL-DN084 CALLEN-LORDE COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTER CP 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP

HL-DN359 RYAN/CHELSEA-CLINTON COMMUNITY HEALTH CP 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) CP

CENTER

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 04, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPROPRIATION  FY2011 ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
HL-DN370 SAMARITAN VILLAGE, INC cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-MN084 CALLEN-LORDE COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTER cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HR-DN103 CITY HARVEST, INC cp 90 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HR-MN103 CITY HARVEST, INC cp 40 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HW-207 RESURFACE AND REPAVE AVENUE OF THE 35,401 (CN) 26 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
AMERICAS, ETC. 30,280 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
986 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (pP) 0 (P)
HW-446 RECONSTRUCTION OF 14TH STREET, MANHATTAN 10,980 (CN) (CN) (CN) (CN) (CN) (CN)
11,235 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
1,922 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P)
HW-508 RECONSTRUCT 8TH AVENUE 25,353 ) 7 ) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
17,138 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
9,009 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P)
P-700 RECONSTRUCTION OF DEWITT CLINTON PARK 1,725 (CN) 3 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
P-1246 HUDSON RIVER TRUST cp 13,495 (CN) 5,000 (CN) 5,000 (CN) 5,000 (CN) cp
o (p o (p (p 0 (P)
P-1326 HIGH LINE PARK 54,754 ) 4,038 ) 0 (CN) 12,030 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
22,323 (F) (F) 0 (F 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
50 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
22,861 0 0 0 0 0 (P)
PV-DN002 52ND STREET PROJECT cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN0O16 ALLIANCE FOR THE ARTS, INC. cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN017 ALLIANCE OF RESIDENT THEATERS/NEW YORK cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
(ART/NY)
PV-DN038 ATLANTIC THEATER COMPANY cp 200 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cP
PV-DN067 WHITNEY MUSEUM OF AMERICAN ART cp 2,500 (CN) 2,500 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN091 CENTER FOR JEWISH HISTORY cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN194 INTREPID SEA, AIR & SPACE MUSEUM cp 680 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN195 IRISH ARTS CENTER cp 2,500 (CN) 2,500 (CN) 2,500 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN196 IRISH REPERTORY THEATRE cp 224 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN219 MANHATTAN CLASS COMPANY INC. cp 500 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN222 JOYCE THEATER cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN290 NEW 42ND STREET INC. cp 400 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN329 PLAYWRIGHTS HORIZONS cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN353 ROSIE'S BROADWAY KIDS cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN375 SECOND STAGE THEATER cp 1,000 (CN) 1,000 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN385 SIGNATURE THEATRE cp 500 (CN) 500 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE:
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 04, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPRgg§§§TION FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 04, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPRggE§§TION FY2011 ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
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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.ManhattanCB4.org

JEAN-DANIEL NOLAND
Chair

ROBERT J. BENFATTO, JR., ESQ.
District Manager

MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD FOUR
STATEMENT OF DISTRICT NEEDS
Fiscal Year 2012
(July 2011- June 2012)

DISTRICT OVERVIEW

Manhattan Community District No. 4 is comprised of two West Side neighborhoods, Chelsea and
Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen. The District (CD4) generally covers the area between 14th and 59th streets
- to the west of Eighth Avenue, north of 26th Street, and west of Sixth Avenue, south of 26th Street.
CD4 shares borders with Greenwich Village, the Flatiron, the Upper West Side and the Midtown
central business district. Portions of several other well-known areas exist within CD4’s boundaries:
Hudson Yards, the Garment District, the Flower District, the Gansevoort Meat Packing District,
the Ladies’ Mile Shopping District and the Theater District. Other notable sites in CD4 include
Restaurant Row, the High Line, Columbus Circle, Maritime Piers 56 - 99 including the Passenger
Ship Terminal (Piers 88, 90 and 92), the Farley Building/Moynihan Station and the northern half
of Hudson River Park.

The total population of CD4 is approximately 100,000. Many residents are long time residents;
others are relative newcomers. An estimated 10,000 new residents already occupy or are expected
to move into housing developments completed or begun since the last Census. Chelsea and Clin-
ton/Hell’s Kitchen remain desirable residential neighborhoods for their streetscapes, building types
and local institutions, as well as their proximity to world-class cultural resources and amenities. It
is the diversity of residents, however, that is their greatest asset.

CD4 is central to Manhattan and the region’s core. The physical character of CD4 is defined as
much by its neighborhoods as by the infrastructure that supports the citywide economy. At the local
level, transportation infrastructure exerts the greatest impact as it channels hundreds of thousands
of visitors through CD4 every day. Streets and avenues are exceedingly congested, trucks are an
increasing presence on residential streets, off-street facilities for all types of buses and commuter
vans are inadequate and environmental pollution is a constant quality of life complaint and threat to
public health. These problems are a condition of the sometimes competing goals of neighborhood
protection and improvement and the efficient flow of traffic.

Currently, development of all types is considerable, but housing production is predominant. In-fill con-
struction, building enlargements and substantial renovations have filled in gaps and improved the hous-
ing stock in core residential areas. Housing development activities in less dense areas have preserved
and strengthened the character of existing neighborhoods (Hell’s Kitchen South and the Clinton Urban
Renewal Area) and created new population centers (42nd Street and far west 23rd Street).
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A range of economic activities exists within CD4. Many reflect the area’s historical development as
an immigrant, working-class neighborhood once closely tied to an industrial waterfront and later serv-
ing as a “backstage” community for the theater industry. Local businesses and cultural organizations
are vital to the community. Many provide essential services to the midtown central business district,
the city’s garment trades, or nearby entertainment and tourism industries. Neighborhood shops, res-
taurants and other enterprises serve area residents and workers, but also are widely known for high-
quality goods and services and have become important destinations for art, culture and recreation.

As a result of recent rezonings, significant new commercial and residential development is now pos-
sible in formerly industrial districts in western Chelsea and southern Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen. Local
goals for growth have been developed with an eye toward balancing the redevelopment of these areas
with the preservation and expansion of CD4’s residential neighborhoods. Most important is strength-
ening our diversity by ensuring that new development produces permanent affordable housing.

The rejection of the proposed West Side Stadium requires the reconsideration of the planning goals
of the Hudson Yards rezoning, especially those for the MTA rail yards and the Eleventh Avenue
corridor. Development of other large scale proposals for the corridor between 30th and 35th street
- an additional trans-Hudson River rail tunnel, the conversion of the Farley Post Office into the
new Moynihan Train Station, and the expansion of the Jacob K. Javits Convention Center - will
similarly require an approach that balances local and regional needs.

DISTRICT PRIORITIES

CD4 is defined by its homegrown, unique characteristics, both physical and social; its symbiotic re-
lationships with surrounding neighborhoods; and our communities’ reaction to the unique character-
istics, both physical and social, of those surrounding neighborhoods. In the current setting of growth
and development, Manhattan Community Board No. 4’s priorities are (1) preventing displacement,
(2) maintaining neighborhood character, stability and quality of life, and (3) attracting development
that enhances diversity and positive neighborhood relations among disparate groups. Concrete efforts
to realize these priorities include advocacy for increased supply and access to affordable housing, im-
provement of the area’s physical infrastructure, and adequate delivery of social and public services.

LAND USE PLANNING

CD4 is experiencing intensive development activity as a result of the Hudson Yards and West
Chelsea rezonings, the large amount of undeveloped property in the district, and the surging real
estate market. Keeping up with this activity and planning well for the future requires a significant
commitment of City resources.

Our overarching need is for increased City subsidies for the inclusion of affordable housing in new
developments. This is discussed in greater detail under “Housing” below.

Hell’s Kitchen/Hudson Yards Follow-Up

A number of items that were agreed to by the Administration and the City Council in connection
with the 2005 Hudson Yards Rezoning await completion, and need the commitment of staff and
other resources from DCP, HPD and the other relevant agencies to bring them to completion. For
the most part, the need is for increased planning resources in the current fiscal year and capital com-
mitments in future years. The items awaiting completion include:
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e Additional Follow-Up Corrective Actions Text Amendment. The initial amendment
was completed in December 2005 and added several items of great importance to this
community, in particular the addition of a harassment and cure provision to the Special
Hudson Yards District text, updating of the harassment and cure provisions of the
Special Clinton District text, and prohibition of conversion of ground floor residential
uses in the Hell’s Kitchen mid-blocks. A further text amendment is required, and has
been agreed to by the local Councilmember and the Commissioner of HPD, to make
the central provisions of the Special Clinton District, Special Hudson Yards District
and the P2 portion of the Special Garment Center District more consistent.

This further amendment should also include reform of the Theater Row bonus text
amendment and reinforcement of contextual zoning in the Hell’s Kitchen mid-blocks.

® Development on “Site M” located on the west side of Tenth Avenue between 40th and
41st streets of 150 affordable housing units as detailed in the letter agreement between
the Administration and the City Council.

® Development on the “NYCHA Harborview Site” located at 56th Street just west of
Eleventh Avenue of 155 affordable housing units. HPD issued a Request for Proposals
for this site in December 2006, responses have been received, but a developer has

not yet been selected.

® Development on the “Studio City Site” (now referred to as the “PS 51 Site”) located
between 44th and 45th Streets, between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues of 600 affordable
housing units and an expanded elementary school (see letter agreement for details,

and the Board’s letter dated March 3, 2005). This development should also include the
Morgenthau Police Athletic League Community Center.

® Creation of an affordable housing fund from proceeds of the disposition of
the Studio City Site.

® Rezoning of the northwest corner of 42nd Street and Eighth Avenue.

® Establishment of a taskforce to work toward creating open space on Port Authority
sites in the Hell’s Kitchen mid-blocks (see letter agreement for details). We continue to
believe that this open space should be created through a combination of land acquisition
and long-term development strategies, as well as street tree plantings and use of DPR’s
Green Streets program in the immediate term (see our letter to DCP dated March 5, 2005
for further details). Enhanced relocation assistance is required for a small number of
residential tenants and businesses being affected by the Hudson Yards condemnations that
are now underway. Except for the acquisition of Block 675, those condemnations are not
necessary. See the Board’s letter dated July 8, 2005 to the Law Department.

Several other matters still require attention in order to complete the Hudson Yards
planning process, including planning for a new consolidated bus parking facility with
direct access to the ramp system of the Port Authority Bus Terminal and the Lincoln Tun
nel, and Landmark Preservation Commission protection of the principal architectural
historic resources that will be affected by the Hudson Yards rezoning. (See our letter to
our local elected officials dated June 14, 2006 for a more complete discussion of

Hudson Yards “unfinished business.”)

Construction Coordination and Management

Many large construction projects are now underway, and far more are in the planning stages. Active
construction has a significant effect on traffic flow and quality of life. We need a commitment from a
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host of City agencies, including the Department of Buildings, the Department of Environmental Protec-
tion, the Department of Transportation and the Police Department to coordinate enforcement efforts to
ensure that our neighborhoods are not overwhelmed by the inevitable impacts of construction.

Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen

The explosion of commercial and residential development in Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen has created
opportunities in some areas, such as the accelerated pace of redevelopment in the Clinton Urban
Renewal Area, and challenges in others, such as the increased pressure on affordable and contex-
tual residential properties in the Special Clinton District.

Clinton Urban Renewal Area

The Clinton Urban Renewal Area (CURA), which has long been the focus of the Board’s land use
efforts in Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen, continues to be part of this development boom. The recent, sub-
stantial progress toward completion of redevelopment in the CURA reflects the cooperation that
has developed between CB4 and HPD with the assistance of DCP. The Board also acknowledges
the ongoing assistance of the Clinton CURA Coordinating Committee, a coalition of not-for prof-
its, in developing and sponsoring affordable housing in this area. The coalition includes Clinton
Housing Association, Clinton Association for a Renewed Environment, Clinton Housing Develop-
ment Company, Encore Community Services and Housing Conservation Coordinators.

A dwindling number of City-owned sites await redevelopment: Sites 7E, 7F and 7G (portions of
which are now planned to be combined into a single project), the undeveloped portions of Site 9A,
and Site 9C-1 (500-508 W. 52nd Street). Development plans are moving forward for each of these
sites. We look forward to continued cooperation by the City, the Board and the Coordinating Com-
mittee to redevelop these sites without delay.

Consistent with the Board’s past positions, we maintain that all city-owned property developed in
the CURA should maximize the number of units dedicated to affordable housing. Other CURA
principles adopted by the Board include a new mixed-use zone to accommodate existing com-
mercial, light manufacturing, cultural and non-profit institutions on site; urban design controls to
reconcile the community’s need for more housing with the preservation tradition and limits of the
Special Clinton District; and the maintenance and development of only low-rise buildings on the
west side of Tenth Avenue to match the low-rise character of the District to the east. Any action by
HPD to facilitate development in the CURA must reflect these principles.

In addition, we note that the only acquisition parcel that has yet to be acquired by the City in the
CURA is Site 6, which is the western portion of block 1082, on Eleventh Avenue between 53rd
and 54th Streets. As such, this property is not subject to the development restrictions of the Clinton
Urban Renewal Plan and, because it is located within the CURA boundary, it is also excluded from
the height and bulk restrictions of the Special Clinton District. This site has been acquired by Two
Trees, which has filed ULURP applications for its development plan. This Board will oppose any
future request to permit redevelopment of Site 6 for a use inconsistent with residential use or at a
density that exceeds what is allowed in an R8A zoning district (FAR 6.02).

Special Clinton District - Other Area

The western area of the Special Clinton District beyond the boundary of the Preservation Area is
primarily zoned for light or medium industrial uses. The Board has for several years supported a
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rezoning of this area to create a mid-rise residential corridor along both sides of Eleventh Avenue
and preserve industrial uses west of that corridor. The rezoning should the elements set forth in At-
tachment A. We are pleased that the Mayor’s Office and DCP have agreed with Council Speaker
Quinn to conduct a planning study of a portion of this area, which will include an examination of
our land use proposals, and to work jointly with this Board towards the development of a set of
planning recommendations.

Special Clinton District - Preservation Area

The development boom throughout Clinton has put considerable pressure on the Special Clinton
District, which was established in 1973 to, among other things, preserve and strengthen the resi-
dential character of the community, and permit rehabilitation and new development in character
with the existing scale of the community and at rental levels which would not substantially alter
the mixture of income groups then residing in the area. Continued attention must be paid to en-
forcement of the protective provisions of the Preservation Area of the Special Clinton District, the
neighborhood’s residential core. Building permit applications should be reviewed by DOB plan
examiners; self-certification has been abused in too many recent cases. The proper training and
assignment of inspectors with detailed local knowledge is also a must. Without adequate and in-
formed enforcement, the district goals will not be fulfilled.

Ninth Avenue is thriving as the main commercial corridor of the Special Clinton District and the
Hell’s Kitchen neighborhood extending south to 34th Street. We request streetscape improvements
such as better lighting and more street trees to improve the pedestrian experience and create a
stronger connection above and below the Port Authority Bus Terminal.

Chelsea

The Chelsea 197-a Plan created by this Board for the protection of the traditional core of Chelsea
east of Tenth Avenue together with the rezoning that implemented it have now been supplemented
by the West Chelsea Rezoning for most of the area west of Tenth Avenue.

This action centers on the preservation and conversion of the High Line into a park, but has ma-
jor implications for land use in the area. Actual acquisition of the High Line, final design, and
construction of the first segment including access to it are only the beginning of a long process to
which we are glad to see the City appears fully committed. There also are a number of land-use
related items that require follow up, requiring action by a variety of agencies and the City Council.
In many cases prompt action is required to attain the desired goals.

Carrying to completion the numerous provisions supporting creation and preservation of afford-
able housing within the action itself or listed as “Points of Agreement” in a letter from the Office
of the Mayor is essential:

® Extending the demolition restrictions developed for the Hudson Yards into appropriate areas of
the rezoning;

® Implementing the proposals for creation of affordable housing by HPD on two NYCHA sites: in
Elliott-Chelsea Houses at the northwest corner of West 25th Street and Ninth Avenue, and in Fulton
Houses on West 18th Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues. Residents of these Projects and other af-
fected community members must be included in the planning and design of structures on these sites;
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® Constructing affordable housing on the underused Department of Sanitation lot on West 20th
Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, or failing that, on another site in Chelsea. Relocation
of the existing uses must be a priority: the few office spaces seem manageable, but relocating the
section station may be difficult and DSNY must cooperate in the task;

® Permitting City, State, and Federal programs in the inclusionary programs in order to provide
greater incentives and ensure permanent affordability of the housing produced;

® Tiering of inclusionary bonuses to include higher income levels;

® Creating a West Chelsea Affordable Housing Fund to produce more affordable housing in Com-
munity District 4. Provisions must be found to ensure this Fund is actually funded and produces
affordable housing in the West Chelsea area;

® Ensuring a community preference of 50% in the bulk of affordable housing created;

® |ntroducing provisions for an Inclusionary Housing Bonus for conversions mirroring those for
new construction.

The number and complexity of these provisions and the pressure for immediate development will re-
quire long-term monitoring, first to ensure they are promptly finalized and adopted, and then to ensure
their effective use over time. The official position of the Community Board and the expertise of its
membership and staff indicate that it is the appropriate body to take the leading role in this process. A
special committee of members of the Board and the community has been set up for this purpose.

The Board is concerned that most of the proposals for development in West Chelsea, as in many
other areas, are planned to produce luxury condominiums rather than the rental units on which the
provisions for affordable housing are based. This appears likely to reduce the number of affordable
units actually produced. Future development in the area needs to be monitored to see if revisions
will be required to produce the projected number of affordable units.

Two other commitments listed as “Further Study” will require prompt action and timely follow up
on the results to ensure that the development of West Chelsea takes place in appropriate fashion.
Otherwise changes directly or indirectly stemming from the rezoning may well change the situation
on the ground beyond recall.

® The first is described as “Study by the Department of City Planning of areas west and south of
the rezoning area with an eye to future actions appropriate for the neighborhood.” The purpose of
this is to insure studying the areas between Eleventh and Twelfth Avenues north of 22nd Street and
other areas near the High Line further south with the goal of including them in the Special West
Chelsea District and making other appropriate changes designed to preserve neighborhood charac-
ter in this portion of West Chelsea, including the important area near the Gansevoort Market.

® Study by the Landmarks Preservation Commission of the proposals put forward by Community
Board 4 and production of recommendations concerning the proposed West Chelsea Waterfront
Industrial Historic District as well as individual landmarks. The report, which was not completed
by its due date preceding the time of adoption of this Statement, will be meaningless unless timely
action is taken on its recommendations to protect the identified historic resources in an area under-
going major changes.

The Board also again reminds the Department of City Planning that its long delayed commitment to
study rezoning at an appropriate scale of the blocks of West 14th Street between Seventh and Ninth
Avenues on the basis of the proposals in the original Chelsea Plan is likely to be overtaken by events
as the area becomes more and more desirable; and the potentially glorious old brownstones and the
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buildings once housing the center of the first Latino community in the city risk being lost. Loss of the
historic character of this area would affect as well the character of the Gansevoort Market nearby.

TRANSPORTATION

More and more vehicles crowd our streets and avenues each year. This creates high levels of congestion,
increases pollution, and leads to dangerous situations for pedestrians at street crossings, which impairs
the ability for cyclists to safely travel, and raises competition for the limited curbside parking space on
neighborhood blocks. There are no easy solutions. A real sense of partnership between the community
and the DOT, NYPD and the Port Authority is required to make progress and enable a more livable
community. We should devote increased resources and develop more creative strategies to encourage
use of mass transit and car-pooling and create new pedestrian and bicycle friendly corridors.

Hudson Yards — Lincoln Tunnel Construction Zone

The Access to the Region Core DEIS appropriately identifies the many concurrent large scale
projects actively planned or under construction in this area with a duration of at least 80 months.
This activity is concentrated on the Lincoln Tunnel approaches — in some case requiring closure
of the tunnel lanes — and heavily dependant on the same tunnel to evacuate construction debris in
a timely manner. The Lincoln Tunnel system, including its approaches, already routinely experi-
ences twenty minutes delays at peak hours.

Community Board 4 has requested the urgent implementation of a mitigation plan that will:

1). apply to the whole construction zone, similar to the one conceived for the Financial District, 2).
be independent of each project schedule, and

3). protect Lincoln Tunnel priority users in spite of a further constrained capacity.

We suggest considering implementing a policy of High Occupancy Vehicles in the Lincoln Tunnel
at peak hours during the construction period to maintain commuter buses current level of service
and provide timely rotations to construction trucks.

Pedestrian —Bicycle Safety

From 14th Street to 59th Street, Ninth Avenue is the neighborhood-serving commercial center for
residents and thus an important pedestrian corridor. However, increased development, traffic and
congestion are diminishing the neighborhood and pedestrian orientation of Ninth Avenue. During
the last year, CB4 has made several recommendations to address the situation and improve Ninth
Avenue pedestrian access as well as reduce unsafe congestion.

In the first 6 months of 2007 three pedestrians were killed on 9th Avenue and two were severely
injured. Over 800 pedestrians have been injured on Ninth Avenue between 14th Street and 57th
Street during the last five years. The Community Board has made several recommendations to im-
prove the situation, only a few of which have been acted upon to date.

We are delighted that the DOT installed a traffic light on 43rd Street across Holy Cross, the second
most dangerous school to walk to in Manhattan.
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We also appreciate the initiation of a federally funded comprehensive study of the Lincoln Tun-
nel entrances with a particular focus on pedestrian safety and Ninth Avenue. We expect that it will
study the issues raised by the Community Board and the feasibility of proposals included in the
Community Based study “9th Avenue Renaissance”.

However we still request that the short term actions we have requested not be delayed any further:

® The balance of recommended measures for Holy Cross School still must be implemented: lead
pedestrian intervals at Eighth and Ninth Avenue; removal of charter bus layover signs and rebuild-
ing of the north sidewalk. A crossing agent was also to be placed at 9th Avenue and 43rd Street.

® Although two pedestrians were killed at the same locations on 45th Street, no measures have
been suggested. A prompt analysis of that intersection is warranted to prevent further fatalities.

® At 37th Street where many pedestrians have been injured, Community Board 4 is on record for
requesting to add a sign on 37th Street, near the corner of Ninth Avenue indicating no left turn into
Lincoln Tunnel entry lanes.

® At 34th Street, senior pedestrians have requested more time to cross the south segment of the
Avenue where they are in conflict with turning cars. As the primary entry/exit route of the Lincoln
Tunnel, Dyer Avenue receives heavy traffic and requires special attention to ensure pedestrian
safety. These basic concerns must be addressed:

® Intersection of Dyer Avenue and 40th Street. Pedestrian signals have been installed at this loca-
tion; however, pedestrian crossings are still problematic. Two pedestrians have been killed at this
intersection since 2001. Crosswalks should be realigned to avoid the columns of the ramp leading
to the Port Authority Bus Terminal. In addition, improved signage is required to alert drivers that
they have left the Tunnel and entered the New York City street grid.

® 35th Street and Dyer Avenue. Not all pedestrian crossings are striped; none are hatched. Vehicles
associated with the Midtown South Police Precinct are often parked in pedestrian crossing lanes
Between 28th street and 23rd street where a fatality occurred this year, a study has been undertaken
to dedicate exclusive crossing time to pedestrians on the east side of the Avenue (barn dances). We
are looking forward to the results of that study.

Community Board 4 is very appreciative that the DOT has implemented an interim one-way and
pedestrian plaza between 14th and 16th Streets. We look forward to completing with the DOT the
community-based permanent solution and adding its construction to the 2009 Capital Budget.

Our long standing request to widen the west side of the Eighth Avenue sidewalk between 30th and
38th streets by 6 feet is now a critical mitigation for the increase in traffic expected from the new
ARC train station . Currently the pedestrian level of service there is “F” (the lowest possible rating)
during the morning and evening peak periods. It is often so crowded that hundreds of people end
up walking in the street, creating very dangerous conditions. It is crucial that the capital funding for
this mitigation be included in the ARC project budget.

Most of the pedestrian ramps remain either non compliant with ADA guidelines or are in very poor
shape. We have submitted a very long list of intersections that need urgent attention in this regard.

We urge DOT to improve the pedestrian experience and environment in several parts of the district.
Other pedestrian improvements, in consultation with the Community Board, for the two major
neighborhood retail areas for the Chelsea (Eighth Avenue from 30th Street to 14th Street) and
Hell’s Kitchen (Ninth Avenue from West 34th to West 57th Street) communities.
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During any future roadway work, DOT should widen sidewalks within CD4 as much as possible,
especially at corners to create “bulb-outs.” Bulb-outs increase pedestrian safety by increasing the
turning radius around corners, thus slowing motor vehicles. Bulb-outs also shorten the crossing
distance for pedestrians. The pedestrians who use them welcome bulb-outs that were already cre-
ated at various intersections in the 40.

In fact, now that all lanes on 9th Avenue, between 14th and 16th Streets have recently been con-
figured, using temporary measures, to move traffic southbound only, capital funds are needed for
permanent street re-alignments, sidewalk widening, and streetscape improvements CB4 expects
DOT to work openly and collaboratively with us and relevant community groups in planning for
these permanent capital improvements.

We also note the safety issues related to vehicular uses along the Hudson River Park. The recent
death of a bicyclist highlights our concern. We encourage DOT to install improved and additional
electronic signage along the pedestrian/bicycle path of the Hudson River Park.

Enforcing all laws regarding the proper use of bicycles substantially contributes to pedestrian
safety. NYPD should increase enforcement of laws prohibiting bicycle riding on the sidewalk and
target restaurant take-out businesses that are repeat offenders.

Gridlock— Trucks — Bus routes

® Encourage use of Eleventh Avenue as an alternative for entrance into the Lincoln Tunnel, includ-
ing making Eleventh Avenue above 42nd Street southbound only

® Enforce the ban on bus traffic on 45th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues: Community
residents have noticed bus parking and bus traffic on this street, despite the no-bus policy. Bus
turning and bus crossing of Ninth Avenue at 45th Street disrupts both Ninth Avenue and 45th Street
traffic and full enforcement of this policy is needed

® Reopen 41st Street to Bus Traffic to alleviate the detour by residential side streets, 42nd and 41st
Streets to reach the Tunnel entrance.

® Perform a truck study to identify proper truck routes to Lincoln Tunnel entrances away from
residential streets.

® 15th Street between 5th and 9th Avenue is residential. However it is routinely used by heavy
trucks instead of 14th Street, as the most direct route to the West Side Highway. A study of vari-
ous measures (neck downs signage enforcement) must be undertaken to redirect the traffic to the
proper truck route. In addition the 2009 capital budget should include the rebuilding of the street
bed which has been rendered unstable by the heavy traffic and houses a main gas pipe.

® The Community Board is appreciative that an officer has recently been stationed at West 37th
Street and Ninth Avenue during rush hour (and has noticed a difference in reducing traffic conges-
tion north of that corner and safety at that corner). However, additional officers are needed, for
evenings and week ends at that intersection. Other intersections that are critically gridlocked at
peak hours are : Ninth Avenue and 41st to 47th Streets, with 42nd and 41st Street requiring Week
end enforcement as well

® Placement of no-honking signs and increased enforcement of that policy on Ninth Avenue between
47th and 46th and between 43rd and 42nd Street as well as on 37th Street between Eighth and Ninth
Avenues. Constant car horn honking has become the norm on Ninth Avenue during rush hours. The
placement of signs and their enforcement would likely improve that situation.
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Vans and Buses Parking

There is a pressing need for additional off-street parking sites for tourist and commuter buses and
vans. The parking and standing of these vehicles on our residential streets on 50 to 55th street
between 9th and 11th Avenue, and around the Port Authority and, brings with it serious delays in
MTA bus services and pollution problems. There should be increased enforcement to prevent il-
legal on-street parking of buses and vans. A comprehensive plan for off-street parking for buses,
van services and waiting “black cars” should be devised.

We support the Port Authority plan to build to a new bus garage in the area. However to be ef-
fective, this garage must be located on Gavin Plaza on 11th Avenue and be large enough to harbor
the chartered buses. A plan for commuter vans still must be designed and we hope the DOT study
under way will address this issue as well

Mass Transit: Improving service

Much of CD4’s population uses mass transit. Keeping the City’s system operating at an optimal
level is therefore a continuing basic need. In addition to efficient movement of surface traffic, the
accessibility of bus stops and subway stations contribute materially to the usability of public tran-
sit. Subway stations must be designed to be as accessible and friendly as possible for all riders. Bus
stops should have clear signage.

The conflict between Lincoln Tunnel queuing and the M11 down 9th Avenue makes this line unreliable
if not completely unusable during major parts of the day. The M42 bus lane on 42nd street is complete-
ly blocked daily by commuter vans. It is critical that parking enforcement restore priority to this vital
mass transportation. We note that new development along the waterfront and in the far west reaches of
the district has created new demands for bus service in those areas, especially on Eleventh Avenue.

The Board and the surrounding community must be kept apprised of temporary and emergency
changes in bus routes, subway station closings, and schedule changes. Recently a number of bus
stops relocations adversely affected transfers at 7th Avenue and 42nd Street making travel difficult
especially for our disabled members. We urge the MTA to continue to reconsider those changes
and consult with Community Boards before implementation of permanent changes in types of
equipment used, schedule modifications, and bus stop relocations.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Police Department

CD4 is served by four New York City Police Precincts: Midtown North, Midtown South, the
Tenth, and the 13th.

We commend the achievements in major crime reduction achieved by NYPD. Effective community
policing strategies, close attention to the problems in our District, and cooperation with this Board
and our Precinct Councils have had a major impact on the decrease in the major crime categories.

Quality of life issues, however, continue to bedevil us. Given PD’s reduction of major crime, we
now have an opportunity for increased enforcement of quality of life regulations. We are under no
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illusion that police enforcement on its own can entirely solve complex quality of life issues. We
believe, however, that much can be done.

Midtown South, Midtown North, and the Tenth Precincts are responsible for a vital part of the
City’s residential, commercial, tourist, and entertainment areas. It is critical that staffing levels at
these precincts be brought up to full strength.

The Tenth Precinct must have sufficient capability to manage the thousands of patrons arriving
nightly at and leaving from the large number of clubs in west Chelsea. It also must be given all the
support it requires to manage the traffic mayhem resulting from taxis and limos discharging and
collecting these thousands of patrons.

The Midtown South Precinct must have enough officers to deal with the increasingly dangerous
traffic situation in the vicinity of Port Authority.

Traffic enforcement especially in the primarily residential parts of the district is of vital importance. PD and
Traffic Enforcement must assiduously address the daily traffic congestion at the entrance routes to the Lincoln
Tunnel and on Ninth Avenue above these entrances. Regulations prohibiting illegal parking, standing, and
idling in all parts of the District and especially in the West 40s and 50s where many tourist buses illegally park
after evacuating their passengers in midtown, must be enforced on a regular and continual basis.

We request that the Manhattan South Borough Command closely monitor the needs of precincts
containing public housing previously policed by the NYCHAP. These precincts may be facing a
burden out of proportion with their current staffing levels.

This Board feels that it is vital to improve communications technology capabilities at all our pre-
cincts. At the very least, more cell phone accounts are needed for Community Affairs and Commu-
nity Police officers. Cell phones play an increasingly important role in managing demonstrations,
parades, and public events and in responding to emergency situations. Cell phones also enable
officers to response quickly to calls from community members.

We note, with pride, that our District is a diverse one. People of many backgrounds, religions, and
lifestyles live, work, and visit our neighborhoods. Bias crimes cannot be tolerated. We commend
our precincts for their continuing sensitivity to these issues.

Office of Midtown Enforcement

This Board has consistently requested support for OME. It is the one agency that can best deal with
a range of complex issues which arise particularly in our District, from the proliferation of Adult
DVD stores in Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen to the storage in or next to residential building of the gas
containers in food carts, to problem clubs in Chelsea.

And more is being asked of it. The investigation of illegal “hotels” on the West side is another task
OME has been assigned. Fortunately, through the efforts of Councilmember Gale A. Brewer, the
Administration has allocated funding to OME for an additional staff member to investigate illegal
hotel activity. More needs to be done.

For more than 25 years, Midtown Enforcement was a multi-agency task force of attorneys, inspec-
tors, investigators and police officers that addressed quality of life issues often harmful to both the
District’s businesses and residents.
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However, OME’s budget has been cut severely and basically has been subsumed into the Criminal
Justice Coordinator’s Office. OME is no longer a stand-alone agency and, because of drastic cuts
in personnel, can no longer address all of the problems that it became famous for solving.

This unit of the Mayor’s Office was an active partner with community groups and business groups
in our District. It used to be able to quickly respond not only through its own enforcement efforts,
but also by ensuring that other City agencies did what is necessary on behalf of this community. It
responded the way a city agency should. CB4 strongly urges that OME be restored to its previous
personnel and budgetary strength.

Air Quality

Air quality is directly and negatively affected by emissions from motor vehicles, especially from diesel
engines in trucks and buses. As both the Lincoln Tunnel and the Port Authority Bus Terminal lie in our
District, we are concerned about our air quality and the health risks associated with these emissions.
While we recognize that attributing a direct causality is better left to the experts, we note with some
alarm that according to the NYC Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, our community, compared
to the City as a whole, suffers a 25% higher incidence of chronic lung disease. We are not reassured by
assessments by the EPA that the City is in violation of new air quality health standards.

Given these concerns, we would like to review any long and short term studies about the effects on
air quality of increasing vehicular traffic in our District and the impact of air quality on our health.
If there are no such studies, we urge they be undertaken.

In the short term, all our precincts, especially Midtown South and the Tenth, as well as Traffic En-
forcement need to be aware of DOT’s new truck routes, which mandate that long haul trucks keep
to major cross-town arteries such as 57th, 34th, 23rd, and 14th Streets and keep off of residential
side streets. Enforcement of idling laws, which carry substantial penalties, must be given a priority,
considering the negative effect the idling internal combustion engine has on air quality.

Noise

Noise complaints from CD4 consistently rank among the highest registered by DEP and are rising
in the Board area, especially at night. We hope the new noise code will help in reducing sound
from construction and offer a more flexible standard and enforcement schedule for bars, clubs, and
cabarets. We also hope that a couple of critical components of the Revised Code which were left
out, including the consideration of the human voice at full cry — shouting, yelling, and braying —
will be considered for future inclusion.

We note, with appreciation, that DEP has been consistently responsive about inspecting HVAC
systems, nightclubs, and other sources of commercial noise. It is critical that these resources be
maintained, given the level of relevant business development in this area. We’d ask that consider-
ation be given to supplementary funding for additional initiatives in the area of sound mitigation,
perhaps through a study of best practices or an effort to develop strengthened regulations.

Sanitation

We applaud the increase in litter and trash pickup and commend sanitation workers for their consistently
good marks in achieving their mandated goals. Concerns remain, however, about illegal household dumping,
restaurant garbage on the sidewalks, and the accumulation of construction site debris in the District.

107



We also are concerned about the reduction in the number of sanitation police officers. A communi-
ty/sanitation district may have only one police officer and that officer may have to cover more than
one district. With the current lack of a maintenance facility in our District, the sanitation police
assigned to CD4 are headquartered outside our neighborhoods. Even, apparently, outside our bor-
ough. Given the large number of restaurants in CD4 and the increasing commercial and residential
development, we believe that, at very least, one Sanitation Police Officer should be assigned solely
to and stationed in, our District. And we request that additional funds be allocated to designate and
train more sanitation police officers.

CULTURE, EDUCATION, AND LIBRARIES

Cultural Affairs

CB4 Applauds the fact that funds for the Department of Cultural Affairs have been restored from
past budget cuts. However, there still is concern about funding for small theatrical companies with-
in our community. Small theatrical arts groups develop new talent in areas of writing, performing,
and directing. Many of these groups have their offices and creative spaces in the Board 4 District.
An increasing number of these groups have lost or are losing their homes as development pressures
originating from the Hudson Yards and Chelsea rezoning changes impact the value of real estate.

Support services for theater and other artistic services within CB4 in the areas of rental storage
space for art, costumes, scenery, lighting, and rehearsal studios have long been located throughout
Chelsea and Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen. These services are also losing viable space due to develop-
ment and real estate costs. The money generated from these industries provides employment and
maintains the artistic life of the city. CB4 is also concerned with the loss of artists’ studios in the
District and the displacement of working artists.

An increase in the overall budget of the Department of Cultural Affairs with a subsidy program that
could ensure permanent locations for existing and displaced nonprofit arts entities is an ongoing
need for this community.

Schools

CD4 has many schools of all grades serving local children as well as children from other school
districts and boroughs. We have always supported education and are committed to developing and
maintaining high standards for teachers as well as students. We must also provide assurances to
parents that their children are in safe and healthy environments, both during the school day and
during after school programs; this means on the streets as well as indoors.

There exists a heavy concentration of high schools within CD4; therefore, we would like to be con-
sulted when new schools (provided through either new construction or space rental) are planned.
The reason for this provision can best be seen in the case of Park West High School and Graphic
Communication Arts, which are within one block of each other. The 3,500 students attending these
schools come from all five boroughs. This has led to clogged neighborhood streets at varying ar-
rival and dismissal times, problems at subways and at other transportation points, and disruptive
situations affecting our residents and businesses.

In addition, greater consideration should be given to community residents in terms of their needs,
which include better sanitation around schools, and cleaner and safer streets for pedestrians. Joint
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planning between the Department of Education and CB4 can result in a more harmonious relation-
ship, which will lead to a better educational environment.

In regard to the schools’ challenge to recruit and retain qualified teachers, and the severe levels of
turnover, this Board supports efforts to increase teachers’ salaries to levels in parity with the sur-
rounding suburban areas.

There has been an ongoing experiment by the Department of Education to have schools running
from kindergarten through high school in order to improve the educational environment. The re-
sults of this experimentation are not conclusive. We are concerned that the large high schools in
our district will suffer from possible reductions in funding for this experiment.

Libraries

We are happy that six day funding for libraries has changed for the better: currently, the libraries
are not at risk of losing their base funding.

We support increasing branch library funding to bridge the “digital divide” through free computer
training and broad access to the Internet. Ninety-eight percent of all free public access computers
in the City are in public libraries. We strongly urge the City to maintain funding so our libraries
remain open on Saturdays for those residents who are unable to use them during the week.

CB4 also believes library funding for expanded hours and technology training and services should
be increased. This Board seeks funding for building and technology infrastructure, which would
serve to protect the investment that the City has made in computers and electronic information
resources while ensuring well-maintained and secure libraries.

In regard to the libraries’ challenge to recruit and retain qualified librarians, and the severe levels
of turnover, this Board supports efforts to increase librarian salaries to levels in parity with the
surrounding suburban areas.

HOUSING

CB4 is committed to the preservation and expansion of new affordable housing within our district.
It is the Board’s policy that 30% of all units in new residential developments be affordable to a
range of low, moderate and middle income households. Those units developed must be affordable
to a range of incomes. Specifically, 20% be for those earning up to 80% AMI, 50% for up to 125%
AMI and 30% for up to 165% AMI to meet the current needs of our diverse population.

Today, CD4 is a mixed-income community offering a range of services and resources to people of
lower income that are not available elsewhere. Since its inception, the Board has worked to create
a community open to people of all income levels. Unfortunately, the economic upswing of the past
ten years has made tenants in Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen and Chelsea vulnerable to rising rents and
displacement. The Board requests that the City recognize the long-term benefits associated with
mixed-income neighborhoods and mixed-income buildings when considering the best use for the
remaining government-owned property within the district as well as when reviewing any zoning
changes, variance requests or development plans.

The District’s diversity is in danger. CD4 is primarily a rental community that relies heavily on rent
regulations, government subsidies and public housing to maintain its affordable housing stock. To
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date, rent regulations have played a large role in maintaining our economic diversity. However,
changes in the rent regulations enacted by the NY'S legislature have led to widespread deregulation
of previously affordable units and a significant loss of our affordable housing stock. In CD4, units
that now become vacant are inevitably decontrolled and no longer are affordable.

In addition, CD4 stands to lose a significant amount of affordable housing due to expiring uses
in the immediate future. Section 8 contracts on two properties will expire in the next year and the
property owners are considering opting out of the programs. Furthermore, the 20% affordable
component in many 80-20 (80% market-rate-20% affordable) developments will soon approach
expiration, and those apartments will revert to market-rate. The City must work to achieve a per-
manent solution and to develop a long term strategy to prevent the displacement of these house-
holds. In the short term, the City must ensure that rental subsidies (Section 8 Certificates or other
programs) are in place to meet the needs of those tenants faced with displacement by their inability
to afford increased rent due to opt outs.

The loss of rent regulated units to illegal use persists as an escalating problem. For example, resi-
dential units are often leased to corporations; bed and breakfast operations are created in long-term
residential units; residential apartments are used for commercial use; others are illegally subdivided
for multiple occupancy; SRO units are now used for tourist occupancy and other short term rentals.
Illegal hotel and bed/breakfast use of apartments has grown significantly over the past year. Such
uses violate a number of City codes, creates security and quality of life problems for neighboring
tenants, and removes apartments that would otherwise be rent regulated from the market.

CB4 supports increasing the annual income limits for both the Senior and Disabled Rent Increase
Exemption programs (SCRIE and DRIE) from $25,000 per year to $32,000 per year to reflect
today’s economics. Recent annual adjustments, while appreciated, are not adequate to meet esca-
lating costs. Seniors who receive both social security and pensions often earn slightly more than
$25,000, are ineligible for SCRIE, but are unable to afford their rents.

CB4 believes significant government attention and creative investment are required to ensure new per-
manently affordable (low, moderate, and middle-income) housing is built in our community. We are
encouraged by the City’s commitment to develop affordable housing in the Hudson Yards and Chelsea
districts and are hopeful this will lead to varied and creative new mechanisms to support this goal.

Little, if any, new affordable housing has been constructed in recent years outside of the 80-
20 Housing Program. We are concerned that recent development in our district has included a
significant number of market-rate condominium and cooperative development that provide no
mechanism for an affordable housing component, depriving our community of units that could
otherwise be affordable to low, middle and moderate-income residents. Even the 80-20 program,
in which the affordable component is time-limited, offers no long term benefit to the community,
and does not respond to the need for permanent housing affordable to a range of low, moderate and
middle-income residents. We strongly believe that this program is not the best use of public funds.
Furthermore, the City must develop and share with each community board a database that tracks
all government-subsidized affordable units (including those developed under the 80-20 program),
to ensure on-going occupancy and compliance with affordability restrictions.

Since the long-ago demise of the Mitchell-Lama Program, most government funding opportunities
have not addressed the needs of middle-income housing. In a community with a minimal supply
of publicly-owned land, the best use for the remaining government-owned property within the dis-
trict must be affordable housing. New means of creating and encouraging affordable housing on
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privately-owned property must also be considered. Text and map modifications of the Zoning Reso-
lution, new funding mechanisms, and innovations in housing type/construction must be explored.

Department of Housing Preservation & Development

CB4 continues to support HPD programs that fund the rehabilitation of buildings, prevent evictions and
improve the living conditions of those who live there. The current needs of our District, including the
significant loss of privately-owned affordable housing and the increasing need for housing that is afford-
able to a range of incomes (low, middle and moderate), however, require new creative approaches.

Over the last ten years, most city-owned residential property within CD4 has been transferred to
non-profit and tenant-ownership programs that have provided opportunities for preserving and in-
creasing the supply of decent, affordable housing. As the supply of city-owned housing diminishes,
the City must work with the Board to develop creative approaches that meet CB4’s desperate need
for affordable housing. In addition to the specific sites identified for affordable housing in the re-
cent Hudson Yards and west Chelsea rezonings, flexible programs that provide for property acquisi-
tion and mixed-income housing are needed throughout the District.

CB4 continues to support capital programs such as HPD’s Neighborhood Revitalization Program
(NRP), which funds the rehabilitation of city-owned buildings. Not-for-profit rental buildings are a
long-term stabilizing force in our neighborhood. CB4 also supports the continued use of the Sup-
portive Housing Program to preserve and expand the supply of affordable SRO housing for home-
less persons and community residents. This housing, with on-site supportive services for tenants,
has been a successful model in housing very low-income persons. It is the sole HPD program that
provides funds for acquisition of privately-owned property for conversion to affordable housing,
and provides a means to expand the supply beyond currently publicly owned land.

CB4 strongly supports the expansion of service programs, such as the Community Consultant Con-
tracts and Anti-lllegal Eviction Legal Services, which preserve affordable housing through evic-
tion prevention and improvement of living conditions. These programs, among others, are critical
to several community groups in our district working to preserve and increase affordable housing.
Our community-based groups have utilized these programs to restore deteriorated buildings to ex-
cellent, long-term affordable housing and the rights of tenants have been protected. Their funding
sources, which are always in danger, should be increased.

General Code Enforcement

Residents of Chelsea and Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen continue to experience the negative impact of insuf-
ficient government response to conditions that threaten life, health and safety. In the 1980s, there were
685 housing code inspectors citywide. There are many fewer today. CB4 requests that HPD increase
the number of its inspectors; fill the vacancies in its Litigation Bureau; and step up code enforcement
as well as increase the number and timeliness of litigation against the most egregious violators of the
housing codes. We also request that HPD, DOB, and Corporation Counsel pursue with due diligence
the collection of outstanding fines owed by repeat violators, ensuring better enforcement and creating
badly needed income for the City. An atmosphere of lawlessness now exists because corrupt landlords
know there will be few consequences for disregarding relevant statutes and codes.

DOB and HPD inspectors and those assigned to the Mayor’s Office of Midtown Enforcement
(OME), do essential work in our area. Their work is particularly important within the Special Clin-
ton District (SCD), where we depend on their skills to enforce arcane, but essential provisions of
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the SCD. The Board continues to see cases where owners have made renovations in SCD buildings
without first applying for a required Certificate of No Harassment. The Board is concerned that the
spread of self-certification by architects and engineers in applications to DOB and other agencies
has led to a lowering and evasion of standards, particularly in areas like the SCD where special
zoning regulations apply. Close monitoring of the effect of self-certification is essential. The city
must continue to work closely with CB4 to establish the Hudson Yards special district and to set
up a workable enforcement mechanism. Finally, while CB4 applauds the Mayor’s commitment
to increase funding for OME to provide one inspector dedicated to enforcing violations for illegal
use, we foresee that additional inspectors will be necessary to properly address this situation.

Regulations are only as effective as the system in place to enforce them. We therefore request that
DOB, HPD and the OME dedicate specific inspectors to concentrate on SCD enforcement and il-
legal use violations. These inspectors must receive rigorous and adequate training to ensure that
they have the particular knowledge essential to preventing the flagrant disregard of SCD regula-
tions that continue to occur too frequently. We also commit to taking such actions as are appropri-
ate and necessary to stop illegal conversions, and to ensure that tenants are not harassed. We also
call upon the DOB’s Legal Department, Corporation Counsel and HPD to begin prosecuting the
most flagrant violators of the regulations of the SCD and other housing codes and regulations. It is
crucial that an on-going procedure be implemented by DOB to meet regularly with the Board and
the community regarding these issues.

Single Room Occupancy Housing (SROs)

A large number of SROs (including rooming houses, SRO hotels, and converted tenements) exist
in our District. However, SROs continue to disappear from the neighborhood at an alarming rate,
due to either legal and illegal conversions to transient hotels or other uses. SROs have become the
single most important source of affordable housing for single adults and an important resource
for the prevention of homelessness. Affordable housing within our District is critical to house the
diverse population of artists, students, minimum wage earners and those on fixed incomes. This
mixed population includes the backbone of the service and cultural economy of the city, as well as
many of the most frail and isolated members of our community.

The largest concentration of SRO housing in our community lies between Eighth and Ninth avenues from
42nd Street to 57th Street. In that area, there are 62 buildings that contain nearly 2,200 SRO units. The ma-
jority of those units are found on 51st Street where twelve buildings contain 574 units. Forty-sixth Street is
home to the largest concentration of SRO buildings, with 21 buildings housing 289 units.

CB4 supports the acquisition, renovation and new construction of sensitively-sited supportive
housing developments to preserve and expand the SRO housing stock. The OME and HPD must
strengthen the SRO anti-harassment laws and enforce them to protect this valuable and essential
community resource. Continued funding of the efforts of the West Side SRO Law Project to protect
tenants’ rights and to preserve SRO housing is essential.

New York City Housing Authority

Security and enforcement are issues facing all property owners in the city. In particular, the Board
is concerned about security concerns at Harborview Terrace, a senior NYCHA complex in Clinton.
As reported in the New York Times, residents report drug dealing, elder abuse and threats from a
number of younger people who are illegally occupying units at the complex. Similar security con-
cerns are raised regarding the Elliot Chelsea Houses. We encourage NYCHA to work with CB4 to
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help coordinate solutions using a community-wide strategy instead of isolating developments and
the people living within from the resources that surround them.

CB4 is extremely concerned over the proposed maintenance increases and new fees to be incurred
by residents for specific services. Public Housing is home to those in our community with the low-
est incomes, who can least afford to pay extra costs for services.

Fulton Houses
Some capital needs are:
-- Grounds: Outdoor lighting, black top, playgrounds, sprinkler systems, some fencing, and benches,
-- Buildings: replacement tiles in the hallways, additional cameras in the stairways and roof landings,
roof doors, new terrace doors, roof tank housing, pointing low rises, stair hall door
low rises.

HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

With major rezonings in West Chelsea and on the Far West Side, CD4 anticipates a substantial
increase in the residential population. However, CD4’s public infrastructure and human service
programs are insufficient to meet the needs of the current population, and cannot be stretched to
cover the anticipated growth. CB4 firmly believes that any new residential or commercial devel-
opment in the area must be supported by adequate growth in public resources and facilities includ-
ing public schools, health care facilities, and core support for organizations serving young people,
homeless adults and families, working families and senior citizens.

Homelessness

Tragically, homelessness continues to be a terrible problem citywide and a particularly visible one
in the CB4 area. We continue to appreciate the City’s various efforts over the past few years to ad-
dress the root causes of homelessness and, especially, the new resources devoted to the production
of additional units of critically needed affordable and supportive housing.

Nonetheless, street homelessness remains a very visible problem in our district - actually increas-
ing over the past few years. Over the years, efforts to “clean up” Midtown and other “high visibil-
ity” areas have only driven a larger number of homeless people into other parts of our community.
Large public facilities located within our district, such as the Port Authority Bus Terminal, are also
a natural gathering place for people without homes. Many homeless people need social services,
in particular drug treatment and/or mental health services. Inclusion of these services is essential
to any effort to address New York’s homelessness situation.

Currently, two of the twelve citywide drop-in centers for homeless individuals are located within
CDA4. We encourage the City to continue funding these centers, as well as to maintain and expand
funding for effective outreach, to ensure that the comprehensive interventions that are needed can
be provided. We are also deeply concerned about the inadequacy of family shelter slots, especially
for victims of domestic violence, as well as the lack of adequate resources for homeless youth. It is
especially troubling that the needs of women, children and youth at risk are still far from being met.

Supportive Housing

CB4 recognizes the need for residential facilities and has consistently welcomed them into our
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neighborhoods, but we also realize that they can only be successful if they are well planned and
staffed and appropriate for the location and population served.

Again, we are pleased to see the Mayor’s plan focus on the provision of permanent housing. We
believe that, whenever possible, such projects should mix supportive housing units with other low
and moderate-income units. Community boards must be given an opportunity to assess any pro-
posal for residential facilities in terms of the needs for specific facilities, the adequacy of the plan,
and the quality of the provider. The City should work with the community to determine the size,
site and design of each facility. Any facility must provide adequate and essential social services as
well as access to health services and other necessary support services.

HIV / AIDS

New York City continues to account for a major proportion of the nation’s AIDS cases; CD4 is
home to the nation’s largest percentage of people with AIDS. In order to slow and hopefully stop the
spread of this disease, we actively support educational programs, condom distribution and needle
exchanges. For our neighbors who are stricken with this disease, we welcome community-based
care facilities, supportive housing and other programs geared towards people with AIDS. HIV/AIDS
infection rates have long been increasing especially within communities of color, and among women
and youth, however, funding for prevention and services to these communities has not kept pace.

Core Support for the Young and the Old

CB4 is concerned that the youngest and the oldest among us have adequate access to services neces-
sary to assure their health, safety and security. For young children, adequate, supportive, licensed
and affordable child care must be available for all those eligible, especially those newly moving into
employment. Easily accessible and responsive health services for children and pregnant women are
essential. For the elderly, a comprehensive range of services, including community centers, in-home
supports, transportation, supportive housing, and preventive health and social services, are essential
to assuring that they can live out their lives with dignity within their home communities.

Accessibility

We call upon the city Human Rights Commission to increase funding for more inspectors to investigate and
enforce disabled accessibility building code compliance. We continue to receive complaints about deficien-
cies in various aspects of the paratransit system, including serious limitations in Access-a-Ride service.

Environment and Health

Hospital Care

CD4 lacks a municipally funded hospital. The nearest ones are Bellevue Hospital in CD6 and
Gouverneur Hospital in CD3. With the Chelsea rezoning and Hudson Yards plans, the popula-
tion of our district will increase significantly. Therefore a reassessment of community health care
needs is necessary. It is anticipated that the voluntary sector will meet the needs of new residents
with health care coverage or in self-pay status. However, there is concern for our Medicaid and
Medicare-only reliant residents and those who lack any health care coverage who are often re-
ferred to the municipal hospital system. Our board is opposed to any cuts to health care service in
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the district and/or the imposition of increased co-pay requirements for these patients. We also feel
the elimination of existing hospital beds will impact negatively on our community.

The closing of St. Vincent’s Midtown, located on 52nd Street between 9th and 10th Avenue, on
August 31, 2007, causes serious concern particularly the problems that we foresee in losing Emer-
gency Room (ER) services in our district and its outpatient care. We foresee major problems in
overburdened ER rooms that will now service our residents, midtown workers & tourists. And also
the enormous problem in being able to quickly access either Roosevelt Hospital on 10th Avenue
between 58th and 59th Street or St. Vincent’s Manhattan downtown, because of the serious traffic
problems in our neighborhood.

Substance Abuse

CB4 is concerned about reports that the use of crystal methamphetamine is gaining a foothold in
our community. In addition to other health and mental health dangers, use of this drug has been
associated with increased use of other illicit drugs and sexual practices that enhance chances of
contracting HIV and other sexually transmitted diseases. CB4 feels strongly that the Department
of Health and Mental Hygiene needs to increase funding for education, prevention, treatment and
rehabilitation programs to address the growing use of crystal meth.

Other Health Concerns

Residents of Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen and Chelsea are faced with a variety of other health and en-
vironmental concerns. We continue to be concerned about the need for adequate pest control and
urge maintenance of funding for this critical service. Similarly, we are concerned that sufficient
resources be focused on addressing issues of maintaining, repairing, and upgrading the sewer and
storm drainage system, especially west of Ninth Avenue. This has been the source of chronic prob-
lems in the past that are likely to be exacerbated by new construction and needs constant monitor-
ing from the DEP and DOT.

YOUTH SERVICES

The Chelsea and Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen community is home to more than 8,400 children under
18 years of age, more than 17% of whom receive public assistance and more than 77% of whom
receive emergency food assistance. Youth services in our district have been woefully under funded
for many years. While we appreciate the recent attention given to the issue of youth services city-
wide, the changes implemented through the Out of School Time (OST) process left us with seri-
ous concerns regarding the overall adequacy of available funds to create and sustain high quality
programs and to reach all those in need of such services.

More specifically, we are extremely distressed by the dramatic reduction in general youth services
funds for school-age children and teens that was allocated to our district through the OST process.
The design of the RFP rendered organizations in our district virtually ineligible to receive funding.
We feel that this is due to a misperception that the number of young people in CD4 is not substan-
tial enough to warrant public support for youth services.

Despite what aggregate statistics might suggest, this is a district with a large low-income popula-
tion - especially concentrated in several local public housing developments, several severely un-
derperforming schools, and significant social needs, as evidenced by measures such as substance
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abuse and child abuse and neglect. The planned elimination of ACS school-age classrooms in the
district compounds this problem and leaves little, if any, safe, affordable, year-round child care for
working parents. In neighborhoods such as ours, which include many low-income working fami-
lies, quality, publicly-funded day care - including school-age child care - is a primary concern.

Four percent of our older youth, ages 16 to 19, are not enrolled in school and are not working.
While there are a number of reputable community providers trying to address the needs of this
population through alternative schools and the provision of employment training and other support
services, these organizations are under-funded and have already exceeded their program capacity.
We are concerned that the City’s clear preference for funding school-based OST programs does not
address the needs of this population.

While we are encouraged by the City’s increased attention to workforce development and employ-
ment initiatives, we continue to be distressed by the decline in funding for the Youth Employment
Program (YEP) overall. Across the City, an overwhelming number of older youth are not prepared
to finish high school or to enter the workforce. Through YEP, these young people gain valuable
vocational and soft skills, discipline and leadership. We feel strongly that funds should be restored
to the level available as of four years ago.

We have experienced a decline in the availability of program slots for summer youth programs. In
May of 2004, the Chelsea Recreation Center opened in our district. While this facility is available
to all ages, over half of its summer members are under the age of 21. The Center is in need of ad-
ditional staffing, specifically playground assistants and other youth workers, to coordinate youth
activities. Recreation Center members also have voiced the desire for services to be expanded to
include Sundays, but have been informed that budgetary constraints do not permit this expansion.

With regard to other youth needs, we urge that housing for homeless and run-away youth be main-
tained and expanded, and that alternative to violence and creative justice programs, as well as job
training and placement programs, be maintained and expanded.

CULTURE & EDUCATION

Schools

CD4 has many schools of all grades serving local children as well as children from other school
districts and boroughs. We have always supported education and are committed to developing and
maintaining high standards for teachers as well as students. We must also provide assurances to
parents that their children are in safe and healthy environments, both during the school day and
during after school programs; this means on the streets as well as indoors.

There exists a heavy concentration of high schools within CD4; therefore, we would like to be con-
sulted when new schools (provided through either new construction or space rental) are planned.
The reason for this provision can best be seen in the case of Park West High School and Graphic
Communication Arts, which are within one block of each other. The 3,500 students attending these
schools come from all five boroughs. This has led to clogged neighborhood streets at varying ar-
rival and dismissal times, problems at subways and at other transportation points, and disruptive
situations affecting our residents and businesses.

In addition, greater consideration should be given to community residents in terms of their needs,
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which include better sanitation around schools, cleaner and safer streets for pedestrians, etc. Joint
planning between the Department of Education and CB4 can result in a more harmonious relation-
ship, which will lead to a better educational environment.

In regard to the schools’ challenge to recruit and retain qualified teachers, and the severe levels of
turnover, this Board supports efforts to increase teachers’ salaries to levels in parity with the sur-
rounding suburban areas.

WATERFRONT & PARKS

CD4 is home to about 100,000 residents who share 700 acres of dense city blocks. Yet the District
has only 3 significant parks and 11 pocket parks or playgrounds, totaling less than 16 acres in all.
We also have a long narrow strip of Hudson River Park that still is under development nine years
after the Hudson River Park Act was signed, and with no firm timetable set for the development of
the more than 50% of it within CDA4. Delays in the development of key parts of Hudson River Park
(in particular Pier 97, still home to DOS garbage trucks, and Pier 76, still Manhattan’s tow pound -
not to mention Gansevoort Peninsula, at the southern edge of CD4) mean that this imbalance will
continue for at least a few more years, and will only improve marginally at best.

Further, expense and capital budget cuts and the dramatically low staffing levels of the Department
of Parks and Recreation (DPR) make it harder and harder for the Department to maintain the few
parks we have, threatening the quality of life. Over the past 30 years, the DPR budget has fallen
sharply. As a result of reduced funding, DPR now has less than half of the full time staff that it did
ten years earlier and parks are cleaned less frequently, fewer recreational programs are offered and
less security is provided.

CB4 strongly urges that the administration make a greater commitment to open space in our commu-
nity by restoring the Parks Department budget. In particular, several areas need special attention:

® Each park in our district should have a full-time, on-site park keeper to address constituents’
concerns, provide security and perform routine maintenance of that park alone;

® Funding must be directed towards full-time gardeners, maintenance workers, PEP officers, as
well as seasonal aides and playground associates for the summer;

® Funding for requirements contracts should be increased so the Parks Department can maintain
the parks in the best fashion;

® Funding must be dedicated to support Green Thumb Community Gardens and pruning for street
trees;

® Hudson River Park must be completed as planned as soon as possible.

Waterfront

Hudson River Park remains the one bright star on the horizon - but for many parts of the park
it has been far too long on the horizon. Happily, Pier 84 opened in the fall of 2006 and Pier 66
also opened. Work is now proceeding in the Chelsea segment, including the balance of Chelsea
Waterside Park. But, as mentioned above, significant portions of the park (Pier 97, Pier 76 and

117



Gansevoort) are still being used for municipal purposes despite the terms of the Hudson River
Park Act. And the illegal heliport at West 30th Street continues to plague park users with noise
and fumes, not to mention the danger of an accident as this heliport is a scant few feet away from
a heavily used bike and walk way. And even as we wonder when these portions will eventually
become parkland (or 50% parkland in the case of Pier 76), a plan to build a new transfer station for
recycled trash at Gansevoort Peninsula plus the conversion of Pier 99 to commercial waste, was
recently approved by the City Council and Mayor. We cannot lose sight of the vision of a complete
Hudson River Park. Here are several areas of concern:

Piers 92 - 97

The newly opened Clinton Cove Park is delightful - but small. Pier 97 needs to be vacated by DOS as
soon as possible as per the terms of the Hudson River Park Act. The northern stub of the Pier 94 head
house must be reclaimed for public space, especially now as the city contemplates the use of both Piers
94 and 92 as a midsize convention center. A pedestrian bridge between Dewitt Clinton and Clinton Cove
Parks is needed for both safety and convenience in crossing the busiest section of Route 9A.

Passenger Ship Terminal

The new design for the Passenger Ship Terminal must be inclusive of, and sensitive to, park visitors to the
maximum extent possible. Traffic flow must be dramatically improved. Waterfront access must also be
improved as the terminal is being redesigned. Security measures must be sensitive to visual access and its
setting within a park. And finally, the design must relate to Hudson River Park which surrounds it.

Piers 81 and 83

A resolution must be found with Circle Line/World Yacht parking areas in order to free the upland area
of Piers 81 and 83. For several years, CB4 has supported the building of a garage on Pier 81 to accom-
plish this in exchange for Circle Line voluntarily relinquishing its lease on these upland areas.

Heliport

CB4 remains opposed to any tourist flights within Hudson River Park, which are illegal, and calls for
the heliport in the vicinity of 30th Street to be closed immediately so that park construction can proceed
in that area. The outer end of a reconstructed Pier 72 might be considered as a location for a business/
emergency heliport only, but not Pier 76 as it is designated to become 50% parkland at a minimum.

Chelsea Waterside Park

The planned comfort station and café building in Chelsea Waterside Park has never been built.
Funds to accomplish this should be allocated as soon as possible.

Pier 76

The tow pound at Pier 76 must be relocated as soon as possible so that this pier can be developed
with 50% allocated to new park space. The fact that the Mounted Unit has been relocated there on
a temporary basis must not slow down this effort. A permanent home for the Mounted Unit must
be identified (preferably within CD4) as well as a new home for the tow pound so that this pier can
be developed as called for by the Hudson River Park Act. Additionally, the city should seriously
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consider the use of Pier 76 as a combined alternative to both the Gansevoort and 59th Street MTS
uses proposed by the city. Such a plan could free up Pier 99 for park use and provide nearly 100%
of Pier 76’s rooftop as a new park.

Gansevoort Peninsula

The Hudson River Park Act requires that the salt pile at Gansevoort Peninsula be removed by
December 2003, and that remaining DOS uses be vacated as soon as possible. Further, some sig-
nificant mitigation for the continued occupation of Gansevoort is expected. The notion that a new
use not permitted by the Hudson River Park Act be placed there — a transfer station for recycled
trash — is simply unacceptable for what is the most desirable location in the Hudson River Park.

Inland Parks and Recreation Centers

Inland parks within CD4 are a mixture of good news and ongoing problems and challenges. The
good news includes the restoration of Hell’s Kitchen Park and the recent allocation of significant
funds for the playing fields at DeWitt Clinton Park, both due in great part to the efforts of the new
Speaker of the City Council, Christine Quinn. In addition, we are pleased about the continued
progress on the new High Line Park. It also seems that progress is being made toward the restora-
tion of the 59th Street Recreation Center. But attention needs to be paid to the following areas:

Clement Clark Moore Park

Maintenance is an issue at Clement Clark Moore Park. The park needs a horticultural master plan
and the park’s trees desperately need pruning. One corner of the park near a gate that is perma-
nently padlocked should be reused. Finally, the community has requested that the 22nd Street gate
be permanently locked so small children cannot get out that way

Chelsea Park

The stone columns, which date back to Tammany days, should be moved to a more appropriate loca-
tion than the current random spot. Long term solutions for homeless in this area are still needed.

Dewitt Clinton Park

CB4 was pleased to hear about the $3.2 million set aside to renovate the ballfields at Dewitt Clin-
ton Park. These fields are heavily utilized by leagues, colleges, and the local community and are
in grave need of repair. CB4 believes, however, that the entire park is in need of major renovation
including play areas, fully functioning restrooms, the steps at the western end of the park, and
seating areas. CB4 continues to make the restoration of this park a priority. Lighting and drainage
remain serious health and safety concerns and need to be addressed immediately.

Hell’s Kitchen Park

Our only disappointment with Hell’s Kitchen Park is the lack of a comfort station which was origi-
nally planned. Unfortunately the children’s water feature at the southwest corner of the park has
poor drainage and needs repairs as soon as possible. We continue to hope that the DEP site across
the avenue can be developed as additional parkland (dubbed “Hells’ Kitchen Park West”) as soon
a possible, with much needed comfort stations.
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High Line

Now that the High Line Park is moving in a positive direction, the City must ensure that this im-
portant project is funded and completed. We also strongly hope that portion of the High Line north
of 30th Street, with its extraordinary vistas, can be included in the park as it provides the best views
of the river and the opportunity for a real connection to Hudson River Park as well as the Javits
Convention Center and the redevelopment planned for the rail yards.

Chelsea Recreation Center

Staff cuts at the Chelsea Recreation Center should be restored as soon as possible.

New Parkland

CB4 continues to pursue potential sites for new parkland including 49th Street and Tenth Avenue,
(“Hells’ Kitchen Park West” mentioned above) and the Ninth Avenue frontage of MTA’s Rail Con-
trol Center Project between 53rd and 54th streets, which is no longer needed by MTA. More park-
land for the Chelsea neighborhood needs to be identified and secured such as the DOS parking lot
on the south-side of 20th Street between Sixth and Seventh avenues. Furthermore, Hell’s Kitchen
Park South, shown in the City’s Hudson Yards plan, must be created with a combination of public
and private funds for land acquisition and long-term development strategies.

Street Trees

More street trees, a major influence on the quality of life in Chelsea and Clinton, and more Green
Streets are needed in CD4. Street trees should be planted on Ninth Avenue from 34th to 42nd Streets
and between Ninth and Tenth Avenues from 35th to 41st Streets. DPR’s Green Streets program should
be used on Port Authority marginal land adjacent to Dyer Avenue and the Lincoln Tunnel approaches.
More trees are also needed on Ninth Avenue from 42nd up to 57th Street, as well as other locations.
DPR should share its tree census data with CD4 so that further locations can be identified.

Jean-Dawntel Nolanad K D @%; a»

Jean-Daniel Noland Robert J. Benfatto, Jr.
Chair District Manager
Manhattan Community Board Four Manhattan Community Board Four
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ATTACHMENT A

West Clinton Re-Zoning

The western area of the Special Clinton District beyond the boundary of the Preservation Area is
primarily zoned for light or medium industrial uses. As the Special Hudson Yards District and the
West Side Rail Yards are slated for development of extraordinary density, unprecedented develop-
ment pressure is expected on the core residential area of the Special Clinton District. In order to
preserve the low-rise, mixed income character of the Hell’s Kitchen/Clinton community, plans for
development in the southern portion of the district must be coupled with an expanded commitment
to preserve the core of the community north of the 42nd Street Corridor.

By the time of the Hudson Yards rezoning in January 2005, Eleventh Avenue had attracted sig-
nificant interest by real estate developers, and a number of large projects, primarily residential but
also commercial, were in the planning stage. This caused the Board to establish, in June 2005, its
own priorities for development in the area. Since then, development pressures have continued to
increase, the area has also attracted interest by the nightlife industry, and the Department of City
Planning has undertaken work on a framework for development that shares many of our goals.

In anticipation of zoning and other regulatory applications in the area, the Board now wishes to
remind itself and others of its basic position for the area. The following statement, which was ap-
proved by the Board in June 2005, is hereby confirmed:

The Board supports a rezoning of the western area of the Special Clinton District to create
a mid-rise residential corridor along both sides of Eleventh Avenue and preserve industrial
uses west of that corridor. The rezoning would contain the following elements:

® Extend R-8 zoning west to Eleventh Avenue between 43rd and 55th Streets
- FAR 6.02 within 100 feet of Eleventh Avenue
- FAR 4.2 from 100 feet east of Eleventh Avenue to present R-8 boundary

® Extend Preservation Area boundary west to 100 feet east of Eleventh Avenue

® Create MX zoning district west of Eleventh Avenue from 43 rd to 57th Streets, allowing
residential uses along the Eleventh Avenue blockfronts and surrounding DeWitt Clinton
Park, and preserving industrial uses throughout the district, particularly those that serve
the theater district and other midtown businesses and residents

- FAR 6.02 within 100 feet of Eleventh Avenue

- FAR 5.0 from 100 feet west of Eleventh Avenue to Twelfth Avenue

- Industrial retention mechanisms (to be developed)

® To preserve existing loft character of Eleventh Avenue and avoid blocking Preservation
Area core from the waterfront:
- Limit street-walls on 11th Ave to 150 feet, and overall building height to 180 feet
- Developments occupying most of an Eleventh Avenue blockfront require lowered
street-walls for 25 to 30 percent of the Eleventh Avenue frontage

® Allow ground floor commercial uses on Eleventh Avenue that serve area residents

® | imit clubs and adult uses

® Pedestrian bridge over Route 9A from DeWitt Clinton Park to Hudson River Park
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MANHATTAN COMMUNITY DISTRICT 5

LAND USE, 2010

TOTAL POPULATION 1980 1990 2000
Number 39,543 43,507 44,028
% Change — 10.0 1.2
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 436 564
Rate per 1000 9.9 12.8
Deaths: Number 283 247
Rate per 1000 6.4 5.6
Infant Mortality: Number 2 3
Rate per 1000 4.6 5.3
INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010
Cash Assistance (TANF) 1,452 1,239
Supplemental Security Income 1,289 1,442
Medicaid Only 1,188 2,662
Total Persons Assisted 3,929 9,343
Percent of Population 8.9 12.1
TOTAL LAND AREA
Acres: 1,005.3
Square Miles: 1.6

1- 2 Family Residential
Multi-Family Residential
Mixed Resid. / Commercial
Commercial / Office
Industrial

Transportation / Utility
Institutions

Open Space / Recreation
Parking Facilities

Vacant Land
Miscellaneous

Total

Lots
15
298
435
1,612
515
18
115
12

70

90

14

3,194

Lot Area
Sq. Ft.(000) %
24.5 0.1
1,817.1 6.3
24475 8.4
17,775.1 61.3
2,649.4 9.1
842.8 29
1,625.0 5.6
948.4 3.3
515.6 1.8
293.1 1.0
61.4 0.2
28,999.8 100.0
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Table PL P-103: Total Population by Mutually Exclusive Race and Hispanic Origin
and Total Housing Units
New York City Community Districts, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 Change 1990-2000

Manhattan Community District 5 Number | Percent Number|  Percent Number| Percent
Total Population 43,507 100.0 44,028 100.0 521 1.2
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 32,442 74.6 31,813 72.3 (629) -1.9
Black/African American Nonhispanic 3,528 8.1 1,948 4.4 (1,580) -44.8

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 3,213 7.4 6,143 14.0 2,930 91.2
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 78 0.2 52 0.1 (26) -33.3

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 86 0.2 141 0.3 55 64.0
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 967 2.2 - -
Hispanic Origin 4,160 9.6 2,964 6.7 (2,196) -28.8
Population Under 18 Years 2,534 100.0 2,839 100.0 305 12.0
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 1,658 65.4 1,676 59.0 18 1.1
Black/African American Nonhispanic 255 10.1 309 10.9 54 21.2

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 242 9.6 362 12.8 120 49.6
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 6 0.2 3 0.1 3) -50.0

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 17 0.7 18 0.6 1 5.9
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 141 5.0 - -
Hispanic Origin 356 14.0 330 11.6 (26) -7.3
Population 18 Years and Over 40,973 100.0 41,189 100.0 216 0.5
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 30,784 75.1 30,137 73.2 (647) -2.1
Black/African American Nonhispanic 3,273 8.0 1,639 4.0 (1,634) -49.9

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 2,971 7.3 5,781 14.0 2,810 94.6
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 72 0.2 49 0.1 (23) -31.9

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 69 0.2 123 0.3 54 78.3
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 826 2.0 - -
Hispanic Origin 3,804 9.3 2,634 6.4 (2,170) -30.8
Total Population 43,507 100.0 44,028 100.0 521 1.2
Under 18 Years 2,534 5.8 2,839 6.4 305 12.0

18 Years and Over 40,973 94.2 41,189 93.6 216 0.5
Total Housing Units 30,436 - 30,588 - 152 0.5

Race categories are from the 2000 Census and are not strictly comparable with categories used in 1990.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census PL File and SF1 and 1990 Census STF1
Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Oct 2001)
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Demographic Profile - New York City Community Districts
2000 Census SF1

[Manhattan Community District 5 | Number| Percent
Total Population 44,028 100.0
White Nonhispanic 31,813 72.3
Black Nonhispanic 1,948 4.4
Asian and Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 6,143 14.0
Other Nonhispanic 193 0.4
Two or More Races Nonhispanic 967 2.2
Hispanic Origin 2,964 6.7
Female 22,500 51.1
Male 21,528 48.9
Under 5 years 1,184 2.7
5to 9 years 703 1.6
10 to 14 years 618 1.4
15 to 19 years 1,734 3.9
20 to 24 years 5,137 11.7
25 to 44 years 19,932 45.3
45 to 64 years 10,103 22.9
65 years and over 4,617 10.5
18 years and over 41,189 93.6
In households 39,859 90.5
In family households 15,760 35.8
Householder 6,392 145
Spouse 5,220 11.9
Own child under 18 years 2,328 5.3
Other relatives 1,500 3.4
Nonrelatives 320 0.7
In nonfamily households 24,099 54.7
Householder 19,413 44.1
Householder 65 years and over living alone 2,533 5.8
Nonrelatives 4,686 10.6
In group quarters 4,169 9.5
Total Households 25,805 100.0
Family households 6,392 24.8
Married-couple family 5,220 20.2
With related children under 18 years 1,288 5.0
Female householder, no husband present 759 2.9
With related children under 18 years 324 1.3
Male householder, no wife present 413 1.6
With related children under 18 years 98 0.4
Nonfamily households 19,413 75.2
Households with one or more persons 65 years and over 3,826 14.8
Persons Per Family 2.42 -
Persons Per Household 154 -
Total Housing Units 30,588 -
Occupied Housing Units 25,805 100.0
Renter occupied 19,341 75.0
Owner occupied 6,464 25.0
By Household Size:

1 person household 15,485 60.0
2 person household 7,830 30.3
3 person household 1,581 6.1
4 person household 688 2.7
5 persons and over 221 0.9

By Age of Householder:
15 to 24 years 1,796 7.0
25 to 44 years 13,172 51.0
45 to 64 years 7,258 28.1
65 years and over 3,579 13.9

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census SF1 Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Dec 2001)
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Manhattan Community Districts 4 & 5 (PUMA 03807)

Selected Housing Characteristics: 2006-2008

U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

Geographic Area: PUMA 03807 Manhattan, New York

Selected Housing Characteristics

HOUSING OCCUPANCY Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 91,874 2,230 91,874 X)
Occupied housing units 77,186 2,137 84.0% 1.2
Homeowner vacancy rate 1.9 1 X) (X)
Rental vacancy rate 4 0.9 (X) (X)

UNITS IN STRUCTURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 91,874 2,230 91,874 X)
1-unit, detached 195 109 0.2% 0.1
1-unit, attached 335 151 0.4% 0.2
2 units 729 328 0.8% 0.4
3 or 4 units 1,639 369 1.8% 0.4
5 to 9 units 5,721 697 6.2% 0.7
10 to 19 units 10,823 1,047 11.8% 1.1
20 or more units 72,284 1,990 78.7% 1.2
Mobile home 20 32 0.0% 0.1
Boat, RV, van, etc. 128 88 0.1% 0.1

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 91,874 2,230 91,874 (X)
Built 2005 or later 1,510 306 1.6% 0.3
Built 2000 to 2004 8,891 870 9.7% 0.9
Built 1990 to 1999 4,364 650 4.7% 0.7
Built 1980 to 1989 6,591 690 7.2% 0.8
Built 1970 to 1979 6,536 763 7.1% 0.8
Built 1960 to 1969 10,653 922 11.6% 0.9
Built 1950 to 1959 4,403 566 4.8% 0.6
Built 1940 to 1949 4,889 579 5.3% 0.6
Built 1939 or earlier 44,037 1,852 47.9% 15

HOUSING TENURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 77,186 2,137 77,186 (X)
Owner-occupied 17,645 921 22.9% 11
Renter-occupied 59,541 1,998 77.1% 1.1

VEHICLES AVAILABLE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 77,186 2,137 77,186 (X)
No vehicles available 64,083 2,111 83.0% 14
1 vehicle available 12,130 1,105 15.7% 1.4
2 vehicles available 826 304 1.1% 0.4
3 or more vehicles available 147 89 0.2% 0.1

OCCUPANTS PER ROOM Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 77,186 2,137 77,186 (X)
1.00 or less 73,985 2,123 95.9% 0.8
1.01to 1.50 1,356 381 1.8% 0.5
1.51 or more 1,845 460 2.4% 0.6
Average household size 1.67 0.04 (X) (X)
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SELECTED M%%TLJHSI';(H%VCISIIE’\TC%?AS;(SS?ASO?:::?CENTAGE OF Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units where SMOCAPI
cannot be computed) 11,327 783 11,327 (X)
Less than 20.0 percent 5,317 717 46.9% 5.2
20.0 to 24.9 percent 1,325 325 11.7% 3
25.0 to 29.9 percent 936 292 8.3% 2.5
30.0 to 34.9 percent 584 244 5.2% 2.1
35.0 percent or more 3,165 522 27.9% 4.2
Not computed 42 51 (X) (X)
GROSS RENTAS A PERCE(ZL':(;I; OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where GRAPI cannot
be computed) 57,290 1,960 57,290 (X)
Less than 15.0 percent 12,683 1,142 22.1% 1.8
15.0 to 19.9 percent 7,886 838 13.8% 1.3
20.0 to 24.9 percent 7,408 836 12.9% 1.5
25.0 to 29.9 percent 6,174 776 10.8% 1.3
30.0 to 34.9 percent 4,723 636 8.2% 1.1
35.0 percent or more 18,416 1,244 32.1% 1.9
Not computed 2,251] 471] 3] X)|

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey
Note: An '(X)' means the estimate is not applicable or not available.

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a Census Bureau survey that provides estimates for New York City, the five

boroughs, and the 55 Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAS) that approximate New York City's 59 Community Districts. Data

are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling
variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. To learn more about the American Community Survey in

NYC see ACS.

For important information about ACS and using multi-year estimates go to: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popacs.shtml.
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 05, MANHATTAN

TOTAL
BUDGET APPROPRIATION  FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
AG-DN410 SENIOR ACTION IN A GAY ENVIRONMENT (SAGE) cP 1,166 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
Cco-80 27 MADISON AVE. - MANHATTAN APPELLATE cp 23 (CN) 0 (CN) 1,616 (CN) 0 (CN) cpP
DIVISION COURTHOUSE - 1ST DEPT. 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
HD-DN650 FRIENDS HOUSE SHELTER cp 100 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-DN020 AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY cp 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-DN096 CHAI LIFELINE cp 0 (CcN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
HL-DN283 NARAL PRO-CHOICE NEW YORK FOUNDATION cP 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-DN416 BRAIN TUMOR FOUNDATION cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-MN283 NARAL PRO-CHOICE NEW YORK FOUNDATION cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HL-MN284 NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ON DRUG ABUSE cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PROBLEMS, INC. (NADAP)
HN-DN566 NEIL D LEVIN GRAD INSITITUTE OF cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND COMMERCE
HW-207 RESURFACE AND REPAVE AVENUE OF THE 35,401 (CN) 26 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
AMERICAS, ETC. 30,280 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
986 (P) 0 (p) 0 (p) 0 (p) 0 (p) 0 (p)
HW-297 RECONSTRUCT AND REPAVE 5TH AVENUE, ETC. 6,973 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 290 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
HW-446 RECONSTRUCTION OF 14TH STREET, MANHATTAN 10,980 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
11,235 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
1,922 0 0 (P) 0 0 0
HW-508 RECONSTRUCT 8TH AVENUE 25,353 (CN) 7 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
17,138 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
9,009 (P) 0 (P) (P) (P) (P) (P)
HW-1666 RECONSTRUCTION OF TIMES / DUFFY SQUARE cp 6,302 (CN) 6,444 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
AREA, MANHATTAN 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
L-C002 NYPL CENT RESEARCH BLDS-SCHOMBURG, LINCOLN cp 0 (CcN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
CTR, CENT ANNEX, MANHATTAN
L-101 NYPL RESEARCH LIBRARIES - SYSTEM WIDE cp 0 N) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
0 0 0 0 (8)
L-105 FED IMPROVEMENTS, HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
SCIENCE RESEARCH LIBRARY 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
P-769 REHABILITATION OF UNION SQUARE PARK. 18,893 (CN) 0 N) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 N)
200 (8) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8)
1,100 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P)
PV-C503 CARNEGIE HALL, IMPROVEMENTS 16,770 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
PV-DN0O01 3 LEGGED DOG, INC cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DNO21 AMERICAN FOLK ART MUSEUM cp 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cpP
PV-DNO51 BIG APPLE CIRCUS cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-DN127 DIXON PLACE cpP 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: c
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
(s

IN THOUSANDS)

MANHATTAN

LINE

DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY TELEVISION CENTER
(DCTV)

FY2011l ADOPTED

(CN)

FY2012

THREE YEAR PROGRAM

FY2013

FY2014

REQUIRED TO
COMPLETE

CITY CENTER, MANHATTAN, RECON AND
IMPROVEMENTS

CARNEGIE HALL, RECONSTRUCTION AND
IMPROVEMENTS

3 LEGGED DOG, INC

DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY TELEVISION CENTER
(DCTV)

CITY CENTER IMPROVEMENTS, MANHATTAN

CARNEGIE HALL, IMPROVEMENTS

3 LEGGED DOG, INC

DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY TELEVISION CENTER
(DCTV)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 05,

TOTAL

APPROPRIATION
_____ AS 0F 3/31/10 chr muneET

CP 105
CP 0
CP 0
CP 250
CP 350
CP 0
CP 0
CP 0
CP 0
CP 1,000
CP 700
CP 3,250
CP 1,750
CP 0
CP 0
CP 1
CP 200
Ccp 45
Ccp 0
CP 0
CP 0
CP 500
CP 0
CP 0
CP 0
CP 0
CP 105
300

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: 85C



GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 05, MANHATTAN

BUDGET APPROPRIATION  FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
PV-N205 AMERICAN BALLET THEATER FOUNDATION cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-N256 MANHATTAN THEATER CLUB cp 250 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-N278 MUSEUM OF ARTS AND DESIGN cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-N281  MUSEUM OF MODERN ART cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-N320 ORCHESTRA OF ST. LUKES cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-N345 REPERTORIO ESPANOL THEATER cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-N354 ROUNDABOUT THEATRE COMPANY cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-N375 SECOND STAGE THEATER cp 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-N683 WOMEN'S PROJECT AND PRODUCTIONS, INC. cP 700 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-279 CITY CENTER, 55TH STREET DANCE THEATER, cP 16,271 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
IMPROVEMENTS 1,000 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)

1,000 (S) 0 (s) 0 (8) 0 (8)

5,000 0 (p) 0 (p) 0 (p)
PV-503 CARNEGIE HALL, IMPROVEMENTS cp 13,622 (CN) 2,000 (CN) 26,000 (CN) 0 (CN) cp

1,000 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)

1,000 (S) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8)

5,000 0 0 0
PV-540 MUSEUM OF MODERN ART, IMPROVEMENTS AND 65,588 (CN) 15 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)

ADDITIONS, MANHATTAN

PW-DN142 EDUCATIONAL ALLIANCE Ccp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) Ccp
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MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD FIVE
450 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2109
New York, NY 10123-2199
(212) 465-0907
fax: (212) 465-1628

Vikki Barbero, Chair Wally Rubin, District Manager
DISTRICT NEEDS STATEMENT
FISCAL YEAR 2012

INTRODUCTION

Community Board Five represents the heart of Manhattan. Its boundaries are largely from Lexing-
ton to 8th Avenues from 14th Street to 59th Street. We encompass the midtown central business
district as well as world-class cultural institutions and tourist destinations, retail flagships, major
industries and a growing residential population. Taken together, these diverse interests and popu-
lations form 24/7 communities that increasingly demand services and resources. Our complex
ecosystem presents new challenges to all concerned. It is vital that we protect, develop and serve
the five main areas of interest in our District: tourism, business and retail, restaurants and residen-
tial. Balancing these needs is a difficult task.

The city’s three largest regional transportation hubs -- Grand Central Terminal, Penn Station, and
the Port Authority Bus Terminal -- are either contained within, or border, our district. This makes
our District even more populated as travelers pass through.

Our District remains a vibrant center for business and retail. This current downturn has caused
some job loss and commercial vacancies in our area, most business remain steady. There is in-
creased pressure to keep these businesses operating in their current location.

In recent years the residential population with in CB #5 has grown substantially. Therefore, the city
must provide basic services to all of our population — additional public school capacity, library ac-
cess, well maintained parks, recreational centers, primary health care centers, senior centers, afford-
able housing, and family assistance. Homelessness is a growing concern in this economic downturn.

Our District is plagued with vehicular and pedestrian congestion daily. Both pedestrian and auto-
mobile traffic exceed sidewalk and street capacity. To maintain a reasonable quality of life for our
residents, to maintain businesses and a positive impression on visitors, all relevant city services
must focus on minimizing this congestion and related negative effects. We support developing a
comprehensive surface transportation plan with specific recommendations for the allocation of all
street space for the area between 14th Street and 60th Street. The most effective and immediate so-
lutions are simple and practical: improve traffic control, limit emissions from trucks and buses, im-
prove pedestrian flow, and better enforce laws/regulations regarding parking, and street peddling.
While we welcome our District as a night life destination, noise is also a problem about which
CB5’s office receives countless complaints. While laws have been passed to deal with these issues
are welcomed, additional funding for enforcement is greatly needed.

In recent years, midtown has seen record construction and we anticipate even more growth as resi-
dential and office towers continue to be built on Sixth, Seventh and Eighth Avenues. We commend

WWWCBS.ORG b5 OFFICE@CES.Org

131



current efforts to improve construction safety but also see the need for improving sanitation and
pedestrian and traffic flow when new development is underway.

New York City’s tourism industry is centered in our district: Times Square (including the theater district and
Off Broadway Theatres), the Empire State Building, MOMA, various smaller museums, and cultural institu-
tions, destination libraries (the 42nd Street and Morgan Libraries), several landmark hotels. Our District plays
host for restaurants and nightlife as well. In 2007 about 47 million tourists spent about $29 billion in New
York City, generating $17 billion in wages (source: www.nycvisit.com) in New York City and close to 80
percent of them visited Times Square (source: www.timessguarenyc.org). Tourism has remained steady dur-
ing this economic downturn. However, it is our goal to insure that it continues to develop.

Community Board Five recognizes the need for safety and security within our district. \We com-
mend the heroic efforts of the Fire and Police Departments in dealing with the countless challenges
they face every day. We believe that these departments focus on using additional security cameras
and technology and other resources to help achieve this goal.

Please see our specific issues outlined in the following pages.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
Noise Code

Noise pollution in our district is a serious problem, ranging from private commercial trash trucks in the
early morning to construction noise and the roars of non-muffled motorcycles. CB5 welcomes the new
and stronger code provisions regarding permitted noise levels. We urge the Department to engage other
relevant city agencies (like DOB for construction-related noise and NYPD for commercial noise) and
civic organizations in discussions regarding enforcement issues in the new regulations regarding noise.

All 311 noise complaints should be routed to DEP. A significant increase in the number of inspec-
tors is needed to ensure compliance with noise code. Inspectors are also needed on weekends and
evenings to address complaints.

Air Quality

We applaud the new regulations regarding active vehicle idling. It is important to follow through
with enforcement.

Maintenance

Our underground infrastructure is under constant pressure from street activity and construction.
Ongoing maintenance is extremely important given the related wear and tear. Water main breaks
in particular cause extensive damage often resulting in millions of dollars worth of damage, signifi-
cant loss of business, and disruptions to daily life.

Safety

Millions drink our water and breathe our air and protecting both is vital. While CB5 is not a cen-
ter for heavy industry, we are concerned with both incidental and malicious contamination. We
must secure our water source through additional land buffers and security. Air quality monitoring
should be constant and throughout the district.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Traffic

We support developing a comprehensive surface transportation plan with specific recommendations
for the allocation of all street space for the area between 14th Street and 60th Street. The City must
continue to develop smaller scale alternative programs to discourage the use of private vehicles in
midtown Manhattan. We need to promote and facilitate additional public and human-powered trans-
portation. Despite positive trends in bike commuting, according to the most recent census, more
people in New York City drove alone to work than carpooled, walked, or took a bicycle, combined.

There will never be significant improvements to the traffic in midtown without meaningful improve-
ments to our public transportation system. CB5 welcomes the planned expansion of the 7 subway line
west to 11th Avenue and an east side station for the Long Island Rail Road at Grand Central Terminal.

Dedicated bus lanes and wider sidewalks on key streets and avenues could greatly improve traffic flow
- particularly for cross-town trips as well as pedestrian safety. We support the DOT in being open to
new vehicle models that reduce congestion and/or pollution such as hybrid and double-decker buses.

We greatly acknowledge the city’s willingness to create pilot programs to experiment with what will be
the least disruptive traffic patterns, particularly in Union Square. The closing of Broadway to vehicular
traffic seems to be a favorable program. However, all businesses and residents in the Union Square area
should be given an ample opportunity to voice their opinions before making it a permanent solution.

There is also still a pressing need for more traffic and parking control agents and police officers.
The City should limit hours of operation and access to certain streets for large trucks in midtown;
this would reduce peak hour congestion and air pollution. We support the expansion of commer-
cial metered parking as a means of alleviating congestion.

The muni-meter program has been well received in our district and we support expansion of this
program, which has potential to reduce cost, improve enforcement and increase revenue.

Bicycles

Providing safe and convenient bike lanes and bike racks for commuters and shoppers is a vital
first step in alleviating some overcrowding. At the same time, unsafe cyclists continue to present
serious traffic problems. We need enforcement of traffic laws to protect both the cyclists and pe-
destrians. A licensing system, training and education should be considered.

Black Cars / Tourist Buses

The City should also institute and enforce policies regarding black car services and tourist buses,
especially with regard to double parking, idling, and blocking bus stop space.

We encourage experiments with express bus service and dedicated bus lanes, but as we mentioned
with regard to noise code, the latter is not much use without proper enforcement.

Street Fairs

CB?5 is disproportionately burdened with the number of street fairs in comparison to other areas
in the Borough. We believe that the overall number of eponymous fairs should be reduced in size
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and number and should bear some relationship with the local community and the street fair theme.
We would like to see the traffic impact weighed more heavily when reviewing these events for
permits. We would also like to see some correlation between the host group and the vendors when
applicable. For example, a street fair to celebrate Brazil should have a least a few vendors selling
related items. We would like to see greater transparency in the finances in the street fairs as well as
the cost to the City for providing services to these events.

Late Night Towing

CB?5 has a continuing problem of noise and traffic caused by the proliferation of bars and night-
clubs. We support nighttime parking regulations that allow nighttime towing and ticketing as a
successful strategy to the problems created by the City’s nightlife.

Pedestrian Circulation

CB?5 has three major transportation hubs, the theater district, a major sports arena, and commercial
enterprises that cause a high influx of commuters and patrons. The City must study and develop
a long-term strategy to ease pedestrian congestion and related safety issues. Wider sidewalks are
desperately needed on many portions of 7th and 8th Avenues as well as some of the more congested
streets in the West 40’s and throughout east midtown.

Bollards and planters and pedestrian barrier fences often complicate pedestrian and congestion
circulation problems and often force pedestrians into dangerous conflicts with vehicles. Planters
in front of the Port Authority for instance, force pedestrians onto West 42nd Street and 8th Avenue
at the height of rush hour. Pedestrian circulation barriers along 8th Avenue north of 42nd Street
force pedestrians to take over a lane of traffic during the evening rush hour virtually every night.

We need a more consistent and rationale approach to pedestrian and vehicular barriers that balances se-
curity concerns and the needs of pedestrian safety. CB5 continues to object to over-size phone booths on
midtown streets. The DOT should work with the Department of Consumer Affairs to put together a coher-
ent master plan for the locations of the 50 additional newsstands expected within the borough of Manhat-
tan. Street vendors rightly desire to be located where foot traffic is high but these sidewalks are also where
barriers to flow are least desirable. When striking this balance we want to ensure the latter is considered.

Street Repairs

Prompt repair of potholes, cracks, replacement of street signs and the painting of lane markings are
essential and should not be delayed. For example, 56th street between 5th and 6th is plagued with
severe potholes that mar the surrounding upscale shopping district. All repairs must be complete
and flush with existing pavement.

PARKS

CB?5 places a high priority on our parks. Our parks are by far the some of the most heavily utilized
parks in New York City: Bryant Park, Union Square Madison Square Park and Central Park. As
these are tourist destinations and showcase for the city, we need them to be clean and well main-
tained and funds are needed for basic maintenance. They should be treated as a vital City resource
that should be fully funded by the City.

The Board believes use of our parks requires a strategy that is not focused on commercial, and
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fund- raising activities. We are particularly concerned about the extensive use of Union Square,
Madison Square Park and Bryant Park for commercial activity. The implication is clear: our
parks lack adequate baseline funding for staff and maintenance. Likewise, revenue from these
activities should be returned to the parks and not lost to the general fund.

CBS5 supports efforts to encourage local business and community support to help with park main-
tenance, but we categorically disagree with allowing them to usurp public authority either formally
or through over-dependence. Private funding should not be used as an excuse to reduce public
support. New York City was ranked 24th in park spending per capita among major cities according
to a 2006 report. (Source: www.tpl.org/ccpe)

Greater collaboration between park enforcement and the Police Department is also desirable to
help keep our parks safe.

Maintenance

The events mentioned above, in addition to popular general use, generate excessive trash that
heaps around overflowed receptacles and scattered throughout the parks. We need more trash re-
ceptacles and more frequent trash pickup. Also, Union Square has a large rodent problem.

POLICE

Despite a great improvement in crime reduction over the past decade, we must continue to strive to
keep our streets safe, particularly in this economic environment. In addition to individual crimes
against persons and property, we are concerned about terrorism. We support expanded use of secu-
rity cameras and technology that would aid in any deterrence.

Enforcement/Regulation

The NYPD has enormous baseline responsibilities and must also handle issues such as traffic and
vending enforcement. CB5 would like to see the Paid Detail Unit (PDU) program expanded to in-
clude nightlife establishments with liquor licenses. We are also concerned with the impact of street
vending on pedestrian congestion and on commercial store operators. Recent changes in street vend-
ing laws have made enforcement difficult, at best. Strong enforcement is critical to reduce sidewalk
congestion and to protect legitimate merchants. We urge aggressive enforcement of laws regarding
bicyclists and bike lanes; police bicycle officers should be increased to combat this problem.

There is a pressing need for an increase in the number of traffic control agents and effective training. Di-
rection of traffic and traffic enforcement, with particular emphasis on the problems of double parking and
illegal bus lane use and standing, must become a top priority throughout our district. We also urge stricter
enforcement of traffic violations, particularly the running of red lights and other violations that endanger
pedestrians. Likewise, we encourage towing when doing so will improve safety and/or traffic flow.

FIRE DEPARTMENT

As with the Police Department, communication and logistical systems must be integrated between
all emergency responders making essential teamwork possible in the event of another terrorist
attack or large scale natural disaster. Likewise, we believe HAZMAT would play a key role in a
large scale integrated emergency response and support funding for related equipment and training.

There is also need for improved training for personnel in the emergency (911) system. A media
campaign is needed to alert the public to the importance of allowing emergency vehicles the right-
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of-way on our streets. Existing firehouses are essential to public safety and protecting property.
Any firehouse closings would threaten the safety of our densely populated district. Firehouse
maintenance and upgrades/renovations are essential and all should have emergency power. We
also encourage low cost prevention programs such as distributing fire detectors and CPR Kits.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDINGS

Safety

We encourage DOB to vigorously pursue the collection of fines from violators through increased
inspection, additional plan examiners. Construction safety is paramount, particularly on those sites
using cranes and must receive special attention to prevent further accidents and fatalities.

CB?5 feels that a comprehensive overhaul of construction regulations is needed to bring the build-
ing code concerning construction activity up-to-date. Inspection and enforcement of work sites is
critical to reduce collapse and scaffold failures in our district.

Construction-Related Issues

There are numerous construction-related matters that can have a major impact on safety and qual-
ity of life. For example, temporary scaffolding and site walls often lend themselves to graffiti and
illegal signage. Removal must be enforced and fines levied when appropriate. We do not support
the use of oversized signage in mixed-use areas.

Construction sites can also become open “trash cans” filled with both construction debris and
household trash. This is blight on the neighborhood and creates unsafe conditions.

Hazardous material handling enforcement is needed in our district.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

Traffic

With increased pedestrian usage in our district comes the need for more sidewalk area. At many
hours of the day, midtown sidewalks are overcrowded, creating a safety hazard. Coordination with
the Department of Transportation and the Department of Buildings is needed to ensure that con-
struction in crowded areas includes increased pedestrian circulation provisions at the street level
to allow for more sidewalk space.

Buildings

Despite the recent changes in safety and other code provisions, the zoning and building regulations
for new construction remain inadequate for modern building usage, particularly for large commer-
cial projects. Zoning regulations should be modified and are inadequate for dealing with modern
building usage and do not reflect the accommodations necessary for integration of new buildings
into the midtown environment.

® Current regulations do not provide for any accommodation for the many small and large trucks
and vans that clog our streets by double parking. Large new buildings should include adequate
off-street loading and unloading facilities as well as enough room for large trucks to turn around
onsite. Vendor carts using garage space for parking also create congestion, which needs to be ad-
dressed. Many large tenants employ fleets of car service vehicles, which line the streets waiting
for their designated passengers. New buildings should be required to accommodate this usage
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with on-site facilities and a plan to minimize traffic disruption.

® All buildings must be designed to accommodate present-day recycling requirements including
on-site accommodation for sorting, separation and storage as well as adequate off-street loading
facilities. Delis and other casual eateries should be required to provide patrons with the opportu-
nity to recycle and this should be enforced. This should reduce the sorting effort and thus increase
compliance with existing recycling rules. Loading facilities should accommodate trucks with 75-
foot trailers and provide ample room to turn around inside the building so that trucks can both head
in and head out for deliveries and pick-ups.

Public Plazas

We anticipate a greater concentration of development along the West 34th Street corridor and
strongly urge that new green parks be made an integral part of planning and new development.
Midtown is crowded with tall skyscrapers that received a zoning bonus in exchange for providing a
public plaza. Many of these plazas are treated like private spaces and the public is not welcome in
the areas. Building owners have a responsibility to provide a useable and welcome public space.
We believe several pitfalls could be prevented with better due diligence during the design and ap-
proval process. At the least, public plaza rules should be vigorously enforced. We encourage the
trend of creating seating and plantings in the plazas.

Pedestrian Circulation

Pedestrian circulation requirements should be strengthened and expanded. All new large buildings
(including “as-of-right” developments) should undergo a discretionary review process designed to
ensure that pedestrian and vehicle traffic will not be adversely affected by the new development.
Included in this review should be a greater emphasis on the needs of persons with disabilities.
Mid-block pedestrian passageways with appropriate safeguards should be a goal for every stan-
dard block in midtown. Regulations to ensure that existing mid-block passageways remain open
and visible to the public should be strictly enforced.

Other

Issue: there is a lack of coordinated planning between DCP, SCA and DOE to ensure enough
school seats result from residential growth. No single agency takes ultimate responsibility result-
ing in not enough school seats to accommodate residential growth.

LIBRARIES

The New York Public Library continues to need additional funding to meet the demand for in-
creased materials and hours of service. More user friendly hours should be considered. Funding
for capital improvements is critical as many libraries in our district are housed in aging buildings.
We are concerned that with the recent budget cuts, many libraries may either have to close or
reduce staff and or hours. In this current economy, when many New Yorkers are out of work, the
need for library services has grown considerably. Therefore, we would like to urge the City to do
everything in its power to ensure that our library services are not severely reduced.

With the increased technology services offered by the library, funds are continually needed for
computer equipment, maintenance, support and public training. In addition, sufficient funding
levels for library building maintenance and security are essential, particularly the installation of a
new book theft detection system.
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SANITATION

CBS5 requires constant street sweep-up and basket trucks because of its high concentration of com-
mercial activity, public areas, traffic congestion and escalating residential population. Streets in the
non-BID sections of midtown are unacceptably dirty. Trash baskets continue to overflow or are
missing. More litter baskets will help keep the area cleaner as well. Damaged litter baskets should
be replaced throughout the district with rodent-proof receptacles. We believe that additional basket
trucks and crews are necessary in the CB5 area. We advocate for more Big Belly Trash cans.

CBS5 continues to support recycling efforts including the new Plastic Carryout Bag Recycling Law.
The Department of Sanitation should look for ways to make recycling more economically sound.
Strict enforcement of pick-up rules must be imposed to prevent diversion of trash to illegal opera-
tors. Waste prevention should be vigorously pursued. The City should look for ways to reduce
the proliferation of non-degradable packaging. In addition, we believe all small grocers and delis
should have a recycling bin and policy visible to the patrons. The City should study practical uses
of waste materials and vigorously pursue utilization of recycled materials by City agencies that
will allow the Department of Sanitation to realize significant savings in the cost of waste pick-up
and disposal and allow the reinstatement of full recycling. There is a critical need for more fre-
quent and better publicized recycling of electronic and computer equipment.

Additional sanitation enforcement agents and sanitation officers are needed. Since enforcement
positions are revenue producing, it is economically advantageous to increase their numbers. The
lack of enforcement is a particular problem at our many construction sites. The Board is also con-
cerned that there is a lack of enforcement with respect to the amount of time garbage can be left
on the street before it is scheduled to be picked up.

EDUCATION

We are pleased that the DOE has identified and purchased a building within our district to house
a High School and middle school. However, with the continuing population growth in the CB5
area in the next few years and the current absence of any elementary or middle schools within the
Board boundaries, we strongly urge the Department of Education to continue to seek out locations
for the creation of new elementary and middle schools within the geographic boundaries of CB5.
Since the city has passed a five-year capital plan which underfunds our public schools, we urge
that more school funding be found and allocated.

Supporting evidence:

® CB5 named as 1 of 4 “high-risk” neighborhoods for school seat shortage vs. residential growth
in Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer’s report Crowded Out.

® Between 538 and 762 new students were added to CB5 from 2000-2007 with no new school
seats added

® A fair amount of residential growth in CB5 comes from conversion, which was not captured in
Mr. Stringer’s report

The overall success of the City’s schools has a great impact on our community and the lives of all
New Yorkers. Adequate funds for qualified teachers in all classrooms, after-school enhancement
programs, E.S.L. initiatives, and tutoring at the primary level are necessary. Class size should be
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kept small enough to allow learning

We support an increase in funds for art, music, sports, vocational training and related assistance,
nutrition, and sex education.

HUMAN SERVICES (Dept. of Homeless Services, Human Resources Administration and
Dept. for the Aging, Dept. of Youth and Community Development and Administration for
Children Services)

There is a continuing need for basic services for homeless individuals and families, including
housing, career training and placement, mental health services (especially for the elderly), child-
care, foster care, drop-in-centers, outreach programs, centralized food courts, and improved shel-
ter programs. Homelessness in particular remains a serious problem citywide and especially
in the CB5 area. We are particularly concerned about the reemerging homeless issue in Times
Square and around Madison Square Park. Increased funding to serve this population is necessary.

Supporting evidence:
According to the State of the Homeless 2008 from Coalition for the Homeless:

® | ast year, 109,000 different New Yorkers slept in homeless shelters.
® Homelessness, over the last decade, is at levels not seen since the Great Depression.

® 2008 was the worst year for family homelessness in modern history, with more than 9,500
families in shelters each night.

We urge the Department to provide additional funding for after school and summer programs.
HEALTH (Health and Hospitals Corporation and Dept. of Health & Mental Hygiene)

We rely on the public hospitals in the City during crises and to provide essential healthcare. These
hospitals must be funded appropriately. The loss this year of St. Vincent’s Medical Center makes
this need even more acute.

Being in the catchment’s area for Bellevue Hospital, CB5’s district depends upon this hospital for
a wide range of services including emergency and outpatient care. Bellevue also has specialized
programs to deal with health problems associated with an urban demographic, such as asthma.
Our immigrant population means health education is also essential. We want to ensure Bellevue
maintains adequate funding and equipment. To that end, we ask that the City support Community
Board Six’s resolution to create a sub-acute facility in the Bellevue corridor. And again, the recent
closing of St. Vincent’s makes this Bellevue facility even more critical.

With the growth of New York’s elderly population, we would like to see more funding go to social
services that affect the elderly, including home care, assisted living facilities, and programs to en-
able seniors on limited fixed incomes to remain at home.

Rodents represent a serious health issue in midtown. All our garbage from residential, commer-
cial, and food establishments has caused the rodent population to grow and multiply and our con-
struction displaces them — sometimes forcing them into neighboring residential buildings. This
problem is also aggravated by organizations dropping food for the growing homeless population.
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CULTURAL AFFAIRS

In recent years, the city budget for this agency has had its budget cut substantially. It is important
to realize that these cuts negatively affect not only arts and cultural organizations but also all the
related businesses that rely on these organizations for support, such as restaurants, bars, nightclubs
and shops. Continually cutting funding for this agency causes additional distress to these neigh-
borhoods and our ability to maintain small businesses in these areas.

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

DCA must be more selective in licensing and more aggressively inspecting sidewalk cafes, street
vendors and cabarets.

Newsstands and Street Furniture

DCA should also work with the Department of Transportation to put together a coherent master plan for the
locations of the additional newsstands and processing expected within the borough of Manhattan and other
street furniture such as phone booths, kiosks, bollards, lighting poles and planters. This will ensure that pedes-
trian traffic moves smoothly and safely, particularly in the Times Square and Herald Square areas.

DEPARTMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS SERVICES

We are fortunate to have more Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) in our district than any
other community board and we feel they have been successful in providing better services within
their borders. We endorse the BIDs and the work they have been doing and are encouraged by the
Mayor’s willingness to allow increases in the BID budgets. However, the City should not reduce
service in the BID areas in expectation that the BIDs will cover any shortfalls or basic city ser-
vices. Instead, BIDs should provide supplemental services to those already provided by the City.
Many areas within our district, which are not covered by the BIDs, are poorly maintained and
unacceptably dirty. These areas should be provided with additional trash baskets, improved trash
basket pickup, more frequent street cleaning and better sanitation enforcement.

LANDMARKS

CBS5 is home to many significant landmark buildings and several Historic Districts. We are re-
questing increased funding for inspections and strict enforcement. We believe all landmark viola-
tions should result in significant fines.

We also support increased funding for research staff to review applications for alterations as well
as to consider new buildings and districts for landmark status.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

New York needs a marketing plan that will bring technical, service, and professional employment
opportunities. A cost/benefit analysis should be conducted before any subsidies or tax breaks are
granted to retain or attract corporations to the City. Furthermore, a corporation that is granted a
subsidy but fails to fulfill its part of the contract should be penalized. Training programs for wel-
fare recipients moving to work are essential to integrating this group into the work force.
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COMMUNITY BOARDS
Community Boards serve a vital, unique and irreplaceable role. They address citizen complaints,
mediate community issues, coordinate with city agencies, and provide valuable exchanges of in-

formation with elected officials. It would be difficult for this Board to fulfill its responsibilities
were funding to be reduced below current levels.

CLOSING
Community Board Five appreciates the opportunity to present this evaluation of our district needs
for the fiscal year 2012,

Respectfully submitted,

bowbrbow—  Dedd o D59

Vikki Barbero, Doreen Seligson, Wally Rubin
Chair Acting Committee Chair District Manager
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TOTAL POPULATION 1980 1990 2000
Number 127,556 133,748 136,152
% Change — 49 1.8
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 1,259 1,329
Rate per 1000 9.2 9.8
Deaths: Number 929 784
Rate per 1000 6.8 58
Infant Mortality: Number 2 3
Rate per 1000 1.6 2.3
INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010 il
Cash Assistance (TANF) 1,058 762
Supplemental Security Income 1,777 1,639 LAND USE, 2010
Lot Area
Medicaid Only 1,559 5,165 Lots  Sq.Ft.(000) %
1- 2 Family Residential 241 407.0 1.6
Total Persons Assisted 4,394 1,565 Multi-Family Residential 1,066 6,346.6 24.4
Mixed Resid. / Commercial 779 7,133.2 29.8
Percent of Population 3.9 5.6 Commercial / Office 415 4,037.6 15.5
Industrial 19 84.9 0.3
Transportation / Utility 42 1,642.0 6.3
Institutions 206 4,017.7 155
Open Space / Recreation 30 872.6 3.4
Parking Facilities 31 216.5 0.8
TOTAL LAND AREA Vacant Land 66 563.4 2.2
Miscellaneous 12 63.3 0.2
Acres: 888.4
Square Miles: 14 Total 2907 259848 100.0

New York City Department of City Planning
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Table PL P-103: Total Population by Mutually Exclusive Race and Hispanic Origin

and Total Housing Units

New York City Community Districts, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 Change 1990-2000

Manhattan Community District 6 Number | Percent Number] Percent Number| Percent
Total Population 133,748 100.0 136,152 100.0 2,404 1.8
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 108,798 81.3 103,884 76.3 (4,914) -4.5
Black/African American Nonhispanic 5,730 4.3 5,241 3.8 (489) -8.5

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 9,950 7.4 14,458 10.6 4,508 453
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 147 0.1 123 0.1 (24) -16.3

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 139 0.1 396 0.3 257 184.9
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 2,474 1.8 - -
Hispanic Origin 8,984 6.7 9,576 7.0 592 6.6
Population Under 18 Years 9,928 100.0 10,306 100.0 378 3.8
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 6,703 67.5 6,470 62.8 (233) -3.5
Black/African American Nonhispanic 816 8.2 602 5.8 (214) -26.2

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 1,109 11.2 1,292 12.5 183 16.5
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 15 0.2 14 0.1 1) -6.7

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 35 0.4 7 0.7 42 120.0
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 541 5.2 - -
Hispanic Origin 1,250 12.6 1,310 12.7 60 4.8
Population 18 Years and Over 123,820 100.0 125,846 100.0 2,026 1.6
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 102,095 82.5 97,414 77.4 (4,681) -4.6
Black/African American Nonhispanic 4,914 4.0 4,639 3.7 (275) -5.6

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 8,841 7.1 13,166 10.5 4,325 48.9
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 132 0.1 109 0.1 (23) -17.4

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 104 0.1 319 0.3 215 206.7
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 1,933 1.5 - -
Hispanic Origin 7,734 6.2 8,266 6.6 532 6.9
Total Population 133,748 100.0 136,152 100.0 2,404 1.8
Under 18 Years 9,928 7.4 10,306 7.6 378 3.8

18 Years and Over 123,820 92.6 125,846 92.4 2,026 1.6
Total Housing Units 92,829 - 91,189 - (1,640) -1.8

Race categories are from the 2000 Census and are not strictly comparable with categories used in 1990.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census PL File and SF1 and 1990 Census STF1
Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Oct 2001)
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Demographic Profile - New York City Community Districts
2000 Census SF1

[Manhattan Community District 6 | Number Percent
Total Population 136,152 100.0
White Nonhispanic 103,884 76.3
Black Nonhispanic 5,241 3.8
Asian and Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 14,458 10.6
Other Nonhispanic 519 0.4
Two or More Races Nonhispanic 2,474 1.8
Hispanic Origin 9,576 7.0
Female 74,345 54.6
Male 61,807 45.4
Under 5 years 4,041 3.0
5to 9 years 2,512 1.8
10 to 14 years 2,334 1.7
15to 19 years 2,771 2.0
20 to 24 years 10,328 7.6
25 to 44 years 58,045 42.6
45 to 64 years 35,828 26.3
65 years and over 20,293 14.9
18 years and over 125,846 92.4
In households 132,268 97.1
In family households 61,622 45.3
Householder 24,640 18.1
Spouse 19,867 14.6
Own child under 18 years 9,671 7.1
Other relatives 6,632 49
Nonrelatives 812 0.6
In nonfamily households 70,646 51.9
Householder 59,100 434
Householder 65 years and over living alone 10,255 7.5
Nonrelatives 11,546 8.5
In group quarters 3,884 29
Total Households 83,740 100.0
Family households 24,640 29.4
Married-couple family 19,867 23.7
With related children under 18 years 5,285 6.3
Female householder, no husband present 3,639 4.3
With related children under 18 years 1,452 1.7
Male householder, no wife present 1,134 1.4
With related children under 18 years 299 0.4
Nonfamily households 59,100 70.6
Households with one or more persons 65 years and over 16,665 19.9
Persons Per Family 2.47 -
Persons Per Household 1.58 -
Total Housing Units 91,189 -
Occupied Housing Units 83,740 100.0
Renter occupied 61,766 73.8
Owner occupied 21,974 26.2
By Household Size:

1 person household 49,051 58.6
2 person household 25,528 30.5
3 person household 5,784 6.9
4 person household 2,509 3.0
5 persons and over 868 1.0

By Age of Householder:
15 to 24 years 4,730 5.6
25 to 44 years 38,235 45.7
45 to 64 years 25,080 29.9
65 years and over 15,695 18.7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census SF1 Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Dec 2001)
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Manhattan Community District 6 (PUMA 03808)

Selected Housing Characteristics: 2006-2008

U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

Geographic Area: PUMA 03808 Manhattan, New York

Selected Housing Characteristics

HOUSING OCCUPANCY Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 97,882 2,047 97,882 (X)
Occupied housing units 82,370 2,061 84.2% 1.3
Homeowner vacancy rate 1.5 0.9 (X) (X)
Rental vacancy rate 3.1 0.9 (X) X)

UNITS IN STRUCTURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 97,882 2,047 97,882 (X)
1-unit, detached 180 114 0.2% 0.1
1-unit, attached 324 181 0.3% 0.2
2 units 319 160 0.3% 0.2
3 or 4 units 1,164 338 1.2% 0.3
5to 9 units 4,029 776 4.1% 0.8
10 to 19 units 5,218 712 5.3% 0.7
20 or more units 86,576 1,721 88.4% 1.1
Mobile home 0 158 0.0% 0.1
Boat, RV, van, etc. 72 72 0.1% 0.1

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 97,882 2,047 97,882 (X)
Built 2005 or later 316 167 0.3% 0.2
Built 2000 to 2004 2,545 503 2.6% 0.5
Built 1990 to 1999 1,966 359 2.0% 0.4
Built 1980 to 1989 8,745 890 8.9% 0.9
Built 1970 to 1979 11,098 904 11.3% 0.9
Built 1960 to 1969 18,517 1,280 18.9% 1.2
Built 1950 to 1959 13,085 1,005 13.4% 1
Built 1940 to 1949 13,459 972 13.8% 1
Built 1939 or earlier 28,151 1,330 28.8% 1.1

HOUSING TENURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 82,370 2,061 82,370 (X)
Owner-occupied 26,075 1,296 31.7% 15
Renter-occupied 56,295 1,951 68.3% 15

VEHICLES AVAILABLE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 82,370 2,061 82,370 (X)
No vehicles available 63,618 1,942 77.2% 1.6
1 vehicle available 17,128 1,438 20.8% 1.6
2 vehicles available 1,506 379 1.8% 0.5
3 or more vehicles available 118 99 0.1% 0.1

OCCUPANTS PER ROOM Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 82,370 2,061 82,370 X)
1.00 or less 79,251 2,122 96.2% 0.8
1.01 to 1.50 1,294 390 1.6% 0.5
1.51 or more 1,825 457 2.2% 0.6
Average household size 1.71 0.04 (X) (X)
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SELECTED M(I)—ll\(grLTSLgH(())VIYDNIIEI\TCC(:)?/ISET(SS'I\A/ISOACEFETCENTAGE OF Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units where SMOCAPI
cannot be computed) 16,533 996 16,533 (X)
Less than 20.0 percent 8,654 821 52.3% 3.8
20.0 to 24.9 percent 2,094 434 12.7% 2.5
25.0 to 29.9 percent 1,109 306 6.7% 1.8
30.0 to 34.9 percent 764 230 4.6% 1.4
35.0 percent or more 3,912 649 23.7% 3.6
Not computed 33 41 (X) (X)
GROSS RENTAS A PERCE(ZL':(;IIE) OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where GRAPI cannot
be computed) 53,918 1,849 53,918 (X)
Less than 15.0 percent 12,513 1,263 23.2% 2
15.0 to 19.9 percent 7,559 944 14.0% 1.6
20.0 to 24.9 percent 7,122 946 13.2% 1.7
25.0 to 29.9 percent 5,923 747 11.0% 1.5
30.0 to 34.9 percent 4,460 702 8.3% 1.3
35.0 percent or more 16,341 1,230 30.3% 2
Not computed 2,377] 510| )] )]

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey
Note: An '(X)' means the estimate is not applicable or not available.

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a Census Bureau survey that provides estimates for New York City, the five

boroughs, and the 55 Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAS) that approximate New York City's 59 Community Districts. Data

are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling
variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. To learn more about the American Community Survey in

NYC see ACS.

For important information about ACS and using multi-year estimates go to: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popacs.shtml.
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LINE

GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 06,

INSTITUTE FOR THE PUERTO RICAN/HISPANIC
ELDERLY (IPR/HE)

APPROPRIATION
AS OF 5/31/10

FY2011] ADOPTED
CAP BUDGET

MANHATTAN

FY2012

THREE YEAR PROGRAM
FY2013

FY2

014

REQUIRED TO
COMPLETE

RECONST & STRUCT REHAB OF PARK TUNNEL
E.34TH TO E.39TH ST, MANHATTAN

4,294 (CN)

32,470 (CN)

RECONSTRUCTION OF E. 25TH ST PEDESTRIAN
BRIDGE OVER FDR

CONSTRUCT/RECONSTRUCT BELLEVUE SOUTH PARK,
MANHATTAN

E. 54TH ST RECREATION CENTER, RECON AND
IMPVTS, MANHATTAN

EAST 54 ST. REC. CTR., MANHATTAN,
RECONSTRUCTION

MCBURNEY YOUNG MEN'S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION
(ymMca)

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ON DRUG ABUSE
PROBLEMS

(ICD)

100,126 (CN)

ACQUIS, CON, RECON 57TH ST & 96TH ST
SUBSTATIONS, MANH

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
P 87¢C

AGE:
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MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD SIX

866 United Nations Plaza — Ste. 308, New York, NY 10017
Phone: (212) 319-3750 - Fax: (212) 319-3772

City 4-BE

of e-mail mn06@ch.nyc.gov
Wew % , lz-«'-x:r--.s:“ Website www.cbsix.org
Mark Thompson Toni Carlina
Chair District Manager
DISTRICT NEEDS STATEMENT FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2012

Community District 6 encompasses the East Side of Manhattan from 14th to 59th Streets, from the
East River to Lexington Avenue and farther west in some areas to include all of Gramercy Park and all
of Murray Hill. Additional well-known neighborhoods lie within the board boundaries: Sutton Place,
Beekman Place, Turtle Bay, Tudor City, Kips Bay, Rosehill, Phipps Houses, East Midtown Plaza,
Stuyvesant Square, Waterside, Peter Cooper Village and Stuyvesant Town. The District is a mixture
of residential and commercial use with offices located in Citicorp Center, the Chrysler building and
other major structures, with retail shops lining the avenues. Community District 6 is home to the
United Nations as well as hundreds of missions and diplomatic residences. There are several major
hospitals in the District, used by all New Yorkers, including Beth Israel, VA Medical Center, Bellevue
Hospital, NYU Langone Medical Center, and NYU Hospital for Joint Diseases. Numerous substance
abuse, mental health, and other ambulatory care clinics as well as some facilities of the New York
Eye and Ear Hospital are located in the District. The District includes Baruch College, including
the Zicklin School of Business and its graduate business school facilities, the School of Visual Arts,
Brookdale Campus of Hunter College, the NYU School of Medicine, the NYU College of Dentistry
and the Baren Campus of Yeshiva University including Stern College and other facilities.

The assessed value of commercial and residential properties, the daily influx of workers, and tour-
ists who shop and visit the District all contribute significantly to New York’s economic base.

There are five Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) within the District or at our border: The
Grand Central Partnership, 34th Street Partnership, East Midtown Association, Union Square Part-
nership and the Flatiron/23rd Street Partnership. We applaud these BIDs for continuing to improve
the quality of life within the District. We encourage the City to continue to endorse new BIDs.

For some, the District is defined by the commercial energy of East Midtown and the sedate apart-
ments on Sutton Place, the brownstones of Murray Hill and the charm of Gramercy Park, but in
reality, the District is primarily a middle-income community that also has significant numbers of
low-income residents and a large elderly population living on fixed incomes. There are five SRO
and sixteen residential facilities within the District. The most recent information indicates that the
30th Street Shelter has 14% of the sheltered male beds in the City. The shelter at 215-225 East 45th
Street has beds for one hundred and thirty women and ten churches and synagogues in the District
have opened their doors as private shelters. However, homelessness continues to be a major con-
cern for the area; homeless people sleep under the FDR, on the streets and in area parks.

To address the needs of this vibrant and diverse community, the Board has grouped our issues into
four broad categories of major concern: 1) services for the vulnerable, 2) a healthy and safe envi-
ronment, 3) a livable City for all, and 4) continuing the commitment to District needs.
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SERVICES FOR THE MOST VULNERABLE
Services for the Elderly

The Department of City Planning Community Profile shows that there are three senior centers in the
District serving 20,000 elderly residents. This level of service is clearly inadequate since, accord-
ing to the 2000 Census, 14.9% of the District population is over the age of 65. More recent survey
information (U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey — 2006-2007 data) estimates that
in CB6 there were 21,083 persons age 65 and over (a growth of 5% over the 2000 census) and of
these 10,400, or almost 50%, were 75 and older. The Community Board capital budget requests for
additional senior centers and adult daycare services dating from a decade ago continue to go unmet.
Additionally, it is vital that senior centers are modernized with supportive programs for those who are
not frail and equipped with computer labs with Internet access so today’s more active senior may par-
ticipate in healthy activities, keep informed of programs for seniors, and expand their skill set. With
the closing of the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services only walk-in center in New York City
a couple of years ago, seniors lost a valuable opportunity for in-person assistance in obtaining and
managing their benefits. Now seniors are increasingly expected to navigate the Internet to participate
in prescription drug plans and manage their Medicare and Medicaid benefits but without the adequate
facilities or tools to do so. Education on how to manage benefits online should lead to improved
quality of life as well as greater use of the federal programs and less reliance on City funds. Over the
last few years, the Board has included a Lifelong Learning Center in the Board’s budget requests to
accomplish just this. The Board would like to see this type of center placed midway in the District so
that the entire District may have easy access to such a facility. The Board is concerned about recent
budget reductions that will close or curtail services provided to seniors. The existing programs in our
District meet the needs of the frail elderly but fail to provide any service to others. Three centers that
border our District have been shuttered. Despite the temporary program to transport the affected se-
niors, there is concern that the existing programs in our District may become an even greater magnet
to non-residents and continuing support of those programs will be even more important.

Services for the Disabled

Community District 6 has within its boundaries and in close proximity to it, numerous hospitals as well as
specialty institutions for the hearing and visually impaired. In addition, almost 15% of the District popula-
tion is over the age of 65, half of who are limited in mobility. Because of these factors, many persons with
decreased mobility or disabilities travel through the District, at times under perilous, congested Midtown
traffic conditions. Improvements must be made to traffic patterns, signage, enforcement, bus loading/
unloading areas and pedestrian signaling devices to improve safety. The reduction in public transportation
options, especially that of the cross-town bus service, significantly hampers the movement of those who
have reduced mobility to and from their treatment and social centers. Restoration and expansion of trans-
portation for those of reduced mobility is critical for these residents of the community.

Youth and Education

There is a substantial shortfall in school seats for children as well as for after school and support
services for children within Community District 6. A recent report demonstrated this severe over-
crowding of schools showing PS 116 had 824 students enrolled in September 2008 in a building
designed to accommodate 700, which leaves the school at nearly 120% capacity. Our ability to
address this situation and plan for the future is aggravated by a lack of current information about
the school age population. While over 2,100 apartments have been built in the District since 2000,
the population data available at the New York City Department of Planning is still based on the
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2000 Census. In addition, several new residential projects are either being built or planned. The
lack of adequate information and failure to adjust plans in light of changing conditions has resulted
in wait-lists for kindergarten and overcrowded schools.

We are pleased that work has begun on the new High School of Art and Design and PS 59 and that
the City has begun planning for a school to be located at 616 First Avenue, part of the Solow develop-
ment, on the former Con Edison site. However, it appears that the school at the Solow site will only
provide enough additional school space for the additional apartments planned for that site, therefore
providing no relief to the current situation and potentially putting an extra burden on existing schools
within the District. Furthermore, the City has not provided for sufficient community input on the type
of school, the design of the facility and the coordination with other development projects in the area.

Community Board 6 has passed a resolution advocating for the Police Academy located on East
20th Street to be considered as school space once the Police Academy is relocated. We have not
been included in discussions of the future of this location and ask that the use of the facilities as a
public school be given serious consideration.

Homeless Services

East Midtown is one of the nicest areas in the City with one of the lowest crime rates. Conse-
quently, homeless people have little fear of being robbed of their few possessions as they sleep on
the streets or in our parks. This community has demonstrated great compassion for the homeless
in its midst, and is aware of the enormous demands for service needed by this population.

Community input and involvement in DHS’ determination of location of 9,000 units under the
New York/New York Il program is essential to implementation of this objective. The Housing,
Homeless and Human Rights Committee is considering City Council Intro. 0079-2010; passage of
this law will codify DHS’ obligation to give Districts appropriate notification and the use of Fair
Share analysis prior to any shelter placement within the Districts.

The 30th Street Homeless Men’s Shelter, which occupies the former Bellevue Psychiatric Building, is
operating at capacity. DHS is decentralizing its intake system from a one-center system to a two-center
system. DHS hopes to open an intake facility in the two boroughs with the highest concentration of street
homeless individuals, Brooklyn and Manhattan. The Request for Proposal (RFP) for redevelopment of
this site was temporarily shelved. As a result, Community Board 6 is working to create a community-
based redevelopment that meets the guidelines of its 197-a Plan and include new shelter facilities.

AHEALTHY AND SAFE COMMUNITY
Health Facilities

There are several major hospitals in the District, used by all New Yorkers, including Beth Israel
Medical Center, VA Medical Center, Bellevue Hospital, NYU Langone Medical Center, and the
NYU Hospital for Joint Diseases. Numerous substance abuse, mental health, and other ambula-
tory care clinics as well as some facilities of the New York Eye and Ear Hospital are located in the
District. We look forward to continued cooperation with these medical facilities as they expand
and modernize their operations in the District.

Bellevue Hospital is in the midst of a major modernization of some of its existing facilities. For
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decades, Community Board 6 has been advocating for a strategic plan to determine Bellevue’s
immediate and future health care and land use needs prior to any disposition of property; no such
study has ever been conveyed to the Board.

The Community Board has taken note of the lack of high quality skilled nursing facilities in Man-
hattan and especially within Community District 6. According to the Visiting Nurses Association
of New York City there are only 53 permanent inpatient Hospice beds in Manhattan. The NYC
Department of City Planning projects that Manhattan’s elderly population, aged 65 and over, will
grow by 57.9% between 2002 and 2030 adding 108,000 elderly persons. In Community District 6
we have seen an increase in the number of persons age 65 and over of 5% since the 2000 census —
and almost 50% of these individuals were 75 and older. We therefore must plan for the additional
health and other support services needed by this population.

Community Board 6, through its own redevelopment plan of the Bellevue Psychiatric Building,
is focusing on health-related uses consistent with its 197-a plan, such as a sub-acute facility or
multiple uses that would allow for a continuum of care for seniors and others in need of such care.

Pedestrian Safety

In our densely populated District, pedestrian safety must be an important concern. We are pleased
at the efforts being made to install audible and countdown signals and urge a continuation in the
effort to identify additional locations in District 6 for such devices.

An area of pedestrian safety that is not being addressed, however, is protection from unsafe use of
bicycles. Community Board 6 strongly supports the development of bicycle pathways through the Dis-
trict, and these pathways are now being developed along First and Second Avenues. At the same time,
we must recognize that pedestrians can be harassed or even injured by inconsiderate and illegal bicycle
practices. Principle among these are bicycles on the sidewalk, bicycles crossing intersections against the
light, bicycles entering the crosswalk at the light, and bicycles traveling against the traffic either in the
lane or on one-way streets. We believe that much of this could be alleviated by enforcement of existing
bicycle regulations and ask that the NYPD take action to correct these threats to public safety.

Another area of concern is that of pedestrian-automobile incidents. Re-engineering has improved the
conditions of the intersection at 24th Street and Lexington Avenue. However, other intersections re-
main a high concern to members of the District. The Community Board has heard from residents on
23rd Street concerning the intersection at 23rd Street and Second Avenue, which has had a substantial
history of pedestrian-automobile incidents and at 23rd Street and Third Avenue which often backs
up traffic and clogs streets. Pedestrian safety at the intersections of 57th Street and First Avenue and
57th Street and Second Avenue also continues to be of concern. We believe that these intersections
require engineering attention. Also, a mechanism may be appropriate to make residential concerns
about intersections easier to communicate with the Department of Transportation.

Sanitation
The Board is pleased that the District’s streets are relatively clean and thanks the District Superin-
tendent and his crew for all of their assistance. However, we do note that additional enforcement

of alternate sides of the street regulations is needed to facilitate regular maintenance.

Some sidewalks in the District do not fare as well and are continuously littered. Existing litter
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baskets often fill to overflowing. Additional city litter baskets and a review of the frequency of
pickups would be helpful. Inaddition, commercial and residential garbage can sit on the street for
many hours in advance of pickup creating an odor and unsightly mess that also attracts rodents.
Trash bags that are torn or deliberately opened, or, in some cases, carelessly handled by sanitation
workers, can exacerbate this problem and have a negative impact on a neighborhood’s quality of
life. We respectfully request that the Sanitation Department rigorously enforce its own guidelines
for regular, careful sanitation pickup activities.

Sub-Surface Infrastructure

The July 18, 2007 steam explosion that occurred on Lexington Avenue and E. 41 Street and the
steam explosion that occurred in Gramercy Park in 1989 are two of the most extreme examples
in Community District 6 of serious threats posed by our aging infrastructure. The net effect of
these and other events such as manhole explosions and fires on Second Avenue in the vicinity of
23rd Street in 2008 is that the members of the community are losing confidence in the basic safety
of the city. Considering the potential for injuries and even loss of life, as well as street closures,
traffic diversions and the like, the Board needs more information on the potential problems that
have been identified and the projects planned for our District. Additionally the Board would like
information on the age of the general steam pipe system, the method of inspections and an inven-
tory of scheduled maintenance.

The city needs a policy issued that would require mapping the city’s sub-surface infrastructure of
agency and private sub-surface facilities. The Board understands the sensitivity of this informa-
tion; that is why we would recommend that a separate division within a city agency, such as DEP,
be created to take inventory of all sub-surface infrastructures to determine their condition and
develop a maintenance schedule that would keep the infrastructure in good repair. This division
could coordinate with city agencies that have direct control of city assets making sure that repairs
are funded and performed. The division should also coordinate with private industry such as Con
Edison and Verizon making sure that their assets are kept in good repair. We believe that in the
long term the value of having this information would expedite various city and private projects and
would, over time, pay for itself. Recent discussions with the City have proven to be unproductive
and we urge that this be explored further.

Construction Site Safety

New high-rise construction, while certainly a nuisance for immediate neighbors, generally does
not present a threat to the community. These multi-million dollar projects are built by experi-
enced contractors and are closely supervised by the Department of Buildings. However, the tragic
crane accident at Second Avenue and 51st Street illustrates the need for constant oversight. We
recognize and commend the response the city has made to improve safety at construction sites
and emphasize the need to follow through on improvements in procedures and in expanding the
inspection effort. We are also concerned that in these economic times, construction is suspended
at several work sites without sufficient supervision to ensure that the site remains safe and secure.
Therefore, the Board has asked and our legislators have produced LL #70 that requires a developer
to inform DOB when work on a site is suspended. This legislation requires that DOB conduct an
on-site inspection, within a reasonable time frame, to ensure the site is safe and secure.

The Board continues to be concerned, year after year, about the length of time sheds surrounding buildings
are allowed to stay up. In some instances these sidewalk sheds remain in place for 10 or more years. The
public becomes concerned over the sheds’ stability, falling debris, street and sidewalk cleanliness, and
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failing or no under-shed lighting. The Board would like to see legislation passed that would require
the timely filing and advancement of jobs with DOB before an extension of a shed permit is issued.

Many building owners appear to flagrantly disregard the permit process and building code regula-
tions. Much work is done without any building permits, or with a permit that does not begin to
cover the full scope of the work being performed. It appears that more and more work is being
done in the evenings and on weekends when the Department of Buildings has only a few inspectors
to cover all five boroughs. Additionally, illegal uses and occupancies need to be addressed. We
need more building inspectors to address the issues raised above. We also need more crane inspec-
tors at building sites to make sure that all cranes are safe and used properly.

A LIVABLE CITY FOR ALL
Parks and Recreation

Community District 6 has the least amount of parkland of any community District in New York
City — just 26 acres compared to an average of 198 acres in other Manhattan Districts. At the same
time, its population is at the median of Community District size both in Manhattan and in all of New
York. Furthermore, recent census data shows a thirty percent increase in the population of very young
children in Manhattan. For this reason, the City needs to develop new active park space. Community
District 6, with its scarcity of parkland, should be a high priority in the development of new space.

The Board is concerned about suggested City plans to alienate Robert Moses Playground and build
a United Nations consolidation building on a portion of the site. Community Board 6 has been
in discussions with the Economic Development Corporation and our elected officials but has not
reached an agreement for a replacement park acceptable to the Board. The mitigation element re-
quired for the construction of the U.N. consolidation building will be an esplanade outboard from
the FDR Drive from East 41st Street to East 51st Street with connectors at East 42nd Street, East
48th Street, and East 51st Street (existing). Discussions are continuing.

Through the efforts of our elected officials, some of the parks in Community District 6 have been recon-
structed. However, with all the capital improvements in our parks and recreation centers, we continue
to emphasize the need for adequate maintenance, operation and protection of our rehabilitated parks.
The need for additional maintenance workers continues to be a high priority within Board Six and
throughout the city. We also stress the importance of making our parks accessible to all our neighbors.
We believe that all our parks, including the comfort stations in those parks, should comply with both
the requirements of and the spirit of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Even in instances where the
City is not legally required to update certain facilities at this time, we urge that modifications be made
as soon as possible. We also note that Asser Levy and the 54th Street Recreation Centers are two of the
three most heavily used centers in the city. Unfortunately, they do not have adequate personnel to meet
the needs of the many people they serve nor do they have sufficient funds for maintenance and supplies.

We are pleased by the promise of funding for repair of a portion of the Stuyvesant Square historic
fence and will continue to push for the completion of this much-delayed project. Other long-
standing capital priorities such as the restoration of the Stuyvesant Square Park’s comfort stations
and the rehabilitation of Glick Park, which includes restoration of the fountains, remain to be ad-
dressed. Furthermore, Robert Moses Playground is in immediate need of a complete resurfacing
in order to have safe enjoyment of this active use area. We understand that funds have been found
to perform some of the work, but we are concerned that it be a proper overall resurfacing and not
just patching, which can result in unsafe conditions.
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Open Spaces

Open space is of vital importance to the Board. According to a report by the Department of City
Planning, there are only 26 acres of open space within the District, which means that there are
5,237 persons per acre of open space, the highest density in Manhattan. These numbers do not take
into account the thousands of people who commute into Midtown businesses, people shopping in
our many retail establishments, or tourists coming to enjoy our attractions and institutions such as
the United Nations. We are encouraged by the efforts to add parkland and publicly accessible areas
for recreation citywide through the plaNYC initiative, but we have not seen much attention yet to
Community District 6. One of the stated goals of plaNYC is to create or enhance a public plaza in
every community. The Board is presently exploring implementing a public plaza on the east side
of 2nd Avenue between E. 30th and E. 33rd Streets; we look forward to working with the City to
establish this and hopefully other public plazas in Community District 6. We also have focused
our attention on another type of open space: privately owned public space. We are particularly
concerned about developed properties that were granted zoning “bonuses” in exchange for creating
and maintaining such public space. A report prepared in 2008 by the Board’s Community Planning
Fellow examined the 77 privately owned public spaces in the District and found 30 of those spaces
to be out of compliance with applicable zoning requirements. Based upon this survey, DOB has
issued 13 violations, DCP has issued 9, and they have written letters to the property owners. The
Board is working with DCP to determine what the next steps will be.

Waterfront Development

The entire eastern boundary of Community Board 6, stretching from 14th Street to 59th Street, is
the East River. Since much of the most valued and well used open space in the District is located
along or in close proximity to the river, the improvement of public access has long been an impor-
tant goal of Community Board 6. The Manhattan Community Board 6 197-a Plan, approved by
the City Council in March 2008 provides comprehensive guidance for future development in our
waterfront area. That plan specifically identifies the following critical issues, among others, that
need to be addressed:

® A continuously growing residential and working population.
® Scarcity of high quality open space.

® The need for a continuous waterfront esplanade, which requires building connections
between segments of the existing East River waterfront esplanade and \
improving access to the waterfront by building pedestrian bridges over the FDR Drive.

Existing waterfront parks and esplanade areas provide some open space amenities. Due to the
area’s complexity, the presence of the FDR Drive, areas given over to parking, and the other facili-
ties that line the waterfront, many sections of the Greenway are interrupted and public access to
the waterfront esplanade is limited. The FDR Drive, with elevated viaduct and at-grade highway
segments, makes access to the waterfront esplanade difficult and even hazardous for pedestrians,
creating physical and visual barriers in many areas. In light of this, Community Board 6 has identi-
fied the following needs:

® Community Board 6 would like the City (specifically DCAS and EDC) to phase out leases al-
lowing parking directly on the waterfront and eventually to prohibit all parking. This is consistent
with the 197-a Plan approved by the City Council.
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® The lease between DCAS and Con Ed covering the now-abandoned parking lot stretching from
38th Street to 41st Street and the East River expired in June 2010. CB6 strongly recommends that
this property be repaired by Con Edison (as is required by their lease with the City) and then turned
over to the Parks Department for conversion into a permanent public park.

® \Vaterside has an existing pedestrian bridge at 25th Street. Gedeon GRC Consulting is presently
working on a rehabilitation/ reconstruction design report for DOT that includes handicap accessibility,
something the Community Board has repeatedly requested. Once this report is completed, DOT will
make the determination if the job (Contract No. HBQ1221/BIN 2-23207) goes forward. The Board be-
lieves the reconstruction of this pedestrian bridge is a necessity, and requests that the City move ahead
with this project. In addition, Waterside was designed to receive a second pedestrian bridge at 27th
Street. We would like to see construction of the 27th Street pedestrian bridge as soon as possible since
it would provide a convenient connection between Bellevue Hospital and the elevated public plaza in
Waterside. It is our understanding that this project is included in the City’s Ten-Year Plan.

® Continued study of alternatives regarding lowering or eliminating the 42nd Street exit ramp on
the FDR Drive when it is being rebuilt is necessary so that, when the former Con Ed parking lot site
is redeveloped, its northern end can be used for pedestrian bridges or a landscaped deck can be built
above the FDR Drive connecting 39th & 40th Streets to the esplanade along the East River. An en-
hancement which can be more immediately achieved is to put in place a pedestrian and bicycle ramp
to connect the 41st Street end of the new pier (the so-called 38th Street pier) to 42nd Street.

® The City, currently in litigation with Skyport Garage, should explore a regular schedule of care
and maintenance of the Skyport Garage at 23rd Street and the East River since its removal does not
appear likely in the near future. Public access to this pier should be strongly considered as well.

® Community Board 6 is concerned about the safety of pedestrian crossings to the waterfront at
18th, 20th, 23rd, 34th and 35th Streets and asks that they be reviewed to determine how improve-
ments can be made for pedestrian safety.

® The East River Science Park is being built with its ground level elevated on a deck at approxi-
mately the level of First Avenue and is one story above the FDR Drive and its service roads. In the
future, when the FDR Drive is rebuilt and the southbound lanes are brought to grade at about 31st
Street, CB6 recommends a pedestrian bridge or landscaped deck be built above the FDR Drive
connecting 29th Street and the Bellevue Science Park to the esplanade along the East River.

® |nstallation of an Irrigation System in Stuyvesant Cove Park is essential for the creation of a
“green space” and for the survival of the vegetation used in conjunction with the environmental
programs conducted by Solar One.

® Restore fountains in East River Esplanade Park (Glick Park) — The water recirculating and elec-
trical systems need to be replaced. Glick Park is underutilized, and the lack of working fountains
contributes to the air of neglect in this Park.

® Community Board 6 and the elected officials representing the District are actively advocating
for making the “temporary” caissons used to construct the Outer Drive Roadway permanent. The
Board is also working to create an esplanade along the river, which would be supported by the
caissons running from E. 60th Street to E. 52nd Street.

Library Services

The Community Board welcomes the arrival of the Grand Central Branch of the New York Public
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Library. This new outlet is available to the previously underserved northern end of our District.
We encourage the NYPL to consider making this a permanent facility, especially in light of the
continued closure of the Donnell Library Center at 20 W. 53rd Street.

The Community Board is disappointed by the drastic budget cuts that will affect days and hours of
operation as well as services at public libraries in our District and across the City. A recent survey
of the Gates Foundation found that one-third of Americans now relies on libraries for computers
and Internet access. New York Public Library Director Paul Le Clerc testified on June 4, 2010,
that one in four people say they have no alternatives to services like those they receive at NYPL.
The City must restore the number of days the libraries are open and the number of hours they are
open each day. We ask that funding for library services be expanded to keep up with the ever
changing demands and opportunities provided in our electronic information society and so that
resources are available to all members of our community whether rich or poor. We also urge that
the library branches are fully staffed with qualified professional Librarians.Community Board 6
strongly supports full service libraries at the Kips Bay, Epiphany, and Grand Central Branches.

Transportation and Community Mobility

Second Avenue Subway: Community Board 6 has established the full-build Second Avenue Sub-
way as a most urgent need. This District has only limited access to existing subway service and
what is available suffers from extreme overcrowding. Our local streets are at or beyond traffic
saturation. The Second Avenue subway is essential to alleviate the existing overcrowding on the
subways and congestion on the streets. One of the most important ways to make access to jobs,
shopping and housing in a rebounding economy is the prompt construction of the full-build Sec-
ond Avenue subway. The announcement in July 2009 of additional delays in construction is unac-
ceptable. While we recognize that the primary authority for the construction is the MTA, we urge
elected officials and City Agencies to do all in their power to see that construction is accelerated.

East River Pedestrian Bikeway (ERPBW): The development of an eastside bikeway and esplanade is
also of urgent need. The promised ERPBW would provide a safe transit way for bicycle commuters and
recreational riders. The bikeway and walkway at Stuyvesant Cove is excellent and represents the best
along the East River. However, north of that from 23rd Street to 59th Street in District 6 there is often no
bikeway and generally poor walkways. Bikers following Greenway signs are often directed into danger-
ous traffic situations and have to share bus and delivery lanes. We urge the City to close this gap in the
promised Manhattan Greenway and to review the placement of existing Greenway signs so that bicycle
riders are not directed into some of the worst traffic conditions on the east side. Additional considerations
and specific recommendations are detailed above in the discussion of Waterfront Development.

Bus Services and Traffic Issues

The Board welcomes the Select Bus Service as an attempt to speed up north/south public trans-
portation in the eastern section of the District. However, the effects of recent cutbacks in cross-
town bus routes must be reviewed and monitored to ensure that our residents continue to have
convenient cross-town access. This is particularly critical for seniors, the disabled, and the less
affluent for which options are limited. We are interested in the development of proposals for the
34th Street Transitway as an attempt to improve east/west travel times on this important cross-
town corridor. We look forward to significant community involvement to ensure that the project
does not result in negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. Similarly, we note that
the Department of Environmental Protection is studying alternative routes for the placement of a
distribution water main on the East Side of Manhattan and will include projected traffic impacts,
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time and cost of the available alternatives in the analysis. We will continue to be involved with
reviewing the findings and helping to find the best alternative. All these projects and other city
initiatives have the potential for serious disruptions in neighborhood traffic patterns and pedes-
trian safety; most of our cross-town corridors have been or will be affected by these projects. We
therefore favor a District-wide traffic study to assess the overall impact.

East River Ferry Service: The entire eastern boundary of Community District 6 is the East River.
We have pressed for the aggressive development of expanded ferry service along the East River,
including expansion and improvement of the unsatisfactory 34th Street ferry terminal. As of Au-
gust 1, 2010, the City approved funds for upgrading the 34th Street Ferry Terminal. Community
Board 6 has seen the design of the new terminal, but is awaiting additional information from EDC
as to whether the upgrade will include a comfort station. Suitable, comfortable and attractive
ferry terminals should be considered in the very near term for 23rd and 42nd Streets, with an em-
phasis on full mass transit intermodality, passenger convenience, and comfort.

Street and Highway Surfaces: The physical condition of our community’s streets, including lo-
cal tunnels and bridges as well as the Franklin D. Roosevelt Drive from 14th to 59th Streets has
declined. Driving and merely trying to walk across the street can be difficult or even dangerous.
The corrugated surface of many streets is a menace to pedestrians and a threat to drivers. Itisalso
destructive to vehicles using those streets. It is estimated that the unsatisfactory surface of city
streets shortens the useful life of city owned vehicles by about ten percent. The financial impact
to the City just considering police cars, fire trucks, ambulances, sanitation vehicles, and MTA
buses must be significant. More frequent re-surfacing is necessary to keep the streets, highways,
bridges, and tunnels in Community District 6 in minimum serviceable condition.

Parking and Traffic Enforcement: Much of Community District 6 suffers from severe traffic con-
gestion aggravated by double parking, impermissible use of bus stops and bus lanes, obstruction of
pedestrian crosswalks, and other similar violations. We believe that, to relieve the congestion and to
protect pedestrian safety, a very much greater and sustained effort at parking and traffic enforcement
in this District is necessary. In addition, portions of our District become a veritable parking lot for
“Black Cars” and other livery vehicles in both prohibited and metered parking spaces.

According to complaints from neighborhood residents, the drivers of these cars do not seem to pay
meter fees; they create noise, leave garbage on our streets and sidewalks, and use public spaces to
urinate. Thus far there has been no systematic effort to address these problems or to improve the
TLC’s enforcement capability and standards.

Pedestrian Traffic Flow: Members of the Community Board spend a great deal of time carefully
reviewing all sidewalk café applications and continue to work with DCA in making the review
process more meaningful. Unfortunately, in several portions of our District, there is an increasing
encroachment on sidewalk space meant for the use of pedestrians. Too often sidewalks have be-
come extensions of cafés, bars, and restaurants forcing pedestrians into the street. Sidewalk cafes
should be permitted only when the remaining sidewalk space is sufficient for pedestrian traffic and
is free of publicly or privately placed obstructions. The rules determining useable space should be
reconsidered including expanding the definition of “obstruction” to include anything that blocks
pedestrian passage whether privately or publicly placed. Community Board 6 has long advocated
that, if at all possible, there be ten feet of sidewalk clearance where there is a café.

34th Street Heliport: There is no joint Federal-New York City effort to govern the use of the 34th
Street Heliport. Its operation is the source of dislocation in the Community. We are told that the
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by-products of its operation have caused damage to a local business and the expensive replacement
of air filtration equipment at the New York University Langone Medical Center. The noise, odors,
and air blast impacts have also drawn justified criticism from local residents. Agreed operating
regulations and methods of their enforcement must be put in place as part of the lease renewal of
the heliport in 2011, or the facility should be closed, a position the Board has taken and favors.

Development for the Future

There are five major development sites pending in Community Board 6 that will have a major im-
pact on community resources:

® Con Edison/Solow Development site along First Avenue between 35th and 41st
® East River Science Park on the Bellevue Campus.
® Disposition of the former Bellevue Hospital Psychiatric Building by EDC.

® 050,000 square foot building being proposed by the United Nations for development on the
Robert Moses Playground site (42nd Street and 1st Avenue)

® Proposed closing of the Police Academy on 20th Street

Since the 2000 U.S. Census, Community Board 6 has seen rapid building growth; 2,100 residential
units totaling almost 2.5 million square feet have been built in that span. Our community has also
seen expansive growth in commercial construction, with nearly 2 million square feet of new office
space and over 100,000 square feet of new retail space.

Such rapid growth has its consequences on our existing infrastructure. A growing population requires
additional open space for our residents, new schools for our children, rehabilitation of our existing roads
and mass transit services, and more police officers and firefighters to serve and protect the community.

Con Edison/ Solow Development Site: The New York State Public Service Commission mandated
the divestment of many of Con Edison’s assets. These included four sites along First Avenue
between 35th and 41st Streets that collectively amount to 8.9 acres. These properties have been
demolished and the developer has begun excavating for an anticipated commercial and residential
complex. Development along this corridor continues to have a major impact on the community.

During the 2008 fiscal year, the development plans for the Con Edison Waterside properties were
approved by the City Council. Community Board 6 is prepared to vigilantly monitor the develop-
ment to assure that it conforms to all agreements. While the plan provides modest public space
within the site, it does not provide substantial relief to the need for public space or services that
exist within the broader community. Currently, the project is not under construction.

Community Board 6 is requesting that the City obtain a fully developed site plan of the 616 First Avenue
site. No detailed site and landscape plans currently exist. This must be completed prior to construction of
the proposed new school located at the southwest corner of the site at East 35th Street and First Avenue.

The Bellevue Campus: Bellevue is in the midst of a major modernization of some of its existing
facilities. For decades, Community Board 6 has been advocating for a strategic plan to determine
Bellevue’s immediate and future health care and land use needs prior to any disposition of prop-
erty; no study has ever been conveyed to the Board.
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Phase | of the East River Science Park on the northern part of the Bellevue Hospital campus in now under
construction. Phase Il is on hold. The Science Park will include the development of three new buildings
devoted primarily to biotechnology facilities and also containing core research facilities, a library, local retail,
parking and other uses. Phase I will produce a total of 300,000 square feet of biotech laboratory space.

Most scenarios for developing the biotechnology industry in New York City focus on capitalizing
on the City’s existing assets to jump-start biomedical companies. While the biotech industry is
assumed to be a potential source of high-wage jobs, the pay-off may come slowly and at the cost
of significant investment of much needed public resources.

The February 2001 report of the New York City Investment Fund (“Market Demand Study for
Commercial Biotechnology, Biomedical and Bioinformatics Facilities in New York City”) esti-
mated that the companies emerging from the City’s academic research centers would generate
a demand for approximately 1,000,000 square feet of space designed for bio-tech firms over the
next few years, of which about 40,000 square feet is needed as incubator space for start-up firms.

The NYC Economic Development Corporation issued an RFP to solicit proposals for the redevelop-
ment of the former Bellevue Psychiatric Building. Proposals were for a principal use of hotels. This
use is not in conformance with the 2001 rezoning of the northern two blocks of the Bellevue Hospital
campus (E. 28th Street to E. 30th Street) nor with the 2008 Community Board 6 197-a plan. The 197-a
Plan explicitly calls for scientific, medical, and institutional uses. Community Board 6 requested the
inclusion of medical uses including a sub-acute facility and a continuum of care center for senior citi-
zens. Now that EDC has shelved its plans, the Board itself is actively pursuing additional development
proposals for the former Psychiatric Building, which will preserve the historically significant building
and will conform to the 197-a requirement for medical, scientific or institutional uses.

Robert Moses Playground: If Robert Moses Playground is made available to the United Nations, as
has been suggested in the past, there is a requirement to find open space to relocate the playground’s
active space area. The United Nations had proposed an extension of the esplanade between E. 42nd
and E 48th Streets as mitigation for the proposed interim U.N. Building at Robert Moses Playground.
In addition, a replacement site for the use of Robert Moses Playground must be found.

Brookdale/Julia Richman Exchange: Although the Brookdale campus exchange for Julia Rich-
man is controversial, the process for exchange continues. An RFP for development was issued
for the Hunter/Brookdale site at First Avenue and E. 25th Street, but respondents have not been
made public. It appears at this time that the project is on hold. The Board will remain active in the
process and expects to be kept informed of any activity.

Police Academy: The City has announced the intention to relocate the Police Academy. Disposition of the
existing property has not been discussed publicly. The Community Board reminds the City that they are
Charter mandated to consult with the Board on the disposition of this property. Specifically, the Board
has called for consideration of using this space to relieve the pressing need for an additional school space.

CONTINUING THE COMMITMENT TO DISTRICT NEEDS
The Need for Better Statistical Data
Although demographic data on our residential population is fairly comprehensive, we have no

statistics on the number of people who enter this District on a daily basis to work, to shop, and to
visit our institutions. The relationship of the quantity of such populations to the number of service
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delivery personnel allocated to Community District 6 is crucial to its quality of life and should
therefore be carefully analyzed by the City Administration.

The City’s Community District level budget data are spotty at best. Police precincts only partly
coincide with Community Districts, but at least precinct level data are available. Most other de-
partments do not provide the sort of data that inform the Community Board of the level of effort
the City performs within the Community District. This problem should be corrected.

The Community Board has been unable to obtain adequate information on complaints made to the
3-1-1 complaint system. Consequently the Board is unable to follow up for correction nor able to
examine complaints for patterns that may reflect larger needs.

The Community Board would like to request support for enhanced development of GIS based
information concerning the District. While we are interested in city services that are currently
supported by the Department of City Planning, we would also like to see other maps that focus
on local concerns such as dilapidated buildings, construction sites, and police incidents. Map
resources are becoming easier to obtain. The Board would like to put them to constructive use.

Funding for the Community Board Office

We were pleased that proposed cuts to the budgets of Community Boards were not implemented in
the final Executive Budget and we are guardedly optimistic in the assurance that cuts will not oc-
cur in the subsequent two years. In these difficult financial times, we acknowledge the need to do
more with less. However, we still must point out that Community Boards are operating on budgets
that have not had a noticeable increase in 20 years. We have been forced to reduce administrative
costs to a bare minimum and may have difficulty retaining professional staff.

At a time of rising unemployment, challenging financial markets, and City budget cuts, we can
reasonably predict that city services will be tested to their limits. Oversight and redress of service
shortfalls, as well as praise for valuable and efficient initiatives, becomes critical — and these func-
tions are essential elements of the Community Board mission. In effect, the Community Boards
are the eyes and ears of the city government and can help ensure that resources are deployed ef-
ficiently to meet the needs of the community.

Each year that the budget is not increased, it is in effect reduced by the loss of purchasing power
and an increased demand for services. We will continue to advocate for appropriate funding of the
City’s 59 Community Boards.

Respectfully submitted,

sk Shompaen Rectiand Eggens
Mark Thompson Richard Eggers, Chair, Budget &
Chair Governmental Affairs Committee

Tonl Carlina
Toni Carlina,
District Manager
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TOTAL POPULATION 1980 1990 2000
Number 206,671 210,993 207,699
% Change — 2.1 -16
VITAL STATISTICS 2000 2008
Births: Number 2,568 2,789
Rate per 1000 12.4 13.4 04%0
Deaths: Number 1,540 1,368 &
Rate per 1000 1.4 6.6 UPPER
Infant Mortality: Number 5 9 HUDSON
Rate per 1000 1.9 3.2
LINCOLN
SQUARE
INCOME SUPPORT 2000 2010 s
‘Shf/' 2
Cash Assistance (TANF) 5,937 3,533 —
Supplemental Security Income 7,389 6,431 LAND USE, 2010
Lot Area
Medicaid Only 6,052 15,028 Lots Sq. Ft.(000) %
1- 2 Family Residential 402 743.8 2.0
Total Persons Assisted 19,378 24,992 Multi-Family Residential 2,870 14,612.4 38.8
Mixed Resid. / Commercial 716 6,573.0 17.4
Percent of Population 9.3 12.0 Commercial / Office 152 1538.8 41
Industrial 8 145.2 0.4
Transportation / Utility 9 934.6 2.5
Institutions 219 4.040.0 10.7
Open Space / Recreation 26 7,013.8 18.6
Parking Facilities 2] 524.4 1.4
TOTAL LAND AREA Vacant Land 48 1,531.6 41
Miscellaneous 11 33.5 0.1
Acres: 1,222.7
Square Miles: 1.9 Total 4488  37,691.2 100.0

New York City Department of City Planning
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Table PL P-103: Total Population by Mutually Exclusive Race and Hispanic Origin

and Total Housing Units

New York City Community Districts, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 Change 1990-2000

Manhattan Community District 7 Number | Percent Number| — Percent Number] Percent
Total Population 210,993 100.0 207,699 100.0 (3,294) -1.6
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 141,029 66.8 137,652 66.3 (3,377) 2.4
Black/African American Nonhispanic 22,965 10.9 18,708 9.0 (4,257) -18.5

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 7,452 35 11,580 5.6 4,128 55.4
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 379 0.2 252 0.1 (127) -33.5

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 431 0.2 844 0.4 413 95.8
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 3,952 1.9 - -
Hispanic Origin 38,737 18.4 34,711 16.7 (4,026) -10.4
Population Under 18 Years 26,783 100.0 27,974 100.0 1,191 4.4
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 13,334 49.8 15,572 55.7 2,238 16.8
Black/African American Nonhispanic 4,079 15.2 3,154 11.3 (925) -22.7

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 816 3.0 1,040 3.7 224 27.5
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 45 0.2 32 0.1 13) -28.9

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 165 0.6 206 0.7 41 24.8
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 937 3.3 - -
Hispanic Origin 8,344 31.2 7,033 25.1 (1,311) -15.7
Population 18 Years and Over 184,210 100.0 179,725 100.0 (4,485) -2.4
Nonhispanic of Single Race: - - - - - -
White Nonhispanic 127,695 69.3 122,080 67.9 (5,615) -4.4
Black/African American Nonhispanic 18,886 10.3 15,554 8.7 (3,332) -17.6

Asian or Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 6,636 3.6 10,540 5.9 3,904 58.8
American Indian and Alaska Native Nonhispanic 334 0.2 220 0.1 (114) -34.1

Some Other Race Nonhispanic 266 0.1 638 0.4 372 139.8
Nonhispanic of Two or More Races - - 3,015 1.7 - -
Hispanic Origin 30,393 16.5 27,678 15.4 (2,715) -8.9
Total Population 210,993 100.0 207,699 100.0 (3,294) -1.6
Under 18 Years 26,783 12.7 27,974 13.5 1,191 4.4

18 Years and Over 184,210 87.3 179,725 86.5 (4,485) -2.4
Total Housing Units 125,245 - 120,504 - (4,741) -3.8

Race categories are from the 2000 Census and are not strictly comparable with categories used in 1990.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census PL File and SF1 and 1990 Census STF1

Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Oct 2001)
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Demographic Profile - New York City Community Districts
2000 Census SF1

[Manhattan Community District 7 | Number| Percent
Total Population 207,699 100.0
White Nonhispanic 137,652 66.3
Black Nonhispanic 18,708 9.0
Asian and Pacific Islander Nonhispanic 11,580 5.6
Other Nonhispanic 1,096 0.5
Two or More Races Nonhispanic 3,952 1.9
Hispanic Origin 34,711 16.7
Female 110,057 53.0
Male 97,642 47.0
Under 5 years 9,521 4.6
5to 9 years 7,624 3.7
10 to 14 years 6,924 3.3
15 to 19 years 6,866 3.3
20 to 24 years 11,363 55
25to 44 years 84,954 40.9
45 to 64 years 53,169 25.6
65 years and over 27,278 131
18 years and over 179,725 86.5
In households 202,973 97.7
In family households 115,719 55.7
Householder 41,179 19.8
Spouse 30,140 14.5
Own child under 18 years 24,876 12.0
Other relatives 17,125 8.2
Nonrelatives 2,399 1.2
In nonfamily households 87,254 42.0
Householder 71,849 34.6
Householder 65 years and over living alone 12,421 6.0
Nonrelatives 15,405 7.4
In group quarters 4,726 2.3
Total Households 113,028 100.0
Family households 41,179 36.4
Married-couple family 30,140 26.7
With related children under 18 years 11,656 10.3
Female householder, no husband present 8,741 7.7
With related children under 18 years 4,693 4.2
Male householder, no wife present 2,298 2.0
With related children under 18 years 815 0.7
Nonfamily households 71,849 63.6
Households with one or more persons 65 years and over 21,923 194
Persons Per Family 2.75 -
Persons Per Household 1.80 -
Total Housing Units 120,504 -
Occupied Housing Units 113,028 100.0
Renter occupied 81,063 71.7
Owner occupied 31,965 28.3
By Household Size:

1 person household 59,042 52.2
2 person household 33,049 29.2
3 person household 11,147 9.9
4 person household 6,576 5.8
5 persons and over 3,214 2.8

By Age of Householder:
15 to 24 years 3,927 3.5
25 to 44 years 52,157 46.1
45 to 64 years 36,647 32.4
65 years and over 20,297 18.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census SF1 Population Division - NYC Department of City Planning (Dec 2001)

165



Manhattan Community District 7 (PUMA 03806)

Selected Housing Characteristics: 2006-2008

U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

Geographic Area: PUMA 03806 Manhattan, New York

Selected Housing Characteristics

HOUSING OCCUPANCY Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 120,892 2,803] 120,892 (X)
Occupied housing units 106,965 2,407 88.5% 1.2
Homeowner vacancy rate 2.1 0.9 (X) (X)
Rental vacancy rate 4.1 0.8 (X) X)

UNITS IN STRUCTURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 120,892 2,803] 120,892 (X)
1-unit, detached 378 226 0.3% 0.2
1-unit, attached 1,001 354 0.8% 0.3
2 units 843 368 0.7% 0.3
3 or 4 units 1,576 428 1.3% 0.4
5to 9 units 9,386 970 7.8% 0.7
10 to 19 units 12,297 963 10.2% 0.8
20 or more units 95,322 2,620 78.8% 1.1
Mobile home 0 158 0.0% 0.1
Boat, RV, van, etc. 89 113 0.1% 0.1

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Total housing units 120,892 2,803] 120,892 (X)
Built 2005 or later 630 217 0.5% 0.2
Built 2000 to 2004 2,960 537 2.4% 0.4
Built 1990 to 1999 4,943 632 4.1% 0.5
Built 1980 to 1989 7,186 801 5.9% 0.6
Built 1970 to 1979 7,490 702 6.2% 0.6
Built 1960 to 1969 11,046 770 9.1% 0.6
Built 1950 to 1959 6,944 766 5.7% 0.6
Built 1940 to 1949 7,858 787 6.5% 0.6
Built 1939 or earlier 71,835 2,041 59.4% 1.1

HOUSING TENURE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 106,965 2,407 106,965 (X)
Owner-occupied 35,588 1,335 33.3% 1.2
Renter-occupied 71,377 2,340 66.7% 1.2

VEHICLES AVAILABLE Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 106,965 2,407 106,965 X)
No vehicles available 79,320 2,300 74.2% 1.4
1 vehicle available 25,765 1,559 24.1% 1.3
2 vehicles available 1,677 428 1.6% 0.4
3 or more vehicles available 203 114 0.2% 0.1

OCCUPANTS PER ROOM Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied housing units 106,965 2,407 106,965 (X)
1.00 or less 102,886 2,380 96.2% 0.7
1.01to 1.50 1,934 494 1.8% 0.5
1.51 or more 2,145 624 2.0% 0.6
Average household size 1.96 0.04 (X) (X)
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SELECTED M(I)—ll\(grLTSLgH(())VIYDNIIEI\TCC(:)?/ISET(SS'I\A/ISOACEFETCENTAGE OF Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units where SMOCAPI
cannot be computed) 22,809 1,253 22,809 (X)
Less than 20.0 percent 12,530 929 54.9% 3
20.0 to 24.9 percent 2,409 544 10.6% 2.2
25.0 to 29.9 percent 2,270 427 10.0% 1.7
30.0 to 34.9 percent 1,347 417 5.9% 1.8
35.0 percent or more 4,253 550 18.6% 2.3
Not computed 62 75 (X) (X)
GROSS RENTAS A PERCE(ZL':(;IIE) OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME Estimate | Margin of Error (+/-) Percent Margin of Error (+/-)
Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where GRAPI cannot
be computed) 68,532 2,375 68,532 (X)
Less than 15.0 percent 17,269 1,374 25.2% 1.7
15.0 to 19.9 percent 10,802 1,203 15.8% 1.6
20.0 to 24.9 percent 7,545 823 11.0% 1.2
25.0 to 29.9 percent 6,580 957 9.6% 1.3
30.0 to 34.9 percent 4,713 625 6.9% 0.9
35.0 percent or more 21,623 1,722 31.6% 2.2
Not computed 2,845| 673| )] X)|

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey
Note: An '(X)' means the estimate is not applicable or not available.

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a Census Bureau survey that provides estimates for New York City, the five

boroughs, and the 55 Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAS) that approximate New York City's 59 Community Districts. Data

are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling
variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. To learn more about the American Community Survey in

NYC see ACS.

For important information about ACS and using multi-year estimates go to: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popacs.shtml.
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 07, MANHATTAN

TOTAL
BUDGET APPROPRIATION FY2011l ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
AG-DN130 DOROT FOUNDATION cp 48 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
AG-MN130 DOROT FOUNDATION cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
AG-MN516 JEWISH HOME & HOSPITAL LIFECARE SYSTEM cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cP
HB-1189 RECONSTRUCT W 79TH ST/79TH ST BOAT BASIN 5,339 (CN) 96 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 20,084 (CN)
30TH ST BRANCH, MANHATTAN 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 41,956 (F)
HL-DN164 WILLIAM F. RYAN COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTER cp 196 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
HL-DN537 JEWISH HOME AND HOSIPTAL-MANHATTAN CAMPUS cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
RECONSTRUCTION
HR-DN450 WEST SIDE CENTER FOR COMMUNITY LIFE, INC cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
HW-416 REPAVE AMSTERDAM AVENUE, ETC. 13,482 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 ) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
21,182 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
2,410 (8) 0 (s) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8)
23,444 0 0 0 (P) 0 0
HW-508 RECONSTRUCT 8TH AVENUE 25,353 (CN) 7 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 N) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
17,138 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
9,009 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 (P)
L-C002 NYPL CENT RESEARCH BLDS-SCHOMBURG, LINCOLN cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
CTR, CENT ANNEX, MANHATTAN
L-D002 NYPL CENT RESEARCH BLDS-SCHOMBURG, LINCOLN cp 1,750 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
CTR, CENT ANNEX, MANHATTAN
P-C380 RECONSTRUCTION OF RIVERSIDE PARK, cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cpP
MANHATTAN 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
P-M380 RIVERSIDE PARK, MANHATTAN, GENERAL cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cpP
REHABILITATION. 0 (p) 0 (p) 0 (p) 0 (pP)
P-Y380 RIVERSIDE PARK, MANHATTAN, GENERAL cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
REHABILITATION.
P-380 RIVERSIDE PARK, MANHATTAN, GENERAL cp 63 (CN) 0 (CN) 5,171 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
REHABILITATION. 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (s)
0 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 (P)
P-1328 WEST 59TH STREET RECREATION CENTER cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-C034 AMERICAN MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY, cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
IMPROVEMENTS & ADDITIONS, MANHATTA
PV-C100 NEW YORK HISTORICAL SOCIETY, IMPROVEMENTS cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-C475 NEW YORK STATE THEATER ALTERATIONS AND cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cP
IMPROVEMENTS, MANHATTAN
PV-C489 LINCOLN CENTER, IMPROVEMENT AND RENOVATION 18,153 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
OF SITE
PV-DN042 BALLET HISPANICO cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN143 ELAINE KAUFMAN CULTURAL CENTER cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN204 JAZZ AT LINCOLN CENTER cp 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) (¢} ]
PV-DN263 METROPOLITAN OPERA ASSOCIATION cp 0 (cN) 445 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) (¢}

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: 88cC
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GEOGRAPHIC REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
($ IN THOUSANDS)

COMMUNITY BOARD DISTRICT 07, MANHATTAN

TOTAL
BUDGET APPROPRIATION  FY2011 ADOPTED THREE YEAR PROGRAM REQUIRED TO
LINE TITLE AS OF 5/31/10 CAP BUDGET FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 COMPLETE
PV-DN304 NEW YORK HISTORICAL SOCIETY cpP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) cp
PV-DN409 SYMPHONY SPACE cpP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-D034 AMERICAN MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY, cP 1,750 (CN) 2,000 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
IMPROVEMENTS & ADDITIONS, MANHATTA
PV-D475 NEW YORK STATE THEATER ALTERATIONS AND cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
IMPROVEMENTS, MANHATTAN
PV-D489 LINCOLN CENTER, IMPROVEMENT AND RENOVATION cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
OF SITE
PV-MN042 BALLET HISPANICO cp 250 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CcN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-MN143 ELAINE KAUFMAN CULTURAL CENTER cp 93 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-MN263 METROPOLITAN OPERA ASSOCIATION cp 250 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-MN304 NEW YORK HISTORICAL SOCIETY cP 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-MN409 SYMPHONY SPACE cp 127 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-M034 AMERICAN MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY, cpP 500 (CN) 500 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
IMPROVEMENTS AND ADDITIONS
PV-M475 NEW YORK STATE THEATER ALTERATIONS AND cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
IMPROVEMENTS, MANHATTAN
PV-M489 LINCOLN CENTER, IMPROVEMENTS cp 0 (CN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-QN304 NEW YORK HISTORICAL SOCIETY cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-N143 ELAINE KAUFMAN CULTURAL CENTER CcP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-N204 JAZZ AT LINCOLN CENTER CcP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-N304 NEW YORK HISTORICAL SOCIETY cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CcN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-N409 SYMPHONY SPACE cP 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (cN) 0 (CN) cp
PV-34 AMERICAN MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY, cp 7,034 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
IMPROVEMENTS AND ADDITION 1,000 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
1,000 (S) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8)
4,572 0 (p) 0 0 (p)
PV-475 NEW YORK STATE THEATER ALTERATIONS AND cp 5,000 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp
IMPROVEMENTS . 1,000 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
1,000 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (8)
5,000 0 (P) 0 0
PV-489 LINCOLN CENTER, IMPROVEMENT AND RENOVATION 243,213 (CN) 35,838 (CN) 8,509 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
OF SITE 11,000 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F)
1,375 (S) 0 (s) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8) 0 (8)
0 (P) 5,000 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P) 0 (P)
PV-544 LINCOLN CENTER, FEDERAL IMPROVEMENTS cp 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) 0 (F) cp
0 (8) 0 (s) 0 (s) 0 (s)
S5-244 CONSTRUCT MANHATTAN 4/4A/7 GARAGE 195,974 (CN) 10,532 (CN) -1,283 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN)
T-171 ACQUIS, CON, RECON 57TH ST & 96TH ST cp 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) 0 (CN) cp

SUBSTATIONS, MANH

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EACH PROJECT, REFER TO PART 1 OF THE ADOPTED CAPITAL BUDGET
PAGE: 89C



COMMUNITY BOARD 7 {#) Manhactan

Community Board 7/Manhattan
District Needs Statement for Fiscal Year 2012

Community Board 7/Manhattan covers the Upper West Side from West 59th to 110th Streets,
Central Park to the Hudson River. This document provides highlights of our district’s needs and inter-
ests. We anticipate that these and other emerging concerns will present new challenges as our commu-
nity works together to shape the future of the Upper West Side. We welcome the opportunity to plan with
government, the private sector, and our neighbors to address the needs of our community. You can find
our capital and expense priorities for the NYC Budget and district demographics at www.nyc.gov/mcb?7.

SUSTAINABILITY

Residents of the Upper West Side are eager to address environmental issues, especially those related to
land use, transportation, and waste management. MCB?7 has established a Green Committee to promote sustain-
ability by engaging residents in education, advocacy, and direct efforts to reduce the carbon footprint of the Up-
per West Side. The committee also acts as a conduit for coordinating local initiatives, including PlaN'YC 2030
programs that reduce carbon emissions and accommodate growth in environmentally responsible ways.

New development in the district creates opportunities to implement sustainable building sys-
tems, but existing building codes are limited and difficult to enforce. Most new buildings have glass
facades, which constrict natural airflow and afford little room for energy saving insulation. Few
new buildings take advantage of energy enhancements like solar panels and high-efficiency boiler
systems. The community supports the use of incentives to encourage Leadership in Energy and Envi-
ronmental Design (LEED) certification for new buildings. Furthermore, CB7 encourages developers
to contribute by supporting local parks and other open spaces.

Residents of older buildings are looking for easy ways to assess and reduce their energy
consumption. They want low-cost access to engineers and consultants that can help identify oppor-
tunities for energy savings and waste reduction. Residents want concise information about energy
alternatives and how to implement them in their homes.

West Siders are overwhelmed by traffic congestion, especially in terms of truck traffic and
emissions. There is an increasing desire to reduce road traffic (including idle standing) and also create
more access to energy friendly transportation alternatives like walking, biking, subways, and buses.
Many groups are interested in limiting parking slots, adding bike routes, and redesigning intersec-
tions to make walking easier and more attractive. Many have also expressed interest in more frequent
buses and subway trains along busy routes (Buses M104, M7, M11, Trains A, 2, 3)

Numerous residents have expressed the need to step up recycling in parks and schools, where
recycling guidelines are not enforced. Furthermore, people are interested in broader efforts to reduce
use of plastic bottles and bags and encourage the use of biodegradable alternatives.

250 West 87t Street New York, N.Y. 10024-2706
Phone: (212) 362-4008 Fax: (212) 595-9317
Web site: nyc.gov/mcb7 e-mail address: office @cb7.org
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PLANNING AND LAND USE

The Upper West Side has been — and continues to be — a focus of interest for new develop-
ment, for conversion of older buildings to new uses, and for restoration and adaptation of landmark
structures. In light of this development, there is a continued need for comprehensive planning and
realistic measures to guide development, to conserve our architectural heritage, and to mitigate
potential strains on traffic, infrastructure, and municipal services.

West 97th -110th Street Rezoning

After months of study and deliberation and unprecedented public involvement, MCB7
voted approval of a series of zoning changes for Broadway, the mid-blocks, Manhattan Valley and
other sub-districts above West 97th Street. The rezoning has the goal of encouraging development
that respects the built character of the various neighborhoods, encourages a variety of housing
types, and provides for a residential mix of affordable-, moderate- and middle-income housing as
well as market-rate housing. The City Planning Commission unanimously adopted the proposed
rezoning, and the New York City Council unanimously approved it on September 26, 2007.

While the rezoning effort was inspired by two extreme examples of air-rights transfer in what
had been an extensive R-8 zone, MCB?7 used the opportunity to address another issue of concern as
well — the large swath of R7-2 with the potential to be developed disproportionately for community
facilities (an oddity of that particular zoning designation, and one that is long overdue for attention
from the City Planning Commission). Considering the lamentations of various not-for-profit groups
at the loss of development value since the rezoning, MCB7’s action came not a moment too soon.

In fact, a major institution in the area, the Jewish Home & Hospital (JHH) on West 106th
Street between Columbus and Amsterdam Avenues, brought major political pressure to bear to get
itself carved out of the rezoning at the eleventh hour and pursue modernization plans to be financed
in part by a market-rate residential development that depended on the R7-2 community-facility
floor-area bonus. As the City Council prepared to vote on the rezoning, JHH, MCB7, and commu-
nity residents came to an agreement about JHH’s development. Through a variety of clever design
solutions, the as-of-right R7-2 buildings (both the new nursing facility and the market-rate resi-
dential building) will be constructed to simulate as closely as possible, in terms of height, setback,
and yard requirements, the new zoning (R8A on West 106th Street and R8B on West 105th Street)
surrounding the JHH site. Under the circumstances, this was a successful outcome. However the
experience highlighted both the problem of the R7-2 zoning designation and the real likelihood
that an open and public process could be derailed by political considerations.

Park West Village

Even now a large area of R7-2 zoning remains in the northern part of MCB7’s district. Be-
cause of the built plant in place, Department of City Planning (DCP) professionals were unable to
recommend a new zoning designation for the area between West 97th and West 100th Streets and
between Amsterdam and Columbus Avenues, occupied by the middle-income Park West Village
(built in the pre-1961 “tower in the park” model).

Park West Village’s new owners began construction of five mixed-use buildings on its pe-
rimeter: 29-story building the west side of Columbus Avenue, 13-, 14- and 15-story buildings on
the east side of Columbus Avenue, and an 11-story building on Amsterdam Avenue at West 100th
Street that are viewed by the community and MCB?7 as being out of context and inappropriate. The
buildings will contain close to 200,000 square feet of space for commercial and community facil-
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ity uses, including a 56,000 square foot Whole Foods Store. The new development has been done
without planning for traffic and other impacts. MCB?7 is leading a Park West Village Coordinating
Committee to help address planning and development issues.

Amsterdam and Columbus Avenues

Towers set back from the street are not limited to the Park West Village neighborhood. Am-
sterdam and Columbus Avenues from West 86th Street to West 96th Street, the core of the expired
West Side Urban Renewal Area, are dotted with such buildings. In 2007 Leader House Associates,
owner of 10 West 93rd Street, proposed amending Section 78-06 of the Zoning Resolution, in order
to allow the use of available unused commercial and community facility floor area in parcels at least
50% located within a C1-9 or C2-8 district, located in the previously approved West Side Large-Scale
Residential Development (LSRD) plan. After some modifications, MCB7 approved this proposal,
thus making available approximately twenty sites with avenue frontage to development of commer-
cial and community-facility space. MCB?7 anticipates that development of retail along these corri-
dors will encourage the influx of needed services and a more vibrant urban experience.

Lincoln Square Area

Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts’ campus is now 40 years old. The Center is look-
ing to upgrade a great deal of its infrastructure, public spaces, and backstage facilities, as well as
to integrate its campus more successfully into the community. It has committed to keeping all
public spaces public, including Josie Robertson Plaza and Damrosch Park, open up the Amsterdam
Avenue frontage, and enhance West 65th Street to West End Avenue. Construction of the first
development phase, a pedestrian-friendly ‘Street of the Arts’ along West 65th Street and the expan-
sion of the Julliard School of Music, is underway. MCB7 applauds Lincoln Center’s successful
pursuit of a midblock crossing for West 65th Street, and continues to urge it to drop plans for a new
pedestrian bridge over the street. In conjunction with West 65th Street project, the Department of
Transportation (DOT) installed traffic-calming measures in the Lincoln Center ‘bowtie’ (intersec-
tion of Broadway, Columbus Avenue, and West 65th Street).

Lincoln Center is creating an information and public performance space in the Harmony
Atrium at Broadway and West 62nd Street, which will change the design and use of this privately
owned public space. MCBY7 recently endorsed design plans for the ground floor, but remains con-
cerned about the security of restrooms isolated on the floor above.

The need for broad-scale planning for this area of the district is made more urgent by Ford-
ham University’s plan to expand its Lincoln Center campus. Fordham controls almost the entire
superblock bounded by West 62nd Street, Columbus Avenue, West 60th Street, and Amsterdam
Avenue. Over a two-phase, multi-year period, Fordham proposes to build a 30+ story wall of
university buildings along the Columbus Avenue block front and lower solid walls along the side
streets. The university plans to fund its ambitious plans in part by selling parcels on the Amster-
dam Avenue side of the campus to private entities for development of high-rise residential towers.
MCB?7 is troubled about almost every aspect of the proposed project and urges Fordham, DCP, and
all other interested agencies to work together to plan a reasonable expansion and intelligent design
that balances Fordham’s educational needs with those of the surrounding community.

Development activity west of Broadway

An area of major development potential is the west side of Amsterdam Avenue. The Amer-
ican Red Cross property at West 66th Street was sold to a developer who is building a 41-story
rental building. The rest of this strip (i.e. north to West 70th Street) is owned by a single developer,
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who is beginning construction of a series of buildings along the Avenue. A third developer has
completed construction of a 30-story tower on West End Avenue at West 70th Street.

The construction of the Abraham Joshua Heschel High School, at West End Avenue and
West 60th Street, marked the beginning of major interest in the southwest corner of MCB7’s dis-
trict. It was followed by the Lander Women’s College of Touro College, a large mixed-use struc-
ture on West 60th Street between West End and Amsterdam Avenues. The privately developed
project has market-rate housing above a condominium that contains the College’s non-dormitory
facilities. The mid-block area between West 59th and West 61st Streets, east of West End Avenue,
has been rezoned to allow mixed-use, high-rise development.

Meanwhile, development of Riverside South continues apace, from West 72nd to West
59th Streets, with seven buildings completed and two more under construction. In 2005, the Extell
Development Corporation and the Carlyle Group purchased the undeveloped land. CB7 is particu-
larly interested in the contemplated uses for this area between West 63rd and West 59th Streets that
would substantially increase the approved number of residential units and commercial develop-
ment. These proposals will require major participation and consolation with the community.

Development Rights

Community Facilities. EXxisting zoning was designed with the expectation that low-den-
sity community facilities would continue in place (similar to schools, firehouses, etc.), affording
spacious relief to the concentrated residential and commercial development surrounding them, and
providing important public meeting grounds for the community. It would be unfortunate to lose
community services, as well as the low density, to high-density residential development. MCB7
urges the administration and City Council to address this issue.

Air Rights. Another source of unpredictable and out-of-scale development is the transfer
of development rights, whether by direct sale/trade, merger of zoning lots, or other means. MCB7
urges DCP to study the use of these mechanisms, and offers itself as an exemplary study subject.

HOUSING

Over the past decade, the Upper West Side has emerged as one of the City’s most active
and desirable housing market and this change is altering the district’s long-established character of
social, cultural, racial and economic diversity. For the past decade, CB7 has been in the top five
neighborhoods in the City in new housing units (7,000+), new mortgage loans, and refinance and
rehab loans (major renovations). These have amounted to more than $1 billion per year in recent
years. In the past five years, median sale prices have doubled.

CB7 has 120,650 housing units, a net decline of more than 8% in the last decade that reflects
the loss of about 13,000 small apartments and single-room-occupancy units. Those who have de-
parted were older and had low- to moderate-incomes; those who arrived are significantly wealthier.
Similarly, ownership, at almost 35.6%, is rising steadily: 38,467 units are owner occupied, 28,000
of these are co-ops, 5,565 are condos, 840 are Mitchell-Lama Co-ops, and 875 are single-family
bro