Chapter 27: Responses to Comments on the DEIS?

A. INTRODUCTION

This document summarizes and responds to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), issued on December 30, 2011 for NYU Core (the Proposed Actions). Oral
and written comments were received during the period leading up to and through the public
hearing held by the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) on April 25, 2012.
Written comments were accepted through the close of the DEIS public comment period, which
ended May 7, 2012. Appendix J contains the written comments received on the DEIS.

Section B lists the elected officials, community board representatives, organizations, and
individuals that provided relevant comments on the DEIS. Section C contains a summary of
these relevant comments and a response to each. These summaries convey the substance of the
comments made, but do not necessarily quote the comments verbatim. Comments are organized
by subject matter and generally parallel the chapter structure of the DEIS. Where more than one
commenter expressed similar views, those comments have been grouped and addressed together.

Some commenters did not make specific comments related to the proposed approach or
methodology for the impact assessments. Others suggested editorial changes. Where relevant
and appropriate these edits, as well as other substantive changes to the DEIS, have been
incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

B. LIST OF ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS THAT
COMMENTED ON THE DEIS

ELECTED OFFICIALS

1. Thomas Duane, New York State Senator, written and oral comments dated April 25,
2012 (Duane)

2. Deborah Glick, New York State Assemblymember, written comments dated April 25,
2012 and oral comments by Sarah Malloy-Good dated April 25, 2012 (Glick)

3. Jerrold Nadler, United States House of Representatives, oral and written comments
dated April 25, 2012 (Nadler)

4. Scott Stringer, Manhattan Borough President, oral comments submitted by Land Use

Planning and Development Director Brian Cook dated April 25, 2012 (Stringer)
COMMUNITY BOARDS

5. Community Board No. 2 Manhattan, written comments dated March 11, 2012 and
March 12, 2012 (CB2 Resolution)

" This chapter is new to the FEIS.
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Community Board 2, oral comments by Co-Chair David Gruber dated April 25, 2012
(CB2-Gruber)

Community Board 2, oral comments by Chair Brad Hoylman dated April 25, 2012
(CB2-Hoylman)

Community Board 2, oral comments by Parks Committee Chair Tobi Bergman dated
April 25,2012 (CB2-Bergman)

ORGANIZATIONS

0.

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

32 Washington Square West, written comments submitted by President of the Board
Roger Zissu (32WSW)

505 LaGuardia Place, oral comments by Board President Patricia Albin (505LaGuardia-
Albin)

505 LaGuardia Place, written comments submitted by Andrew Lance, dated May 7,
2012 (505LaGuardia)

AIA New York Chapter, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (AIANY)
Association for a Better New York, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (ABNY)

Bleecker Area Merchants and Residents Association, oral comments by Mark Fiedler
dated April 25, 2012 (BAMRA-Fiedler)

Bowery Alliance of Neighbors, written comments dated April 25, 2012, submitted by
Vice Chair Jean Standish (BAN)

Bowery Residents’ Committee, written comments dated April 25, 2012, submitted by
Muzzy Rosenblatt (BRC)

Business Owners, Villagers for a Sustainable Neighborhood, written comments dated
March 27, 2012 (BusinessOwners)

Community Action Alliance on NYU 2031, oral comments by Terri Cude dated April
25,2012 and written comments submitted by Co-Chair Terri Cude (CAAN-Cude)

Committee to Preserve Our Neighborhood, oral comments by Chair Sylvia Rackow
dated April 25, 2012 (CPON-Rackow)

Council of Chelsea Block Associations, written comments dated February 22, 2012
submitted by Bill Borock (CCBA)

The Central Village Co-op and Condo Alliance written comments dated April 16, 2012
(CvCA)

Downtown Independent Democrats, written comments dated April 25, 2012, submitted
by President Jeanne Wilcke (DID)

East 13th Street Community Association, written comments received May 1, 2012
(E13thCA)

Greenwich Village Block Associations, oral comments by Martin Tessler dated April
25,2012 (GVBA-Tessler)

Greenwich Village-Chelsea Chamber of Commerce, oral and written comments dated
April 25, 2012, submitted by President Tony Juliano (GV-CCC)

27-2



Chapter 27: Response to Comments on the DEIS

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42.

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, NYU Faculty Against the Sexton
Plan Statement of Objections by Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP (GVSHP Statement)

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation Petition, includes 319 pages of
signatures containing an estimated 3,000 signatures, (GVSHP-Petition)

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, “The Impacts of New York
University’s Proposed Expansion in Greenwich Village,” prepared by Gambit
Consulting, April 2012, commissioned by the Greenwich Village Society for Historic
Preservation, submitted April 18, 2012 (Gambit)

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, “The Myth of the 10-Minute Walk
from Washington Square: How NYU’s Claim Its Facilities Must Be Concentrated in the
Village Belies the Experiences of Universities Across the Country”

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, “Too Big to Fit: How NYU's
Controversial Plan to Add 2.5 Million Square Feet Of New Space In the Village
Contradicts How University Growth Needs Are Being Addressed Across the Country”

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, “Disappearing Before Our Eyes:
How NYU Has Eliminated and Warehoused Faculty Housing Units in Washington
Square Village, Even As They Ask to Overturn Zoning Rules To Build More Faculty
Housing”

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, written and oral comments dated
April 25, 2012, submitted by Andrew Berman (GVSHP-Berman)

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, written and oral comments dated
April 25, 2012, submitted by Amanda Davis (GVSHP-Davis)

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, written and oral comments dated
April 25, 2012, submitted by Drew Durniak (GVSHP-Durniak)

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, written and oral comments dated
April 25, 2012, submitted by Andito Lloyd (GVSHP-Lloyd)

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, written and oral comments dated
April 25, 2012, submitted by Dana Schulz (GVSHP-Schulz)

Greenwich Village Society for Historic Preservation, written and oral comments dated
April 25,2012, submitted by Sheryl Woodruff (GVSHP-Woodruff)

Hell’s Kitchen Neighborhood Association, written comments dated April 25 2012,
submitted by Trust Chair Kathleen McGee Treat (HKNA)

Historic Districts Council, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (HDC)

LaGuardia Corner Community Gardens, oral comments by Co-Chair Ellen Horan dated
April 25,2012 (LCCG-Horan)

LaGuardia Corner Community Gardens, oral comments by Chair Sara Jones dated April
25,2012 (LCCG-Jones)

LaGuardia Corner Community Garden (LCCG) and LMNOP, written comments
submitted by LCCG Vice Chair Ellen Horan and LMNOP Chair Enid Braun, dated May
6,2012 (LCCG-LMNOP)
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43.
44,
45.

46.
47.

48.
49.

50.
51.
52.
53.

54.

55.

56.

LMNOP, oral comments by President Enid Braun dated April 25, 2012 (LMNOP)
Manhattan Chamber of Commerce, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (MCC)

Mercer Dog Run, oral comments by President Beth Gottlieb dated April 25, 2012
(MDR)

The Municipal Art Society of New York, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (MAS)

Municipal Arts Society, oral comments by Senior Vice President Ronda Wist dated
April 25, 2012 (MAS-Wist)

New Yorkers for Parks, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (NYersforParks)

Partnership for New York City, written comments by President and CEO Kathryn S.
Wylde dated April 25, 2012 (PartnershipforNYC)

Real Estate Board of New York, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (REBNY)
Regional Plan Association, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (RPA)
Save Sasaki Garden, undated written comments received (SaveSasakiGardens)

Soho Alliance, oral comments by First Vice Chair Bo Riccobono dated April 25, 2012
(SohoAlliance-Riccobono)

Union Square Community Coalition, written comments submitted by Jack Taylor, dated
January 4, 2012 (Union Square Community Coalition)

Villagers for a Sustainable Neighborhood, written and oral comments by Judy Paul,
owner and CEO of the Washington Square Hotel, dated April 25, 2012 (VSN-Paul)

Washington Place Block Association, oral comments by President Howard Negrin dated
April 25,2012 (WPBA-Negrin)

INTERESTED PUBLIC

57.
8.

59.
60.
61.

62.
63.

64.
65.
66.
67.

Selma and Jerry Abramowitz, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Abramowitz)

Ronald D. Abramson, NYU Board of Trustees, written comments received April 16,
2012 (Abramson)

Barbara Abrash, written comments dated March 1, 2012 (Abrash)
Elizabeth Adam, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Adam)

Soranlly Adames-Lopez, General Manager, Brads Coffee House, written comments
dated April 25, 2012 (Adames)

Philip Agee, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Agee)

Dr. Eileen Ain, LaGuardia Corner Community Garden, written comments dated January
4, 2012, and oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Ain)

Sal Alaburic, Owner, Volare, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (Alaburic)
Amanda Alampi, Masters candidate, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Alampi)
Prinny Alavi, written comments received April 5, 2012 (Alavi)

Gregory Albanis, written comments submitted April 19, 2012 (Albanis)
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68.

69.
70.
71.

72.
73.

74.
75.

76.
T7.
78.
79.

80.
8l1.
82.
83.
&4.
85.
86.
87.

88.
&9.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.

Gregory Albanis, Senior Director University Events, NYU, hearing testimony submitted
(Albanis)

Patricia Albin, written comments received April 24, 2012, (Albin)
Patricia Albin, oral comments dated April 25, 2012, (Albin)

Leslye Alexander, Vice President, Koppers Chocolate, written comments dated January
10, 2012 and May 2, 2012 (Alexander)

Timothy Allen, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Allen)

Paolo Alippi, written comments dated January 8, 2012 and February 27, 2012 and
written comments received April 5, 2012 (Alippi)

Elaine Altman, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Altman)

Diane Alutto, Board Member LaGuardia Corner Community Gardens, written
comments received (Alutto)

Ann Amato, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Amato)
Juanita Ambrose, written comments dated February 29, 2012 (AmbroselJ)
Leroy Ambrose, written comments dated February 29, 2012 (AmbroseL)

Andrew Amer, President, 200 Mercer Street Apartement Corporation, written comments
dated January 4, 2012 (Amer)

Amila, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Amila)

Desaix Anderson, written comments received April 30, 2012 (Anderson)

R. Anderson, written comments dated May 6, 2012 (AndersonR)

Stuart Anthony, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Anthony)

Vittorio Antinini, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Antinini)

Deborah Apiccidic, written comments dated May 4, 2012 (Apiccidic)

Rosaire Appel, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and February 19, 2012 (Appel)

Emily Armstrong and Thomas P. Gannon, written comments received April 3, 2012
(Armstrong-Gannon)

Elke Aspillera, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Aspillera)
JoAnn Atwood, written comments dated February 14, 2012 (Atwood)
Barbara Aubrey, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (AubreyB1)
Bert Aubrey, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (AubreyB2)
Margharita Auletta, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Auletta)
Styra Avins, written comments dated February 28, 2012 (Avins)
Veronica Avins, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (AvinsV)
John M. Bacon, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Bacon)

Howard Bader, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and February 27, 2012 (Bader)
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97.
98.
99.
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101.
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105.
106.
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109.
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113.

114.

115.
116.
117.
118.

119.

120.
121.

122.
123.

Karen Backus, K. Backus Consulting, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Backus)
Annie Ballirol, written comments dated March 12, 2012 (Ballirol)

Phyllis Barasch, NYU Trustee and Vice President of the NYU Alumni Association,
hearing tesostimony (Barasch)

Louise Barbas, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Barbas)

Penelope Bareau, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Bareau)

Ruby Baresch, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Baresch)

Kathleen Barker, written comments dated March 7, 2012 (Barker)

Albert Barlat, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Barlat)

Patricia McM. Bartels, Esq., written comments dated May 7, 2012 (Bartels)
Brittney Barton, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Barton)

Joan Bastone, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Bastone)

Marian and Bernard Bauman, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Bauman)
Jonathan Bear, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Bear)

G. Bedrosian, written comments dated February 6, 2012, April 12, 2012, and April 25,
2012 (Bedrosian)

Rosemary Bella, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Bella)
Ruth Ben-Ghiat, written comments dated January 16, 2012 (Ben-Ghiat)

Roy Ben-Jacob, Owner, Joy Burger Bar, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (Ben-
Jacob)

Gerard Benarous, Professor, NYU Krohn Institute of Mathematical Sciences, oral
comments dated April 25, 2012 (Benarous)

Judith Bendewald, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Bendewald)
S. Benedict, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Benedict)
Arlene O. Bensam, written comments dated May 3, 2012 (Bensam)

Steven Bensusan, President, Blue Note, written comments dated April 25, 2012
(Bensusan)

Lauren Benton, Dean for the Humanities, NYU, written comments dated April 22, 2012
(Benton)

Jody Berenblatt, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Berenblatt)

Audrey, Irving, and Kenneth Bernstein, written comments dated February 6, 2012
(Bernstein)

Audrey Bernstein, written comments dated April 26 2012 (Bernstein)

Charles N. Bertolami, Dean, College of Dentistry, NYU, written comments submitted
(Bertolami)
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124.

125.
126.
127.

128.
129.
130.
131.

132.

133.
134.
135.

136.
137.
138.
139.
140.
141.
142.
143.
144.
145.

146.
147.
148.
149.
150.
151.

Stephanie Bland, Jean-Claude Dhien, and Robert Bland, written comments dated
February 6, 2012 (Bland-Dhien)

S. Blohm, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Blohm)
Russell Blount, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Blount)

Diana Boernstein, written comments dated January 4, 2012, February 21, 2012, April
18, 2012, and May 2, 2012 (Boernstein)

Phyllis Bogdanoff, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (BogdanofY)
Mary Bogen, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Bogen)
Jules Bogen, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (BogenJ)

Robert Boland, Academic Chair, Preston Robert Tisch Center for Hospitality, Tourism,
and Sports Management, NYU, oral comments dated April 24, 2012 and April 25, 2012
(Boland)

Lee C. Bollinger, President, Columbia University, written and oral comments dated
April 25, 2012 (Bollinger)

David F. Bomke, written comments dated April 12, 2012 (Bompe)
Thierry Bonnet, written comments dated February 24, 2012 (Bonnet)

Robert Bonnono, written comments received April 6, 2012 and April 23, 2012
(Bonnono)

J. Bourten, written comments received April 25, 2012 (Bourten)

Mary Brabek, Dean Steinhardt School, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Brabek)
Alison Bradley, written comments dated February 7, 2012 (Bradley)

Anita Brandt, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Brandt)

Gray Brashear, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Brashear)

Emily J. Bregman, written comments dated March 31, 2012 (Bregman)

Terrence P. Brennan, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Brennan)

Beverly Brin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (BrinB)

Robert Brin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (BrinR)

Deborah Broderick, Associate Vice President, Marketing Communications, NYU,
testimony submitted (Broderick)

Hal Bromm, written comments received April 30, 2012 (Bromm)

Rory Shanley Brone, written comments received May 1, 2012 (Brone)

E. Mace Brown, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Brown)

Laurene K. Brown, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (BrownL)

Lynne Brown, NYU Facility Planning, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (BrownL)
Professor Oliver Buhler, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Buhler)
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167.
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170.
171.
172.

173.
174.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180.

181.

Laura Burdin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Burdin)

Anthony Burzi, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Burzi)

Barbara Cahn, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Cahn)

Nancy Cameron, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Cameron)
Castle Campbell, written comments dated April 23, 2012 (CampbellC)
Heather Campbell, written comments dated February 15, 2012 (CampbellH)

Mary Schmidt Campbell, Dean, Tisch School of Arts, oral comments dated April 25,
2012 (CampbellM)

Michele Campo, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (Campo)

Michelle Canion, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Canion)

A. Cannon, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Cannon)

Jeffrey and Devora Carduner, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Carduner)
Anne Carey, written comments received April 4, 2012 (Carey)

Brenda Carpenter, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Carpenter)

Diana Carulli, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Carulli)

Rosemarie Castoro, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Castoro)

Ralph A. Castaldo, written comments received April 10, 2012 (Castaldo)
Elizabeth Catucci, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Catuccil)

William and Laura Catucci, Elizabeth Catucci, written comments dated February 6,
2012 (Catucci2)

Peter Cerullo, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Cerullo)
Anita Chadwick, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Chadwick)

Vishaan Chakrabarti, Professor, Columbia University, written comments dated April 25,
2012 (Chakrabarti)

Bryan Chandler, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Chandler)

Sharon Chang, NYU Board of Trustees, written comments dated April 24, 2012 (Chang)
Rachel Channon, hearing testimony submitted (Channon)

Kira Charles, written comments dated February 29, 2012 (Charles)

Edith Charlton, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and April 23, 2012 (Charlton)
Bertha Chase, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Chase)

Alisa Chazani, written comments dated May 1, 2012 (Chazani)

Regina Cherry, written comments dated January 4, 2012, February 23, 2012, and March
7,2012 (Cherry)

Mary Ann Chiasson, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Chiasson)
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200.
201.
202.
203.

204.
205.

206.
207.
208.
209.
210.

Constance and Nicholas Christopher, written comments dated February 24, 2012
(Christopher)

Adriane Clark, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Clark)

Mary Clarke, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Clarke)

Adriane Clerk, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Clerk)

Raymond Cline, BAMRA Chair, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Cline)

T. Coe, written comments received April 19, 2012 (Coe)

Samuel A. Cohen, undergraduate student, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Cohen)
Phyllis Cohl, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Cohl)

Sondra Cohn, written comments dated February 29, 2012 and May 5, 2012 (Cohn)
Isabelle Coler, written comments dated February 18, 2012 (Coler)

Kenneth Coles, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Coles)

James L. Collier, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Collier)

Chris Collins, written comments dated March 8, 2012 (CollinsC)

Paula Collins, written comments received April 6, 2012 (CollinsP)

Roberta C. Collins, written comments received April 10, 2012 (CollinsR)

Douglas Collura, written comments dated February 14, 2012 (Collura)

Douglas Collura, written comments dated April 21, 2012 (Collura)

Dalton Conley, Dean of Social Sciences, Wagner School of Public Service, NYU,
hearing testimony submitted (Conley)

Professor Patricia Cooper, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Cooper)
Gail Cooper-Hecht, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Cooper-Hecht)
William E. Cornwell, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Cornwell)

Gloria Coruzzi and Stephen Small, former and present chair of Department of Biology,
NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Coruzzi-Small)

Karen Cotterell, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Cotterell)

Albert Cotugno, Chairperson, NYU Student Senators Council, written comments dated
April 25,2012 (Cotugno)

Vincent and Elaine Cozzino, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Cozzino)
J.R. Crane, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Crane)

John J. Creedon, written comments dated May 2, 2012 (Creedon)

Carol Crump, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Crump)

Kay Cummings, Associate Arts professor, Tisch School of the Arts, NYU, written
comments submitted (Cummings)
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231.
232.
233.
234.
235.

236.
237.

238.

239.

David Curtis, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Curtis)

Sarah D., resident and owner of an apartment at 77 Bleecker Street, written comments
dated May 4, 2012 (Sarah D.)

Andrew Dalin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Dalin)

Fannie Dancy, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Dancy)

Betsy Daniels, written comments dated February 22, 2012 (Daniels)

Frances Dapolito, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Dapolito)

Sonia Das, written comments dated March 19, 2012 (Das)

Emily DaSilva, undergraduate student, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (DaSilva)
Ellen Datlow, written comments dated February 27, 2012 (Datlow)

Peter Davies, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Davies)

Ernest Davis, NYU Professor of Computer Science, written comments dated January 4,
2012 and May 5, 2012 (DavisE)

Joan Davis, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Davis)

Mitch Davis, Esq., written comments dated January 4, 2012 (DavisM)

Peter Davis, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (DavisP)

Victoire de Bruin, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (deBruin)

Josephine De Cicco, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (deCicco)

D. Del Monte, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (DelMonte)

Nicolas de Mones, NYU student, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (de Mones)
Deirdre Dempsey-Rush, written comments dated January 6, 2012 (Dempsey-Rush)
Michael P. Denkensohn, written comments received April 11, 2012 (Denkensohn)
Helene Denton, written comments dated February 15, 2012 (Denton)

Barbara Devaney, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and May 2, 2012 (Devaney)
James M. Devitt, written comments submitted April 23, 2012 (Devitt)

Ronald and Theresa Diario, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Diario)

Dennis DiLorenzo, Vice Dean, School of Continuing and Professional Studies, NYU,
hearing testimony submitted (Di Lorenzo)

Dr. Hasia Diner, written comments submitted May 3, 2012 (Diner)

Nicholas Dollak, co-owner, Little Lebowski Shop, written comments dated April 26,
2012 (Dollak)

Constance Dondore, member of CAAN and WPBA and coordinator of the Tenants’
Committee of 15 Washington Place, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Dondore)

Taylor Donohue, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Donohue)
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266.
267.
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270.

Eugenia Dooley, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Dooley)

Darlene Dowling, written comments dated February 5, 2012 (Dowling)

Lesley Doyel, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Doyel)

Lesley Doyel and Justin Hoy, written comments dated March 16, 2012 (Doyel-Hoy)
John Doyle, written comments dated March 7, 2012 (Doyle)

Isabelle Duchesne, Ph.D., written comments received April 23, 2012 (Duchesne)

Scott Dwyer, NYU Alumni Association, written comments submitted and oral
comments dated April 25, 2012 (Dwyer)

Ann Eagan, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Eagan)

Phyllis Eckhaus, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Eckhaus)

Irit Edelman-Novemsky, written comments dated March 10, 2012 (Edelman-Novemsky)
Paul Edwards, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Edwards)

Marianne J. Edwards, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and oral comments dated
April 25,2012 (EdwardsM)

Marianne and Paul Edwards, written comments received May 8, 2012 (EdwardsMP)
Bonnie Egan, written comments dated April 22, 2012 (Egan)

Sheila Ehlinger, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Ehlinger)

Mr. and Mrs. Eisenberg, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Eisenberg)
Maha Eltobgy, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Eltobgy)

Nathan Elves, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Elves)

J. Elves, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Elves))

Marc Emert-Hutner, written comments received April 9, 2012 (Emert-Hutner)
Steven Essig, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Essig)

Tami Esson, written comments dated February 15, 2012 (Esson)

Annette Evans, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Evans)

Judith Exer, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Exer)

Maria Fahey, written comments dated February 28, 2012 (Fahey)

Jennifer Falk, Executive Director, Union Square Partnership, oral comments dated April
25,2012 (Falk)

Laura Feldstein, written comments submitted February 22, 2012 (Feldstein)
Sherry Felix, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Felix)

Adele Ferranti, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Ferranti)

Ada Ferrer, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Ferrer)

Elizabeth Fiechter, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Fiechter)
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271.  Dolores Fiorenzo, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Fiorenzo)
272.  Virginia Fischer, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Fischer)
273.  Michael Fisher, written comments dated January 16, 2012 (Fisher)

274.  Michael Fisher, written comments dated February 28, 2012 (Fisher)
275.  Nancy Fisher, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (FisherN)

276.  Anita Fletcher, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (FletcherA)
277.  A.G. Fletcher, written comments received April 24, 2012 (FletcherAG)

278.  Georgette Fleischer, Friends of Petrosino Square, oral comments dated April 25, 2012
(Fleischer)

279.  Stan Fogel, written comments received May 4, 2012 (Fogel)

280.  Karen Fornash, written comments dated January 6, 2012 (Fornash)

281.  Susan Forste, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Dempsey-Rush)
282.  J. Fouratt, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Fouratt)

283.  Miriam Fox, written comments dated February 24, 2012 (Fox)

284.  Brandon Fradd, written comments dated January 11, 2012 (Fradd)

285.  Linda Franklin, written comments dated February 5, 2012 (Franklin)
286.  Deborah Freedman, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Freedman)
287.  Sonya Friedman, written comments dated April 11, 2012 (Friedman)
288.  Peter Nicholas Fritsch, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Fritsch)
289.  Anke Frohlich, written comments dated February 13, 2012 (Frohlich)
290.  Marjorie Fuchs, written comments dated February 22, 2012 (Fuchs)

291.  Gabriella Fuller, written comments dated February 16, 2012 (Fuller)
292.  W. Fuller, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (FullerW)

293.  Betty Fussell, written comments dated February 15, 2012 (Fussell)

294.  Lenore Galker, written comments dated April 9, 2012 (GalkerL)

295.  William Galker and family, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Galker)

296.  Sarah Gallagher, written comments dated February 24, 2012 and April 6, 2012
(Gallagher)

297.  Patrick Gallagher, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (GallagherP)

298.  Les and Joan Gallo-Silver, written comments dated February 27, 2012 (Gallo-Silver)
299.  Sally Gallup, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Gallup)

300. Lucy and Charles Gambino, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Gambino)

301.  Susan Gamme, Central Village Block Association, oral comments dated April 25, 2012
(Gamme)
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304.
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307.
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309.
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313.
314.
315.

316.

317.
318.

319.
320.
321.
322.
323.
324.
325.
326.
327.
328.
329.

Susan Gamme, Dan Leigh, and Wyatt Leigh, written comments dated January 4, 2012
(Gamme-Leigh)

Tejaswini Ganti, Associate Professor, NYU Department of Anthropology, written
comments dated March 11, 2012 (Ganti)

Lynnel Garabedian, written comments dated May 4, 2012 (Garabedian)
Noah Garabedian, Alumni, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (GarabedianN)

Sharon Gary, resident and small-business owner, written comments dated January 4,
2012 (Gary)

Jonathan Geballe, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Geballe)
Stacey Gedell, written comments dated March 16, 2012 (Gedell)

Mary Louise Geiger, Arts Professor, Tisch School of the Arts, NYU, written comments
dated April 23, 2012 (Geiger)

Rachel Gellman, written comments dated February 28, 2012 (Gellman)

Rachel Gellman, written comments dated April 24, 2012 (Gellman)

Albert Gentile, Associate Registrar, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Gentile)
David Georgi, written comments dated April 6, 2012 (Georgi)

David Georgi, written comments dated April 12, 2012 (Georgi)

Dennis Geronimus, written comments dated January 5, 2012 and February 3, 2012
(Geronimus)

Morris Gesell and Kenneth Clossou, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Gesell-
Clossou)

James Gibbs, written comments dated March 20, 2012 (Gibbs)

Father Louis Gigante, written comments dated February 6, 2012 and March 27, 2012
(Gigante)

Joseph Gilford, written comments received April 6, 2012 (Gilford)
Amanda J. Gitlin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Gitlin)

David Glaser, written comments received April 7, 2012 (Glaser)

Susan Gluck, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Gluck)

Pablo Goldberg, written comments dated May 1, 2012 (Goldberg)
Lawrence Goldberg, written comments dated May 3, 2012 (GoldbergL)
Lisa Goldberg, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (GoldbergLisa)
Kerry Golden, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Golden)

Frances Goldin, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Goldin)
Brenda Goldman, written comments received March 30, 2012 (GoldmanB)

Margaret Goldman, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Goldman)
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352.
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354.
355.

356.

357.

Anne Goldstein, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (GoldsteinA)

Matthew Goldstein, The Chancellor, City University of New York, written comments
dated April 25, 2012 (Goldstein)

Matthew Goldstein, The Chancellor, City University of New York, oral comments
submitted by Avron Kaplan, dated April 25, 2012 (Goldstein)

Barbara Good, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Good)

Professor Jeff Goodwin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Goodwin)
Ruth Gordon, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Gordon)

Ann B. Gottlieb, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Gottlieb)

Alice Gould, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (GouldA)

Donna Gould, written comments dated May 6, 2012 (Gould)

Carolyn Graham, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Graham)

Paula Grande, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Grande)

Frank W. Green, written comments dated March 29, 2012 (Green)

Frank W. Green, written comments dated April 26, 2012 (Green)

Harriet and Arnold Greenberg, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Greenberg)
Martin Greenstein, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Greenstein)
Carol Greitzer, written comments dated May 1, 2012 (Greitzer)

Gerd Grieninger, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Greininger)
Lawrence Groobert, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Groobert)

Martin J. Gruber, Professor Emeritus, Stern School of Business, NYU, hearing
testimony submitted (GruberM)

Mitchell Grubler, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Grubler)
Camille Grugliano, written comments dated April 9, 2012 (Grugliano)

Vincent Guilamo-Ramos, Professor, Silver School of Social Work, NYU, hearing
testimony submitted (Guilamo-Ramos)

Patricia Guilloton, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Guilloton)

Jean B. Gullo, District Leader, 66th AD Part B, written comments dated January 4, 2012
(Gullo)

Ann Gussow, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Gussow)

William Haas, Senior Director of Campus Planning, NYU, oral comments dated April
25,2012 (Haas)

Judith Haber, Interim Dean, College of Nursing, NYU, written comments dated April
24,2012 (Haber)

Helga Haberman, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Haberman)
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374.

375.
376.
377.
378.
379.
380.
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383.

Laura Haddad, written comments dated January 5, 2012 (Haddad)
Colleen Haffey, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Haffey)

Maxine S. Haft, Ph.D., and Howard White, Ph.D., written comments dated April 20,
2012 (Haft-White)

Maxine S. Haft, Ph.D., written comments dated May 2, 2012 (Haft)
George Haikalis, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and May 1, 2012 (Haikalis)

Perry Halkitis, Associate Dean, Steinhardt School of Culture, Education & Human
Development, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Halkitis)

Ellen Halloran, written comments dated April 17, 2012 (Halloran)

Marilyn J. Hammer, Assistant Professor, College of Nursing, NYU, written comments
dated April 24, 2012 (Hammer)

David Handler, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Handler)
Helen Hanesian, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Hanesian)
Rudi Hanja, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (HanjaR)

Siim Hanja, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and written comments received
April 23, 2012 (Hanja)

Bjorn Hanson, Divisional Dean, the Preston Robert Tisch Center for Hospitality,
Tourism, and Sports Management, NYU, written comments dated April 23, 2012
(Hanson)

Shinichi Harada, written comments dated April 22, 2012 (Harada)

Amy Harlib, written comments dated January 6, 2012, January 10, 2012, undated,
February 3, 2012, February 23, 2012, April 9, 2012, and April 24, 2012 (Harlib)

Bob Harris, West Cunningham Park Civic Association, Fresh Meadows, Queens, written
comments received May 9, 2012 (Harris)

Michael Hart, written comments dated February 6, 2012 and February 16, 2012 and oral
comments dated April 25, 2012 (Hart)

Lucile Hautier, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Hautier)

Janet Hayes, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Hayes)

Jaime and Jayne Haynes, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Haynes)
Gail M. Healy, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (HealyGM)

L.F. Healy, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Healy) ADD TO HEALY
Anne Hearn, written and oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Hearn)

Martin M. Hechtman, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Hechtman)
Emily Hellstrom, written comments dated May 5, 2012 (Hellstrom)

Peter Blair Henry, Dean, Stern School of Business, NYU, hearing testimony submitted
(Henry)
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404.
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408.
4009.
410.
411.
412.

N. Hernay, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Hernay)
Gilbert High, written comments received April 24, 2012 (High)
Susan Hillferty, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Hillferty)

Roderick M. Hills, Professor, School of Law, NYU, written comments dated April 24,
2012 (Hills)

L. Joyce Hitchcock, written comments dated April 8, 2012 (Hitchcock)

Karen Hoover, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Hoover)

Ellen Horan, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Horan) ADD?

Allan A. Horland, M.D., written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Horland)

I. Horowitz, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Horowitz)

Paula Horwitz, written comments dated April 20, 2012 (Horwitz)

JoAnn Howell, written comments received May 2, 2012 and May 8, 2012 (HowellJ)
Terri Howell, written comments dated March 10, 2012 and April 23, 2012 (Howell)
Doris Howie, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Howie)

Isaac Hoxie, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Hoxie)

Elaine Hudson, President, Mercer Street Block Association, written comments dated
January 4, 2012 (Hudson)

Dr. Kathleen Hulley, written comments dated January 4, 2012, written comments
submitted May 1, 2012 and written comments dated May 1, 2012 (HulleyK)

Laurel Hulley, written comments dated April 30, 2012 and May 1, 2012 (HulleyL)

Alicia Hurley, NYU Vice President, Government and Community Affairs, oral
comments dated April 25, 2012 (Hurley)

Mark Husser, Grimshaw Architects, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Husser)
Rebecca Hyman, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Hyman)

Anita Isola, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Isola)

Veli Ivanic, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Ivanic)

Andrew Jackness, written comments dated May 4, 2012 (Jackness)

Don Jacobs, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Jacobs)

Anita L. Jaffe, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Jaffe)

Evangeline Johns, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Johns)

Jamie Johnson, written comments dated February 22, 2012 (Johnsonl)

Jamie Johnson, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (JohnsonJamie)

Mary Johnson, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (JohnsonM)
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428.
429.
430.
431.
432.
433.
434,

435.
436.
437.
438.

Sarah Johnson, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and written comments received
February 28, 2012 (JohnsonS)

Sara Jones, Chair, LaGuardia Corner Community Gardens, written comments dated
January 27, 2012, February 27, 2012, April 15, 2012, April 18, 2012, April 27, 2012,
April 30, 2012, and April 2012, and oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Jones)

Zella Jones, Member, Community Task Force on NYU Development, written comments
dated April 25, 2012 (JonesZ)

Norman Kahn, DDS, Ph.D., and Dale Kahn, Ph.D., written comments dated May 3,
2012 (Kahn)

Mark Kalinoski, written comments received April 7, 2012 (Kalinoski)

Miriam Kaplan, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and May 7, 2012 and oral
comments dated April 25, 2012 (Kaplan)

R. B. Kaplan, Ph.D., written comments dated January 4, 2012 (KaplanR)

J. Kasowitz, Washington Village Tenants’ Association, written comments dated January
4, 2012, oral comments dated April 25, 2012, and written comments received April 10,
2012 (Kasowitz)

Irene Kaufman, Public School Parent Advocacy Committee, oral comments dated April
25,2012 (Kaufman)

Merle Kaufman, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (KaufmanM)
Lucille Keasere, written comments dated May 3, 2012 (Keasere)
John Keenen, written comments dated March 29, 2012 (Keenen)
Jack Keith, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Keith)
Veronica Kelleher, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (Kelleher)
Judith Kelly, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Kelly)

Miryan Kenet, written comments dated February 29, 2012 (Kenet)
Mary V. Keppler, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Keppler)
Jeannine Kiely, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Kiely)

Jane King, written comments dated February 14, 2012 (King)

Carol Kino, written comments dated March 3, 2012 (Kino)

Tony Kiser, written comments dated April 12, 2012 (Kiser)

Charles D. Klein, NYU Board of Trustees, NYU School of Law Board of Trustees,
written comments dated April 16, 2012 (KleinC)

Ivan Klein, written comments dated February 16, 2012 (Kleinl)

Jean Klein, written comments dated February 28, 2012 (KleinJ)

Stephan Marc Klein, Ph.D., written comments received April 25, 2012 (KleinS)
Geoffrey Knox, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Knox)
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463.
464.
465.

466.

467.

Richard J. Kogan, written comments dated April 18, 2012 (Kogan)

Leslie Kogod, written comments dated January 7, 2012 (Kogod)

Daniel Kohn, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Kohn)

Diane Kolyer, written comments dated February 11, 2012 (Kolyer)

Bud and Francine Korotzer, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Korotzer)
Stephen Koryk, Sr., written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Koryk)

Alex Kossi, Owner, Zinc Bar, written comments submitted (Kossi)

Leo Kremer, Owner, Dos Toros Taqueria, written comments dated April 25, 2012
(Kremer)

Nancy Kremsdorf, written comments dated April 19, 2012 (Kremsdorf)

John Kruth and Marilyn Cirtanic, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Kruth-
Cirtanic)

Diana Kruz, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Kruz)

Kate Kubert, written comments dated February 26, 2012 (Kubert)
MaryAnne Kuzniar, written comments dated April 16, 2012 (Kuzniar)
Penny Labute, written comments received April 30, 2012 (Labute)
Victoria Lamb, PCV, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Lamb)
Deborah A. LaMorte, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (LaMorte)
Anthony and Anita Lanese, written comments dated May 1, 2012 (Lanese)
Ellen Lanyon, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Lanyon)

Laura Latelo and Carmela Gandiosi, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Latelo-
Gandiosi)

Marna Lawrence, written comments dated April 9, 2012 (Lawrence)

Alexandra Leaf, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and May 2, 2012 (Leaf)
Dennis Lee, Laborers Union North America, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Lee)
Stephen Lefkowitz, written comments dated May 4, 2012 (Lefkowitz)

Hadassa Legatt, written comments received (Legatt)

Bruce Leibowitz, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (LeibowitzB)

Celeste Leibowitz, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (LeibowitzC)

Holly Leicht, Executive Director, New Yorkers for Parks, oral comments dated April 25,
2012 (Leicht)

R. Leonard, written comments received March 9, 2012, April 2, 2012, April 10, 2012,
and April 30, 2012 (Leonard)

Robert Lesko, written comments dated February 14, 2012 (Lesko)
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479.

480.
481.
482.
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484.

485.
486.
487.
488.
4809.
490.

491.
492.
493.
494.
495.
496.

Rhoda Levine, written comments dated February 29, 2012 (Levine)
Claudia Carr Levy, written comments dated February 22, 2012 (LevyC)

Stephen Levy, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and written comments received
April 25,2012 (LevyS)

Kris Lew, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Lew)

Edith Lewis, written comments dated April 12, 2012 (LewisE)

Mary Ann Lewis, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (LewisM)

Susannah and Michael Lewis, written comments received April 23, 2012 (LewisS)
Jeanne W. Libby, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Libby)

Peter Liberman, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Liberman)

Rosalind Lichter, written comments received March 30, 2012 (Lichter)

Scott Linder, written comments dated January 16, 2012 (Linder)

Martin Lipton, Chairman, NYU Board of Trustees, written and oral hearing testimony
submitted April 25,2012 (Lipton)

Anita Lobel, written comments dated April 30, 2012 (Lobel)
Sylvia Locker, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Locker)
Michael Longacre, written comments dated February 24, 2012 (Longacre)

Sayar Lonial, NYU Director, Community Affairs, oral comments dated April 25, 2012
(Lonial)

Anne Lounsbery, Professor, NYU Department of Russian and Slavic Studies, written
comments dated March 9, 2012 (Lounsbery)

L. John Louras, written comments received March 28, 2012 (LourasLJ)
Nicholas John Louras, written comments received March 21, 2012 (LourasN)

T. Nicole Louras, written comments received March 30, 2012 (LourasTN)
Marie Luciano, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Luciano)

Alan Timothy Lunceford, written comments submitted May 6, 2012 (Lunceford)

C.E. Lundin, Captain, U.S. Navy, retired, written comments dated April 19, 2012
(LundinCE)

Linda Lusskin, written comments dated January 7, 2012 (Lusskin)

T.J. Luty and Charles Zullo, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Luty-Zullo)
Bonnie Lynn, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Lynn)

B. Maggio, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Maggio)

Judy Magida, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Magida)

Monica Rose Maha, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Maha)
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516.
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518.
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520.
521.
522.
523.
524.

Claire Maida, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Maida)
Anita Malon, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Malon)
Yehudit Mam, written comments dated March 12, 2012 (Mam)

Yehudit Mam and Beatriz Kamos, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Mam-
Kamos)

Carol Mandel, Dean of Libraries, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Mandel)

June Manton and Roy Herbert, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Manton-
Herbert)

David R. Marcus, written comments dated March 9, 2012 and received April 6, 2012
(Marcus)

Vicki Margolis, written comments received April 5, 2012 (Margolis)

Dr. Carla Mariano, written comments dated January 4, 2012, February 9, 2012, and
February 21, 2012 (Mariano)

Myra Marten, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Marten)

Anna Marti, written comments dated April 6, 2012 (Marti)

Denise Martin, written comments dated February 29, 2012 (MartinD)

Emily Martin, written comments received April 9, 2012 (MartinE)

Jerold Martin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (MartinJ)

James 1. Martin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Martin JI)

Linda Solloway Martinez, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Martinez)
Madeleine Marx, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Marx)

Richard Marx, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (MarxR)

Randy Mastro, Law Firm of Gibson Dunn Crutcher, oral comments dated April 25 2012
(Mastro)

Yvette Masullo, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Masullo)

C. Richard Mathews, written comments dated February 20, 2012 and written comments
received February 27, 2012 (Mathews)

Abigail L. May, written comments dated February 23, 2012 (May)

Marjorie H. Mayrock, undergraduate student, NYU, hearing testimony submitted
(Mayrock)

Hassan Mazyan, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Mazyan)
Maureen W. McCarthy, written comments dated April 20, 2012 (McCarthy)
Barbara McDaniel, written comments dated February 15, 2012 (McDaniel)
Gloria McDarrah, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (McDarrah)
Richard McFadden, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (McFadden)
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535.
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537.
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539.
540.
541.
542.

543.
544.
545.
546.
547.

548.
549.

Allen McFarlane, NYU Assistant Vice President Student Diversity, oral comments dated
April 25, 2012 (McFarlane)

Polly McGraw, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (McGraw)

Mary McKay, Director, McSilver Institute for Poverty Policy and Research, NYU,
written comments dated April 25, 2012 (McKay)

Kathleen McKellar, written comments to various City Planning Commission officials,
dated February 21, 2012 (McKellar)

Leslie McKenzie, written comments dated January 6, 2012 (McKenzie)

David W. McLaughlin, Provost (Chief Academic Officer), NYU, hearing testimony
submitted and oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (McLaughlin)

Kathryn McRae, written comments dated March 12, 2012 (McRae)
Margaret McRoyslie, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (McRoyslie)

Joseph M. McShane, S.J., President of Fordham University, written comments dated
April 25,2012 (McShane)

Lawrence M. Mead, Professor, Department of Politics, hearing testimony submitted
(Mead)

Sam Memberg, written comments dated February 22, 2012 (Memberg)
Dianne Mendez, written comments submitted April 30, 2012 (Mendez)

Geeta Menon, Dean, Stern School of Business Undergraduate College, NYU, written
comments dated April 24, 2012 (Menon)

Frank Miata, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and written comments submitted
February 22, 2012 (Miata)

Thomas Michals, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Michals)
Joanne Milazzo, written comments received May 2, 2012 (Milazzo)
Christina Miller, written comments received April 17, 2012 (MillerC)

Mark Crispin Miller, NYU faculty member, oral comments dated April 25, 2012
(Miller)

Professor Allen Mincer, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (MincerA)
Jonathan Mincer, written comments dated January 8, 2012 (Mincer)

Ernest and Nancy Mingione, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Mingione)
Anne Minich, written comments received April 4, 2012 (Minich)

Dora Mintz, written comments dated January 4, 2012, February 15, 2012, February 22,
2012 (Mintz)

Robert Mintz, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and February 22, 2012 (MintzR)

Ali Mirsepassi, Professor, Gallatin School of Individualized Study, written comments
dated April 24, 2012 (Mirsepassi)
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574.
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578.
579.

Anne Mitcheltree, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Mitcheltree)
Mary Elaine Monti, written comments received April 25, 2012 (Monti)
Marta Mooney, written comments dated May 5, 2012 (Mooney)

Anne Marie Moore, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Moore)
James A. Moorehead, written comments dated February 28, 2012 (Moorehead)
Kathy Morano, written comments received April 10, 2012 (Morano)
Willard Morgan, written comments dated February 27, 2012 (Morgan)
Ann Morris, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Morris)

Kim-Nora Moses, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (MosesK)
Richard Moses, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Moses)

Marvin Moskowitz, written comments dated April 23, 2012 (Moskowitz)

Mitchell L. Moss, Professor, Robert F. Wagner Graduate School of Public Service,
NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Moss)

Rhoma Mostel, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and February 24, 2012 and
written and oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Mostel)

David Mulkins, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Mulkins)
Erik Muller, written comments received March 20, 2012 (Muller)
Ashley Murray, written comments received April 10, 2012 (Murray)
Linda Myers, written comments received April 24 2012 (Myers)
Wendy Nadler, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (NadlerW)
Assaf Naor, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Naor)

Michael Nash, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Nash)
Rebecca Nathanson, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Nathanson)

Howard Negrin, President, Washington Place Block Association, written comments
dated January 4, 2012 and May 2, 2012 and oral comments dated April 25, 2012
(Negrin)

Dorothy Nelson, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Nelson)

Judith Nemethy, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and April 9, 2012 (Nemethy)
S. Nicholson, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Nicholson)

Robert Nickas, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Nickas)

Cindy Niedoroda, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Niedoroda)

Yael Niv, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Niv)

No Name, written comments dated February 14, 2012 (NoNamel)

No Name, written comments dated February 27, 2012 (NoName?2)
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596.
597.
598.
599.
600.

601.
602.
603.
604.
605.

606.
607.
608.

No Name, written comments dated April 5, 2012 (NoName3)

No Name, written comments dated February 27, 2012 (NoName4)

No Name, written comments received May 8, 2012 (NoName5)

Kinga Novak, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Novak)

Barbara O’Hara, written comments dated January 13, 2012 (O’Hara)

Pat Enkyo O’Hara, Abbott, Village Zendo, written comments dated January 4, 2012,
April 6,2012, May 3, 2012 (O’HaraP)

Jorge Olero, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Olero)

John Olsson, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Olsson)

Suzanne Optor, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Optor)

Sue Ortner, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Ortner)

Otero, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Otero)

David C. Oxman, written comments dated April 16, 2012 (Oxman)

Carole Packer, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Packer)

Janice Pargh, written comments dated February 10, 2012 (Pargh)
Gary Parker, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Parker)

Daniel Pau, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Pau)

Judy Paul, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Paul) ADD TO?

Marlene Payton, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Payton)

The Pearlroth family, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Pearlroth)

Anna M. Pelavin, written comments dated April 6, 2012 (Pelavin)
Keneth Bradley (Brad) Penuel, Assistant Vice President for Health at NYU, hearing

testimony submitted (Penuel)

Kelly Peral, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Peral)

Catherine Perebinossoff, written comments dated January 6, 2012 (Perebinosoff)

A. Perfette, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Perfette)

Carol Perrone, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Perrone)

Bronson Peshlakai, of Cleveland State University, written comments received May 7,

2012 (Peshlakai)

Jen Petersen, Alumni, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Petersen)

Ellen Peterson-Lewis, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Peterson-Lewis)

Ann Pettibone, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and oral comments dated April

25,2012 (Pettibone)
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613.
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622.
623.
624.
625.

626.

627.
628.

629.
630.
631.

632.

633.

Bill Pfeiffer, Director, Office of Civic Engagement, NYU, written comments submitted
(Pfeffier)

Kim Phillips-Fein, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and May 6, 2012 (Phillips-
Fein)

Ken Picache, written comments dated April 2, 2012 (Picache)

Annie Pichard, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and February 23, 2012
(Pichard)

Robert Plutzker, written comments dated February 24, 2012 (Plutzker)

Dan Point, Program Manager, Greenwich Village-Chelsea Chamber of Commerce
(Point)

Dr. Milton Polsky, former NYU faculty, resident of WSV, member, Save the Sasaki
Garden-WSV Committee, undated written comments (PolskyM)

Dr. Milton and Roberta Polsky, written comments dated January 4, 2012, April 18,
2012, and May 1, 2012 (Polsky)

Carlos Ponce, written comments dated January 4, 2012, April 12, 2012, and April 26,
2012 (Ponce)

B. Pope, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Pope)

Jay Portadin, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Portadin)
Arthur Postal, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Postal)
Reeva Potoff, written comments dated February 24, 2012 (Potoff)
Cecile Potophy, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Potophy)
Katharine Powell, written comments dated February 26, 2012 (Powell)
David S. Pultz, written comments dated April 27, 2012 (Pultz)

Michael D. Purugganan, Professor, Center for Genomics and Systems Biology, NYU,
written comments dated April 17, 2012 (Purugganan)

Barbara Quart, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and March 6, 2012 and oral
comments dated April 25, 2012 (Quart)

Leonard Quart, oral comments dated April 25, 2012, (QuartL)

Nicholas Quennell, written comments dated February 27, 2012 and May 4, 2012
(Quennell)

Samantha Quon, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Quon)
Pamela Raab, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Raab)

Sylvia and Paul Rackow, written comments dated February 6, 2012 and April 25, 2012
(RackowSP)

Sylvia Rackow, written comments dated February 24, 2012, March 13, 2012, and April
26, 2012 and oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Rackow)

J. Radoczy, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Radoczy)
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654.

655.
656.
657.
658.

659.

Joseph and Barbara Young Ragno, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Ragno)
Dana M. Ragsdale, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Ragsdale)

Douglas L. Ramsdell, written comments received on April 5, 2012 and written
comments dated April 30, 2012 (Ramsdell)

Ms. B. Raphan, written comments received April 9, 2012 (Raphan)
Elinor Ratner, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Ratner)
Cynthia Raymond, written comments dated April 18, 2012 (Raymond)

Maggie Raywood, Associates Arts Professor, Tisch School of the Arts, NYU, written
comments submitted (Raywood)

Peter Rea, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Rea)

Florence Rebovich, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and April 25, 2012
(RebovichF)

Joseph W. Rebovich, Ph.D., comments dated April 22, 2012 (Rebovichl])
Stephen Rechner, written comments dated February 24, 2012 (Rechner)
Ellen Recnick, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Recnick)
Murray Reich, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Reich)

Carol Shoshkes Reiss, Faculty, Departments of Biology and Neuro Science, NYU,
hearing testimony submitted (Reiss)

Maureen Remacle, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Remacle)

Ruth Rennert, Chair, Save the Sasaki Gardens Committee, written comments dated
January 4, 2012 oral comments dated April 25, 2012 and written comments submitted
May 7, 2012 (Rennert)

Rennich, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Rennich)

Richard L. Revesz, Dean, School of Law, NYU, written comments dated April 23, 2012
(Revesz)

Ellen Reznick, written comments dated April 14, 2012 (Reznick)

Alex Riccobono, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and February 18, 2012
(Riccobono)

Hila Richardson, Professor, College of Nursing, NYU, written comments dated April 24,
2012 (Richardson)

Robb, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Robb)
Moss Roberts, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Roberts)
William Rogers, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Rogers)

Yvonne Rolland and Marie Del Gaudio, written comments dated February 6, 2012
(Rolland-DelGaudio)

Meg Rooney, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Rooney)
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681.

682.
683.

684.
685.

686.

Larry Rose, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Rose)
Stanley R. Rosenberg, written comments dated April 18, 2012 (Rosenberg)

Muzzy Rosenblatt, Executive Director, Bowery Residence Committee, oral comments
dated April 25, 2012 (Rosenblatt)

Daniel Rosenblatt and Marie Robert, written comments dated January 4, 2012
(Rosenblatt-Robert)

Katherine Rosenbloom, written comments dated January 6, 2012 (Rosenbloom)
Carl Rosenstein, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Rosenstein)

Susan J. Rosenthal, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Rosenthal)
Andrew Ross, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Ross)

Laurie Rothenberg, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Rothenberg)

Jeffrey Rowland, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and oral comments dated
April 25,2012 (Rowland)

Primavera Salva, written comments received May 3, 2012 (Salva)
Elissa Sampson, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (SampsonE)
John Sampson, written comments dated February 20, 2012 (Sampson)
Claude Samton, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Samton)
Judy Samuels, written comments received April 4, 2012 (Samuels)
Beverly Sanders, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Sanders)

Matthew S. Santirocco, Senior Vice Provost for Undergraduate Academic Affairs, NYU,
hearing testimony submitted (Santirocco)

Gail Saplin, written comments dated February 7, 2012 and February 25, 2012 (Saplin)
Ronald P. Saunders, written comments dated May 3, 2012 (Saunders)
M. Savin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Savin)

Rosemary Scanlon, Division Dean, Schack Institute of Real Estate, NYU, hearing
testimony submitted (Scanlon)

Ellen Schall, Dean, Robert F. Wagner Graduate School of Public Service, NYU, hearing
testimony submitted and oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Schall)

Denise Schanck, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Schanck)

Donna Schaper, Senior Minister, Judson Memorial Church, written comments dated
April 26, 2012 (Schaper)

Rob Schmidt, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Schmidt)

Mary Schmidt Campbell, Dean, Tisch School of the Arts, NYU, hearing testimony
submitted (Schmidt-Campbell)

Katherine W. Schoonover, comments dated April 12, 2012 (Schoonover)
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707.
708.
709.
710.
711.
712.
713.
714.
715.

Harry Schroder, written comments dated February 15, 2012 (Schroder)
Andrew Schwartz, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (SchwartzA)

Jed Schwartz, Treasurer, 88 Bleecker Street Board of Directors, written comments dated
April 29, 2012 (Schwartz])

Lee Schwartz, written comments received March 28, 2012 (SchwartzL)
Charlene Schwartzkopf, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Schwartzkopf)

Fred Schwarzbach, Dean Liberal Studies, NYU, written comments dated April 24, 2012
(Schwarzbach)

Shirley Sealy, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Sealy)

Georgia Seamans, written comments dated April 25, 2012 (Seamans)
Fredda Seidenbaum, written comments dated April 23, 2012 (Seidenbaum)
Robert Seidman, written comments submitted May 4, 2012 (Seidman)

Edythea Selman, Co-Chair, Washington Place Block Association, written comments
dated January 4, 2012 and oral comments dated April 25, 2012, (Selman)

John Sexton, President, NYU, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Sexton)
Edith Shanker, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Shanker)

Anna Shapiro, written comments received April 25, 2012 (Shapiro)

Laurie Shapley, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Shapley)

Marguerite Sharkey, Senior Director, Department of Residence Services, NYU School
of Law, hearing testimony submitted (Sharkey)

Jalal Shatah, written comments received April 5, 2012 (Shatah)
Jeremiah Shea, written comments submitted April 20, 2012 (Shea)
Stephen Shellooc, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Shellooc)

Tazuko Shibusawa, Interim Associate Dean and Director, MSW Program of the Silver
School of Social Work, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Shibusawa)

Jill Mayer Shnayer, written comments dated April 21, 2012 (Shnayer)

D. Siddiq, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Siddiq)

J. Siedun, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Siedun)

Robin Siegel, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Siegel)

Heidi Siegfreid, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Siegfried)
Mary Sikarevich, written comments received April 18, 2012 (Sikarevich)
Dr. Constance Silver, written comments received April 16, 2012 (Silver)
Eero Simoncelli, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Simoncelli)

Yvonne Simons, written comments dated March 30, 2012 (Simons)
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716.  Leonard Singer, written comments dated February 6, 2012 and written comments
received April 23, 2012 (Singer)

717.  Nancy Ann Siracusa, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Siracusa)

718.  David J. Skorton, President, Cornell University, written comments dated April 23, 2012
(Skorton)

719.  Michael P. Slattery, Real Estate Board of NY, oral comments dated April 25, 2012
(Slattery)

720.  Betty Smith, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (SmithB)

721.  Brian J. Smith, written comments received April 24, 2012 (SmithBJ)
722.  Katharine Smith, written comments dated February 29, 2012 (SmithK)
723.  Kimberly A. Smith, comments received March 28, 2012 (SmithKA)
724.  Michael Snyder, written comments dated April 2, 2012 (Snyder)

725.  Sarah Soffer, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (SofferS)

726.  Shirley Soffer, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Soffer)

727.  R. Soker, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Soker)

728.  Frances Solitorio, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Solitorio)
729.  Carol Sondvik, written comments dated February 20, 2012 (Sondvick)
730.  Patricia Spadavecchia, written comments received April 10, 2012 (Spadavecchia)
731.  Mark Sphin, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Sphin)

732.  Spicciatie, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Spicciatie)

733.  Jean Standish, Bowery Alliance of Neighbors, written comments dated January 4, 2012
and oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Standish)

734.  G. Gabrielle Starr, Acting Dean, College of Arts and Science, NYU, hearing testimony
dated April 24, 2012 (Starr)

735.  Axel Stawski, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Stawski)

736.  Hubert J. Steed, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Steed)

737.  W. Steinhagen, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Steinhagen)

738.  Renée Steinhagen, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (SteinhagenR)
739.  David Stenn, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Stenn)

740.  Frank Stewart, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (StewartF)

741.  Marianne Stewart, written comments submitted April 21, 2012 (StewartM)

742.  Richard B. Stewart, Professor, School of Law, NYU, written comments dated April 24,
2012 (StewartR)

743.  Virginia Stolz, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Stolz)
744.  Barbara Strambi, written comments submitted May 5, 2012 (Strambi)
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770.
771.
772.
773.

Mardi Strand, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Strand)
Gabrielle Strasun, written comments dated May 2, 2012 (Strasun)
Marilyn Stults, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Stults)

Nicole Struensee, written comments submitted May 5, 2012 (Struensee)
Eve Stuart, written comments dated January 21, 2012 (Stuart)

Eve Stuart, written comments dated April 17, 2012 (Stuart)

Luanne Surace, written comments dated May 3, 2012 (Surace)

Andrea Swan, written comments dated April 9, 2012 (Swan)

Catheryn Swan, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (SwanC)

Chandrika Tandon, Chairman of Tandon Capital Associates, written comments dated
April 19,2012 (Tandon)

Barbara Taub, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Taub)
Susan Taylorson, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Taylorson)
P. Tedesco, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Tedesco)

Susan May Tell, written comments dated January 6, 2012 and oral comments dated
April 25,2012 (Tell)

Ms. Teriananda, written comments dated May 3, 2012 (Teriananda)

Louis Terracio, Professor, College of Dentistry, NYU, hearing testimony submitted
(Terracio)

Martin Tessler, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 and written comments dated May 7,
2012 (Tessler)

Ronna Texidor, written comments dated January 4, 2012, February 29, 2012, and April
9, 2012, oral comments dated April 25, 2012, and petition and written comments dated
May 4, 2012 (Texidor)

Carolee Thea, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Thea)

Paul Thompson, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Thompson)

Pamela Timmins, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Timmins)

Tony Tinker, Baruch College Professor, written comments dated May 5, 2012 (Tinker)
Gary Toms, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Toms)

Eleanor Torjusen, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Torjusen)

Mary Lou Tornes, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Tornes)

Tamara Totah, written comments dated April 2, 2012 (Totah)

R. Edward Townsend, Jr., written comments dated April 23, 2012 (Townsend)

Rona Trokie, written comments dated March 7, 2012 (Trokie)

Anne Troy, written comments received March 29, 2012 (Troy)
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774.  Deborah Trueman, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Trueman)
775.  Paul Tschunkil, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Tschunkil)
776.  Andrew Tso, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Tso)

777.  Teri Tynes, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Tynes)

778.  Shannon Tyree, Chair, BAMRA Noise Control, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 and
written comments received May 8, 2012 (Tyree)

779.  Erica Uhlenbach, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Uhlenbech)
780.  Marilyn Underby, written comments received April 30, 2012 (Underby)
781.  Unreadable, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadablel)

782.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable?2)
783.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable3)
784.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable4)
785.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable5)
786.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable6)
787.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable7)
788.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable8)
789.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable9)
790.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadable10)
791.  Unreadable, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Unreadablel1)
792.  Unreadable, written comments dated April 24, 2012 (Unreadable 12)
793.  Unreadable, written comments dated April 19, 2012 (Unreadablel3)

794.  Unreadable 14, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 14)
795.  Unreadable 15, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 15)
796.  Unreadable 16, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 16)
797.  Unreadable 17, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 17)
798.  Unreadable 18, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 18)
799.  Unreadable 19, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 19)
800.  Unreadable 20, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 20)
801.  Unreadable 21, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 21)
802.  Unreadable 22, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 22)
803.  Unreadable 23, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 23)
804.  Unreadable 24, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 24)
805.  Unreadable 25, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 25)
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807.
808.
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811.
812.
813.
814.

815.
816.
817.
818.
819.
820.

821.

822.
823.

824.

825.

826.
827.
828.
829.
830.
831.
832.

Unreadable 26, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 26)
Unreadable 27, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Unreadable 27)

Matt Urbanski, Michael Van Valkenburgh Associates, oral comments dated April 25,
2012 (Urbanski)

Judith Kay Valente, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Valente)
Brunilda Valentin, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Valentin)

Vasu Varadhan, written comments dated February 20, 2012 (Varadhan)

Greg Vargo, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and May 6, 2012 (Vargo)
Dr. Leslie Verter, written comments received April 1, 2012 (Verter)

Lynn Videka, Dean, Silver School of Social Work, NYU, hearing testimony submitted
(Videka)

Mayls Vishner, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Vishner)

Peter von Mayrhauser, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (VonMayrhauser)
Vromo, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Vromo)

John Waddell, written comments dated February 22, 2012 (Waddell)

Marc Wais, Vice President, Student Affairs, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Wais)

Jim Walden, Law Firm of Gibson Dunn Crutcher, oral comments dated April 25 2012
(Walden)

Judith Chazen Walsh and Norman Loeb Walsh, written comments dated January 4,
2012, April 21, 2012, and May 1, 2012 (Walsh)

Sandra Wapner, written comments received April 5, 2012 (Wapner)

Christopher Ward, Executive Vice President, Dragados USA, written comments
submitted (Ward)

Judith Wardle and Ray Mortenson, written comments received April 25, 2012 (Wardle-
Mortenson)

Jini Watson and Bryce de Reynier, written comments dated February 11, 2012 (Watson-
deReynier)

Beverley Wauper, written comments received April 24, 2012 (Wauper)

Anne Weber, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Weber)

Malina Webb, undergraduate student, NYU, hearing testimony submitted (Webb)
Steven Weiner, written comments dated March 5, 2012 (Weiner)

David Weiner, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (WeinerD)

Ruth Weinstock, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Weinstock)

Norma Weisberg, written comments dated April 12, 2012 and April 23, 2012
(Weisberg)
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855.
856.
857.
858.

859.
860.
861.

Gary N. Weisner, written comments dated January 4, 2012 and April 19, 2012
(WeisnerG)

Jonathan Weizmann, Owner, Pop Pub, written comments dated April 25, 2012
(Weizmann)

Georgia Wever, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Wever)

Diane Whelton, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Whelton)

Valerie White, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (WhiteV)

Vivian L. White-Weisner, written comments dated April 5, 2012 (White-Weisner)

Liza Whiting, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Whiting)

Shirley Whitney, written comments dated February 6, 2012 and May 7, 2012 (Whitney)
Pamela Widener, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Widener)

Mike Wigotsky, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Wigotsky)

Jean Wilcke, President, Downtown Independent Democrats, oral comments dated April
25,2012 (Wilcke)

Leonard A. Wilf, NYU Board of Trustees, written comments dated April 16, 2012
(Wilf)

Richard Williams, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (WilliamsR)

Stan Williams, written comments dated May 3, 2012 (Williams)

Carol Wilson, written comments dated May 1, 2012 (WilsonC)

Tim Wilson, written comments dated February 27, 2012 (Wilson)

Peter Wiszbicki, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Wiszbicki)

JoAnn Jody Winer, written comments dated April 24, 2012 and May 1, 2012 (Winer)
Jody Winer, written comments submitted April 24, 2012 (Winer)

Patricia Wintermuth, written comments dated February 20, 2012 (Wintermuth)
Monica Witherspoon, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Witherspoon)

Suzanne L. Wofford, Dean, Gallatin School of Individualized Study, NYU, oral and
written testimony submitted dated April 23, 2012 (Wofford)

Katharine Wolpe, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Wolpe)
Susan Woodland, written comments dated April 18, 2012 (Woodland)
Carol Woodward, written comments dated February 2, 2012 (Woodward)

Kathy Wylde, President, Partnership for NYC, oral comments dated April 25, 2012
(Wylde)

Koho Yamamoto, written comments dated February 11, 2012 (Yamamoto)
Rachel Yarmolinsky, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Yarmolinsky)

Karen Yeargans, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Yeargans)
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863.
864.
865.
866.
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868.
869.
870.
871.
872.

873.
874.

Chui Yin Yee and Kenneth Yee, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Yee)
Jane Young, written comments dated March 16, 2012 (Young)

M. Young, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (YoungM)

Vasyl Zagachkivsky, written comments received May 8, 2012 (Zagachkivsky)
Lauren A. Zelisko, written comments received April 23, 2012 (Zelisko)

Rochelle Zenchil, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Zenchil)

Susan Taylorson Ziff, written comments dated May 3, 20120 (Ziff)

Jerry Ziman, oral comments dated April 25, 2012 (Ziman)

Susan Zisser, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Zisser)

Angela Zito, written comments received April 6, 2012 (Zito)

Dorothy Zullo and Brent Heyman, written comments dated February 6, 2012 (Zullo-
Heyman)

Lauriana Zuluaga, written comments dated January 4, 2012 (Zuluaga)

Janice Zupan, written comments dated April 20, 2012 (Zupan)

C. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1: I strongly urge you to VOTE NO on NYU’s massive proposed

expansion plan in the Village. Please protect the character of our
neighborhood and REJECT NYU’s bid to overbuild and undo long-
standing neighborhood zoning protections. (Abramowitz, Agee, Ain,
Albin, Alexander, Alippi, Allen, Altman, Alutto, Amato, Ambrosel,
Ambrosel,, Amer, Amila, Anderson, AndersonR, Anthony, Apiccidic,
Appel, Armstrong-Gannon, Aspillera, Atwood, AubreyB1, AubreyB2,
Auletta, Avins, AvinsV, Bacon, Bader, Ballirol, BAN, Barbas, Bareau,
Baresch, Barlat, Bartels, Barton, Bastone, Bauman, Bear, Bedrosian,
Bella, Bendewald, Benedict, Berenblatt, Bernstein, Bland-Dhien,
Blohm, Blount, Boernstein, Bogdanoff, Bogen, BogenJ, Bonnet,
Bononno, Bourten, Bradley, Brandt, Brashear, Bregman, Brennan,
BrinB, BrinR, Bromm, Brone, BrownL, Buhler, Burdin, Burzi, Cahn,
Cameron, CampbellC, Canion, Cannon, Carduner, Carey, Carpenter,
Carulli, Castoro, Catuccil, Catucci2, CCBA, Cerullo, Chadwick,
Chandler, Charles, Charlton, Chase, Chazani, Cherry, Chiasson,
Christopher, Clarke, Clerk, Coe, Cohl, Cohn, Coles, Collier, CollinsC,
CollinsP, CollinsR, Collura, Cooper, Cooper-Hecht, Cornwell,
Cotterell, Cozzino, Crane, Crump, Curtis, Dalin, Dancy, Daniels,
Dapolito, Datlow, Davies, Davis, DavisE, DavisM, deBruin, DeCicco,
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DelMonte, Dempsey-Rush, Denton, Devaney, Devaney, Diario,
Donohue, Dooley, Dowling, Doyel, Doyle, Duchesne, E13thCA, Eagan,
Eckhaus, Edelman-Novemsky, Edwards, EdwardsM, EdwardsMP,
Egan, Ehlinger, Eisenberg, Eltobgy, Elves, ElvesJ, Emert-Hutner, Essig,
Evans, Exer, Fein, Felix, Ferranti, Ferrer, Fiorenzo, Fischer, Fisher,
FisherN, FletcherA, FletcherAG, Fogel, Fornash, Forste, Fouratt, Fradd,
Franklin, Freedman, Friedman, Fritsch, Frohlich, Fuchs, Fuller,
FullerW, Galker, GalkerL, Gallagher, GallagherP, Gallo-Silver, Gallup,
Gambino, Gamme-Leigh, Garabedian, Gary, Geballe, Gedell, Gellman,
Georgi, Gesell-Clossou, Gibbs, Gigante, Gilford, Gitlin, Glaser, Gluck,
Goldberg, GoldberglLisa, Golden, Goldin, Goldman, GoldmanB,
GoldsteinA, Good, Goodwin, Gordon, Gottlieb, Gould, GouldA,
Graham, Grande, Green, Greenberg, Greenstein, Greininger, Groobert,
Grubler, Grugliano, Guilloton, Gullo, Gussow, GVSHP-Berman,
GVSHP-Petition, Haberman, Haddad, Haft, Haikalis, Handler,
Hanesian, Hanja, Hanja, HanjaR, Harada, Harlib, Harris, Hart, Hautier,
Hayes, Haynes, HDC, Healy, HealyGM, Hearn, Hechtman, Hellstrom,
Hernay, High, Hitchcock, Hoover, Horan, Horland, Horowitz, Horwitz,
Howell, Howelll, Howie, Hoxie, Hudson, HulleyK, Hyman, Isola,
Jacobs, Jaffe, Johns, Johnsonl], JohnsonJ, JohnsonJamie, JohnsonM,
JohnsonS, Kalinoski, Kaplan, KaplanR, Kasowitz, KaufmanM, Keasere,
Keenen, Keith, Kelleher, Kenet, Keppler, Kiely, King, Kino, Kiser,
KleinS, Knox, Kogod, Kolyer, Korotzer, Koryk, Kremsdorf, Kruth-
Cirtanic, Kruz, Kubert, Lamb, Lanese, Lanyon, Latelo-Gandiosi,
Lawrence, Leaf, LeibowitzB, LeibowitzC, Leonard, Lesko, Levine,
LevyS, Lew, LewisM, LewisS, Libby, Linder, Locker, Longacre,
LourasLJ, LourasNJ, LourasTN, Luciano, Lunceford, Lundin, Lusskin,
Luty-Zullo, Lynn, Maggio, Magida, Maha, Maida, Malon, Mam-
Kamos, Manton-Herbert, Marcus, Mariano, Marten, Martin JI, MartinD,
MartinE, Martinez, MartinJ, Marx, MarxR, Masullo, Mathews, Mazyan,
McDarrah, McFadden, McGraw, McKenzie, McRae, McRoyslie,
Memberg, Mendez, Miata, Michals, MincerA, Mingione, Mintz,
MintzR, Mitcheltree, Monti, Mooney, Moore, Moorehead, Morano,
Morgan, Morris, MosesK, Moskowitz, Mostel, Mulkins, Murray,
NadlerW, Naor, Nash, Negrin, Nelson, Nemethy, Nicholson, Nickas,
Niedoroda, Niv, NoNamel, NoName2, NoName3, NoName4,
NoName5, Novak, O'Hara, O'HaraP, Olero, Olsson, Optor, Ortner,
Otero, Packer, Pargh, Pau, Paul, Payton, Pearlroth, Pelavin, Peral,
Perfette, Perrone, Peterson-Lewis, Pettibone, Phillips-Fein, Picache,
Pichard, Plutzker, Polsky, Ponce, Pope, Portadin, Postal, Potoff,
Potophy, Powell, Pultz, Quart, Quennell, Quon, Raab, Rackow,
RackowSP, Radoczy, Ragno, Ragsdale, Ramsdell, Raphan, Ratner,
Raymond, Rea, RebovichF, Rebovich], Rechner, Recnick, Reich,
Rennert, Rennich, Riccobono, Robb, Roberts, Rogers, Rolland-
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Response:

Comment 2:

DelGaudio, Rose, Rosenberg, Rosenblatt-Robert, Rosenbloom,
Rosenstein, Rosenthal, Ross, Rothenberg, Rowland, Salva, Samton,
Samuels, Sanders, Saunders, Savin, Schanck, Schmidt, Schroder,
SchwartzA, Schwartzkopf, Sealy, Seamans, Seidenbaum, Seidman,
Selman, Shanker, Shapiro, Shapley, Shatah, Shellooc, Shnayer, Siddiq,
Siedun, Siegfried, Simoncelli, Singer, Siracusa, SmithB, SmithBJ,
SmithKA, Snyder, Soffer, Soker, Solitorio, Sondvik, Sphin, Spicciatie,
Standish, Stawski, Steed, Steinhagen, SteinhagenR, Stenn, StewartF,
StewartM, Stolz, Strambi, Strand, Struensee, Stuart, Stults, Swan,
SwanC, Taub, Taylorson, Tedesco, Tell, Teriananda, Texidor, Thea,
Thompson, Timmins, Toms, Torjusen, Tornes, Totah, Trokie, Trueman,
Tschunkil, Tso, Tynes, Tyree, Uhlenbech, Underby, Union Square
Community Coalition, Unreadablel, Unreadable2, Unreadable3,
Unreadable4, Unreadable5, Unreadable6, Unreadable7, Unreadable8,
Unreadable9, Unreadable10, Unreadablell, Unreadablel2,
Unreadablel13, Unreadable 14, Unreadable 15, Unreadable 16,
Unreadable 17, Unreadable 18, Unreadable 19, Unreadable 20,
Unreadable 21, Unreadable 22, Unreadable 23, Unreadable 24,
Unreadable 25, Unreadable 26, Unreadable 27, Valente, Valentin,
Varadhan, Vargo, Vishner, VonMayrhauser, Vromo, Walsh, Wardle-
Mortenson, Wauper, Weber, Weiner, WeinerD, Weinstock, Weisberg,
WeisnerG, Wever, Whelton, WhiteV, White-Weisner, Whiting,
Whitney, Widener, Wigotsky, WilliamsR, Winer, Wintermuth,
Witherspoon, Wolpe, Woodland, Woodward, Yamamoto, Yarmolinsky,
Yeargans, Yee, YoungM, Zelisko, Zenchil, Zisser, Zito, Zullo-Heyman,
Zuluaga, Zupan)

Comment noted.

NYU’s plan to add nearly two and a half million square feet of space
south of Washington Square Park—the equivalent of the Empire State
Building—would have a devastating impact, oversaturating
neighborhoods that are already oversaturated with NYU facilities.
(Abramowitz, Agee, Ain, Alexander, Alippi, Allen, Altman, Alutto,
Amato, Ambrose]J, Ambrosel, Amer, Amila, Anthony, Appel,
Armstrong-Gannon, Aspillera, Atwood, AubreyB1, AubreyB2, Auletta,
Avins, AvinsV, Bacon, Bader, Ballirol, Barbas, Bareau, Baresch, Barlat,
Barton, Bastone, Bauman, Bear, Bedrosian, Bella, Bendewald,
Benedict, Bensam, Berenblatt, Bernstein, Bland-Dhien, Blohm, Blount,
Boernstein, Bogdanoff, Bogen, BogenJ, Bonnet, Bononno, Bourten,
Bradley, Brandt, Brashear, Bregman, Brennan, BrinB, BrinR, Bromm,
Brone, BrownL, Buhler, Burdin, Burzi, BusinessOwners, Cahn,
Cameron, CampbellC, Canion, Cannon, Carduner, Carpenter, Carulli,
Castoro, Catuccil, Catucci2, CCBA, Cerullo, Chadwick, Chandler,
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Charles, Charlton, Chase, Cherry, Chiasson, Christopher, Clarke, Clerk,
Coe, Cohl, Coles, Collier, CollinsC, CollinsP, CollinsR, Collura,
Cooper, Cooper-Hecht, Cornwell, Cotterell, Cozzino, Crane, Crump,
Curtis, Dalin, Dancy, Daniels, Dapolito, Datlow, Davies, Davis,
DavisE, DavisM, deBruin, DeCicco, DelMonte, Dempsey-Rush,
Denton, Devaney, Diario, Donohue, Dooley, Dowling, Doyel, Doyle,
Duchesne, E13thCA, Eagan, Eckhaus, Edelman-Novemsky, Edwards,
EdwardsM, EdwardsMP, Ehlinger, Eisenberg, Eltobgy, Elves, Elves],
Emert-Hutner, Essig, Evans, Exer, Felix, Ferranti, Ferrer, Fiorenzo,
Fischer, Fisher, FisherN, FletcherA, FletcherAG, Fornash, Forste,
Fouratt, Fradd, Franklin, Freedman, Friedman, Fritsch, Frohlich, Fuchs,
Fuller, FullerW, Galker, Gallagher, Gallo-Silver, Gallup, Gambino,
Gamme-Leigh, Garabedian, Gary, Geballe, Gedell, Gellman, Georgi,
Gesell-Clossou, Gibbs, Gigante, Gilford, Gitlin, Gluck, GoldbergLisa,
Golden, Goldin, Goldman, GoldmanB, GoldsteinA, Good, Goodwin,
Gordon, Gottlieb, GouldA, Graham, Grande, Greenberg, Greenstein,
Greininger, Groobert, Grubler, Grugliano, Guilloton, Gullo, Gussow,
GVSHP-Lloyd, GVSHP-Petition, Haberman, Haddad, Haikalis,
Handler, Hanesian, Hanja, HanjaR, Harlib, Harris, Hart, Hautier, Hayes,
Haynes, HDC, Healy, HealyGM, Hechtman, Hernay, High, Hitchcock,
Hoover, Horan, Horland, Horowitz, Horwitz, Howell, Howie, Hoxie,
Hudson, HulleyK, Hyman, Isola, Ivanic, Jacobs, Jaffe, Johns, JohnsonlJ,
JohnsonJamie, JohnsonM, JohnsonS, Kalinoski, Kaplan, KaplanR,
Kasowitz, KaufmanM, Keenen, Keith, Kelleher, Kenet, Keppler, Kiely,
King, Kino, Kiser, KleinS, Knox, Kogod, Kolyer, Korotzer, Koryk,
Kremsdorf, Kruth-Cirtanic, Kruz, Kubert, Lamb, Lanyon, Latelo-
Gandiosi, Lawrence, Leaf, LeibowitzB, LeibowitzC, Leonard, Lesko,
Levine, LevyS, Lew, LewisM, LewisS, Libby, Linder, Locker,
Longacre, LourasLJ, LourasNJ, LourasTN, Luciano, Lunceford,
Lundin, Lusskin, Luty-Zullo, Lynn, Maggio, Magida, Maha, Maida,
Malon, Mam-Kamos, Manton-Herbert, Marcus, Mariano, Marten,
Martin JI, MartinD, MartinE, Martinez, Martin]J, Marx, MarxR,
Masullo, Mathews, Mazyan, McDarrah, McFadden, McGraw,
McKenzie, McRae, McRoyslie, Memberg, Miata, Michals, MincerA,
Mingione, Mintz, MintzR, Mitcheltree, Monti, Moore, Moorehead,
Morano, Morgan, Morris, Moses, Moskowitz, Mostel, Mulkins, Murray,
NadlerW, Naor, Nash, Negrin, Nelson, Nemethy, Nemethy, Nicholson,
Nickas, Niedoroda, Niv, NoNamel, NoName2, Novak, O'Hara,
O'HaraP, Olero, Olsson, Optor, Ortner, Otero, Packer, Pargh, Pau, Paul,
Payton, Pearlroth, Pelavin, Peral, Perfette, Perrone, Peterson-Lewis,
Pettibone, Phillips-Fein, Picache, Pichard, Plutzker, Polsky, Ponce,
Pope, Portadin, Postal, Potoff, Potophy, Powell, Quart, Quon, Raab,
Rackow, RackowSP, Radoczy, Ragno, Ragsdale, Ramsdell, Ratner,
Raymond, Rea, RebovichF, Rebovich], Rechner, Recnick, Reich,
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Rennert, Rennich, Riccobono, Robb, Roberts, Rogers, Rolland-
DelGaudio, Rose, Rosenberg, Rosenblatt-Robert, Rosenbloom,
Rosenstein, Rosenthal, Ross, Rothenberg, Rowland, Samton, Samuels,
Sanders, Savin, Schanck, Schmidt, Schroder, SchwartzA, Schwartz],
Schwartzkopf, Sealy, Seidenbaum, Seidman, Selman, Shanker, Shapiro,
Shapley, Shatah, Shellooc, Siddiq, Siedun, Siegfried, Simoncelli,
Singer, Siracusa, SmithB, SmithBJ, SmithKA, Snyder, Soffer, Soker,
Solitorio, Sondvik, Sphin, Spicciatie, Standish, Stawski, Steed,
Steinhagen, SteinhagenR, Stenn, StewartF, Stolz, Strand, Stuart, Stults,
Swan, SwanC, Taub, Taylorson, Tedesco, Tell, Teriananda, Texidor,
Thea, Thompson, Timmins, Toms, Torjusen, Tornes, Totah, Trokie,
Tschunkil, Tso, Tynes, Tyree, Uhlenbech, Underby, Union Square
Community Coalition, Unreadablel, Unreadable2, Unreadable3,
Unreadable4, Unreadable5, Unreadable6, Unreadable7, Unreadable8,
Unreadable9, Unreadable10, Unreadablell, Unreadablel2,
Unreadablel13, Unreadable 14, Unreadable 15, Unreadable 16,
Unreadable 17, Unreadable 18, Unreadable 19, Unreadable 20,
Unreadable 21, Unreadable 22, Unreadable 23, Unreadable 24,
Unreadable 25, Unreadable 26, Unreadable 27, Valente, Valentin,
Varadhan, Vargo, Vishner, VonMayrhauser, Vromo, Walsh, Wardle-
Mortenson, Wauper, Weber, Weiner, WeinerD, Weinstock, Weisberg,
WeisnerG, Wever, Whelton, WhiteV, White-Weisner, Whiting,
Whitney, Widener, Wigotsky, WilliamsR, Winer, Wintermuth,
Witherspoon, Wolpe, Woodland, Woodward, Yamamoto, Yarmolinsky,
Yeargans, Yee, YoungM, Zagachkivsky, Zelisko, Zenchil, Zisser, Zito,
Zullo-Heyman, Zuluaga, Zupan)

The square footage that NYU wants to build in the two super blocks far
exceeds a reasonable expansion in this size location. (Haft-White) We
need a more reasonable plan. (Grande)

The superblocks and Commercial Overlay Area would experience a
range of negative effects if NYU’s 2031 Plan were to proceed. Even if
there was less total square footage built and less commercial space
allowed, these impacts—in addition to and lasting far beyond those
discussed in the Construction Impacts section—would endanger the
health and well-being of those in the general area, put an added burden
on infrastructure and services, and significantly reduce quality of life for
thousands of people. (CB2 Resolution)

We are extremely concerned that the density of the proposed
development is completely out of context with the neighborhood
character and would cause irreparable damage to the community. I share
their concerns. At 2.4 million square feet, NYU’s original ULURP
application would have more than doubled the existing density on the
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superblocks. The density reduction that NYU committed to in their
April 11 letter to the Borough President is important, but I urge the City
Planning Commission and the applicant to examine areas in the
proposal in which further decreases in above-ground density can be
attained. This would minimize the new buildings’ impacts on light and
air, congestion and available open space. (Bedrosian, Clark, CVCA,
GVSHP-Durniak, Haft-White, Nadler, Winer) NYU should not be
allowed to turn the Village into Midtown. (Collura)

Even with the recent modifications, the plan is too big and out of scale
with the community. The rezoning would nearly double the allowable
FAR on the two super blocks south of Washington Square Park. The
current R7-2 zoning already permits one of the largest building
envelopes in Manhattan Community Board 2. And instead of limiting
development on the two super blocks to 175,000 square feet, the current
maximum, the applicant is asking for 2 million new growth square feet
and halving—cutting in half the open space ratio—a terrible precedent
on so many levels. (Duane)

The density of the proposal is inappropriate for the neighborhood.
Adding two million square feet in the super blocks would double the
density on the blocks. (Glick)

The university’s website states that it “contemplates a limitation of
growth in the neighborhood, but without overwhelming the
neighborhood.” Not true! 2.4 million square feet shoe-horned into two
superblocks bringing 10 to 15 thousand people daily through the area
will overwhelm it! (Pettibone, Postal)

The Washington Square Hotel and a coalition of small local businesses
and community organizations recognize, understand, and appreciate the
many benefits of NYU for Greenwich Village and New York City.
However, we feel the current expansion plans are out-of-scale with the
historic nature of Greenwich Village and would permanently tarnish the
neighborhood. We are asking for a compromise that significantly
reduces the density, expands opportunities for local business, creates
quality, accessible open space, and adds infrastructure improvements
that ensure our neighborhood is not completely overwhelmed.
(BusinessOwners) The size and density of the project occurs at the
expense of the existing environment and buildings in an area where
children attend school in the basement of churches. A compromise of
this plan that respects the current village environment must be made.
(Hart)

The DEIS and this FEIS analyze the potential environmental impacts of
reasonable worst-case development scenarios (RWCDS) resulting from
the Proposed Actions. Each RWCDS is formulated to represent the
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scenario that could result in the maximum potential impacts from the
Proposed Actions in the releveant technical area. Overall, the RWCDS
for the Proposed Actions total approximately 1.28 million gross square
feet (gsf) of development by 2021, and 2.47 million gsf by 2031. The
EIS finds that based on the RWCDS, the Proposed Actions would result
in significant adverse impacts in the following environmental areas:
open space during construction; shadows; historic resources;
transportation (traffic, transit, and pedestrians) during construction and
as a result of the operation of the proposed buildings; and noise during
construction. Chapter 21, “Mitigation” of the FEIS describes measures
that would be undertaken to minimize these impacts. As detailed in
Chapter 21, measures were identified that would fully mitigate all
transportation-related impacts, and partially mitigate shadow, historic
resources, construction noise, and construction open space impacts.

The DEIS and this FEIS also evaluate alternatives to the Proposed
Actions that include a Lesser Density Alternative; see Chapter 22,
“Alternatives.” In addition, this FEIS contains an assessment of the
possible modifications to the Proposed Actions by the CPC; see Chapter
26, “Potential Modifications Under Consideration by the CPC.” In
general, the Potential CPC Modifications would reduce the size and
scope of certain of the buildings and land use actions that comprise the
Proposed Actions, do not result in any new significant adverse impacts
not disclosed in the DEIS, and require the same types of mitigation
measures as would be case with the Proposed Actions.

The comment that the Proposed Actions would “oversaturate
neighborhoods” with new NYU facilities is incorrect. As discussed in
Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of the DEIS and this
FEIS, the project site is located in a dense urban setting. As noted in
Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” the Proposed Actions would
increase activity on the two superblocks, but would not substantially
change the character of the neighborhood.

The Y4-mile area surrounding the Proposed Development Area contains
approximately 32.04 million gross square feet (gsf) of building area,
according to the DCP 2011 PLUTO (Primary Land Use Tax Lot
Output) database; the development that would result from the Proposed
Actions represents approximately 7.7 percent of that total. The FEIS
finds that within the “-mile study area, the residential population
without the Proposed Actions would be approximately 30,118 persons
by 2031 (FEIS page 5-26). Residents generated by the Proposed Actions
would increase the residential population within the Y4-mile study area
by a maximum of 1,750 persons, under the Maximum Dormitory
RWCDS, which is the development scenario that maximizes the number
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Response:

Comment 4:

of residents that could be introduced by the Proposed Actions. The
Proposed Actions would therefore increase the residential population
within the Y4-mile study area by approximately 5.8 percent by 2031. The
Proposed Actions would also increase the non-resident population in the
area. It is estimated that, without the Proposed Actions, the number of
non-residents (workers and students) in the "4-mile study area would be
98,641 persons by 2031 (FEIS Table 5-9). With the Proposed Actions,
this number would increase to 103,477 persons (FEIS Table 5-16).
Accordingly, the Proposed Actions would increase the non-residential
population within the “4-mile study area by less than 5 percent.

If the University really wants to construct anything it needs to go back
to the drawing board and design something that will not be obsolete
before it is built. Build something truly environmentally friendly and
sustainable. (Jones)

NYU’s plan is premised on the fallacious idea that success equals
growth rather than excellence. This is in stark contradiction to the
“green’ ideas of sustainable development. (Teriananda)

This project is not sustainable. (Salva)

As described in the in the DEIS and in this FEIS, the proposed project
would incorporate a number of sustainable design measures that would
reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions, including measures to
be incorporated in order to achieve at least the LEED Silver certification
required by the NYU Sustainable Design Standards and Guidelines. The
requirements for LEED Silver certification are updated over time, to
avoid obsolescence in the application of sustainable strategies. In
addition, NYU plans to utilize energy produced by the existing
cogeneration facility operating at 251 Mercer Street, which would
service the heating and cooling needs of several project buildings. As
described in Chapter 13, “Energy,” the cogeneration facility achieves
high efficiencies by capturing the heat by-product of electricity
production and reusing it for heating and cooling; these energy savings
would be another sustainable element of the proposed project.

The purpose and need of the proposed facilities is discussed in Chapter
1, “Project Description,” which describes NYU’s long-term
programming needs, which are not projected to be obsolete as suggested
by the commenter.

Throughout the comment period and at the DEIS public hearing, the
following parties spoke or wrote in favor of the Proposed Actions:

(ABNY, Abramson, Adames, AIANY, Alaburic, Alampi, Albanis,
Backus, Barasch, Ben-Jacob, Benarous, Bensusan, Benton, Bertolami,
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Response:

Comment 5:

Response:

Comment 6:

Response:

Comment 7:

Boland, Bollinger, Bomke, Brabek, BRC, Broderick, BrownL,
CampbellM, Castaldo, Chakrabarti, Chang, Channon, Cohen, Conley,
Coruzzi-Small, Cotugno, Creedon, Cummings, DaSilva, de Mones,
Denkensohn, Di Lorenzo, Devitt, Dwyer, Falk, GarabedianN, Geiger,
Gentile, Goldstein, GruberM, Guilamo-Ramos, GV-CCC, Haas, Haber,
Halkitis, Hammer, Hanson, Henry, Hillferty, Hills, Hurley, Husser,
JonesZ, Juliano, KleinC, Kogan, Kossi, Kremer, LaMorte, Lee, Legatt,
Lipton, Mandel, Mayrock, MCC, McFarlane, McKay, McLaughlin,
McShane, Mead, Menon, MillerC, Miller, Mirsepassi, Moss, Oxman,
Parker, PartnershipforNYC, Penuel, Petersen, Pfeffier, Point,
Purugganan, Raywood, REBNY, Reiss, Revesz, Richardson,
Rosenblatt, RPA, Santirocco, Scanlon, Schall, Schmidt-Campbell,
Schwarzbach, Sexton, Sharkey, Shea, Shibusawa, Sikarevich, Silver,
Skorton, Starr, StewartR, Stringer, Tandon, Terracio, Urbanski, Videka,
Wais, Ward, Webb, Weizmann, Wilf, Wofford, Wylde,)

Comment noted.

New Yorkers and tourists, alike, come not to see NYU, but Sanford
White’s Memorial Arch, to shop in avant-garde boutiques, to sit in
neighborhood cafes and restaurants, to tour small streets where famous
American writers lived and worked. They come to see the “Hanging
Tree” in Washington Square Park. They come to relive a cold night in
January 1917 when a group of six rebels, including Gertrude Orick and
Marcel Duchamp, sat atop the Arch at Washington Square Park to
declare Greenwich Village to be the Free and Independent Republic of
Washington Square. (CVCA) Without the beauty and ineffable charm of
Greenwich Village, who would attend NYU? If NYU destroys the
Village, as it has been permitted to do, it will no longer attract students.
(HKNA)

Comment noted.

Our neighborhood, our trees, our plants, our streets, our health, our
safety, our playgrounds, our light, and our air are in your hands and the
hands of the City Planning Commission. (Walsh)

Comment noted. The purpose of the environmental review process is to
determine whether a proposed action would have significant adverse
impacts on the local and regional environment in which it is proposed.

The construction, once completed two decades from now, will result in
permanent adverse impacts in terms of transportation, noise, air quality,
pollution, waste and sewage, energy, public health, public safety and
others. (Mastro) Even after construction is complete, the plan will do
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permanent damage to the neighborhood by increasing crowding and
traffic and eliminating open space and green space. (DavisE)

The DEIS and the FEIS address each of the topics noted above, with
analyses of all relevant impact categories to identify significant adverse
environmental impacts, and propose practicable mitigation for identified
impacts. The DEIS and FEIS also examine alternatives to the Proposed
Actions that would reduce or potentially eliminate impacts identified in
these analyses.

CHAPTER 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PROPOSED ACTIONS

Comment 1-1:

Up-zoning a residential area, transferring public land to a private
institution, and removing urban renewal deed restrictions, as NYU is
requesting, would be wrong. (Abramowitz, Agee, Ain, Alexander,
Alippi, Allen, Amato, AmbroseJ, AmbroseL, Amer, Amila, Anthony,
Appel, Armstrong-Gannon, Aspillera, Atwood, AubreyB1, AubreyB2,
Auletta, Avins, AvinsV, Bacon, Bader, Ballirol, Barbas, Bareau,
Baresch, Barlat, Barton, Bauman, Bear, Bedrosian, Bella, Bendewald,
Benedict, Berenblatt, Bernstein, Bland-Dhien, Blohm, Blount,
Boernstein, Bogdanoff, Bogen, BogenJ, Bonnet, Bononno, Bourten,
Bradley, Brandt, Brashear, Bregman, Brennan, BrinB, BrinR, BrownL,
Buhler, Burdin, Burzi, Cahn, Cameron, CampbellC, Canion, Cannon,
Carduner, Carpenter, Carulli, Castoro, Catuccil, Catucci2, CCBA,
Cerullo, Chadwick, Chandler, Charles, Charlton, Chase, Cherry,
Chiasson, Christopher, Clarke, Clerk, Cohl, Coles, Collier, CollinsC,
CollinsP, Collura, Cooper, Cooper-Hecht, Cornwell, Cozzino, Crump,
Curtis, Dalin, Dancy, Daniels, Dapolito, Datlow, Davies, Davis,
DavisE, DavisM, deBruin, DeCicco, DelMonte, Dempsey-Rush,
Denton, Devaney, Diario, Donohue, Dooley, Dowling, Doyel, Doyle,
Duchesne, Eagan, Edelman-Novemsky, Edwards, EdwardsM, Ehlinger,
Eisenberg, Eltobgy, Elves, Elves], Emert-Hutner, Essig, Evans, Exer,
Fein, Felix, Ferranti, Ferrer, Fischer, Fisher, FisherN, FletcherA,
FletcherAG, Fornash, Forste, Fouratt, Fradd, Franklin, Freedman,
Fritsch, Frohlich, Fuchs, Fuller, FullerW, Galker, Gallagher, Gallup,
Gambino, Gamme-Leigh, Gary, Geballe, Gedell, Gellman, Gesell-
Clossou, Gibbs, Gigante, Gitlin, Gluck, GoldbergLisa, Golden, Goldin,
Goldman, GoldmanB, GoldsteinA, Good, Goodwin, Gordon, Gottlieb,
Gould, GouldA, Graham, Grande, Greenberg, Greenstein, Greininger,
Groobert, Grubler, Guilloton, Gullo, Gussow, Haberman, Haddad,
Haikalis, Hanesian, Hanja, HanjaR, Harlib, Harris, Hart, Hautier,
Hayes, Haynes, Healy, HealyGM, Hechtman, Hernay, Hitchcock,
Hoover, Horan, Horland, Horowitz, Howell, Howie, Hudson, HulleyK,
Hyman, Isola, Jacobs, Jaffe, JohnsonJ, JohnsonJamie, JohnsonM,
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JohnsonS, Kalinoski, Kaplan, KaplanR, Kasowitz, KaufmanM, Keenen,
Keith, Kenet, Keppler, Kiely, King, Kino, KleinS, Knox, Kogod,
Kolyer, Korotzer, Koryk, Kremsdorf, Kruth-Cirtanic, Kruz, Lamb,
Lanyon, Latelo-Gandiosi, Lawrence, Leaf, LeibowitzB, LeibowitzC,
Lesko, Levine, LevyS, Lew, LewisM, LewisS, Libby, Linder, Locker,
Longacre, LourasLJ, LourasNJ, LourasTN, Luciano, Lundin, Lynn,
Maggio, Magida, Maha, Maida, Malon, Mam-Kamos, Manton-Herbert,
Marcus, Mariano, Marten, Martin JI, MartinD, Martinez, MartinJ, Marx,
MarxR, Masullo, Mathews, Mazyan, McDarrah, McFadden, McGraw,
McKenzie, McRoyslie, Memberg, Miata, MincerA, Mingione, Mintz,
MintzR, Monti, Moore, Moorehead, Morano, Morris, Moses, Mostel,
Mulkins, Murray, NadlerW, Naor, Nash, Negrin, Nelson, Nemethy,
Nicholson, Nickas, Niedoroda, Niv, NoNamel, NoName2, Novak,
O'Hara, O'HaraP, Olero, Olsson, Optor, Ortner, Otero, Packer, Pargh,
Pau, Paul, Payton, Pearlroth, Pelavin, Peral, Perfette, Perrone, Peterson-
Lewis, Pettibone, Phillips-Fein, Picache, Pichard, Plutzker, Polsky,
Ponce, Pope, Portadin, Postal, Potoff, Potophy, Quart, Quon, Raab,
Rackow, Radoczy, Ragno, Ramsdell, Raymond, Rea, RebovichF,
Rebovich], Rechner, Recnick, Reich, Rennert, Rennich, Riccobono,
Roberts, Rogers, Rolland-DelGaudio, Rose, Rosenberg, Rosenblatt-
Robert, Rosenstein, Rosenthal, Ross, Rothenberg, Rowland, Samton,
Sanders, Savin, Schanck, Schmidt, Schroder, SchwartzA, Schwartzkopf,
Sealy, Seidman, Selman, Shanker, Shapiro, Shapley, Shellooc, Siddiq,
Siedun, Siegfried, Simoncelli, Singer, Siracusa, SmithB, SmithBJ,
SmithKA, Snyder, Soffer, Soker, Solitorio, Sondvik, Sphin, Spicciatie,
Standish, Stawski, Steed, Steinhagen, SteinhagenR, Stenn, StewartF,
Stolz, Strand, Stuart, Stults, Swan, SwanC, Taub, Taylorson, Tedesco,
Tell, Tessler, Weiner, Texidor, Thea, Timmins, Toms, Torjusen,
Tornes, Totah, Trokie, Tschunkil, Tso, Tynes, Uhlenbech, Union
Square Community Coalition, Unreadablel, Unreadable2, Unreadable3,
Unreadable4, Unreadable5, Unreadable6, Unreadable7, Unreadable§,
Unreadable9, Unreadable10, Unreadablel1, Unreadable12, Unreadable
14, Unreadable 15, Unreadable 16, Unreadable 17, Unreadable 18,
Unreadable 19, Unreadable 20, Unreadable 21, Unreadable 22,
Unreadable 23, Unreadable 24, Unreadable 25, Unreadable 26,
Unreadable 27, Valente, Varadhan, Vargo, Vishner, VonMayrhauser,
Vromo, Walsh, Wardle-Mortenson, Wauper, Weber, WeinerD,
Weinstock, Weisberg, WeisnerG, Wever, Whelton, WhiteV, White-
Weisner, Whiting, Whitney, Widener, Wigotsky, WilliamsR,
Wintermuth,  Witherspoon, =~ Wolpe, @ Woodward, = Yamamoto,
Yarmolinsky, Yeargans, Yee, YoungM, Zelisko, Zenchil, Zisser, Zito,
Zullo-Heyman, Zuluaga)
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Response 1-1:

Comment 1-2:

It is a bad precedent to give public lands to private institutions. The
ULURP is wrong for this neighborhood. (Eisenberg, Gellman,
JohnsonS, Jones, McKellar, Mingione) Public land should not be given
to private institutions. (BAN, Collura, Greitzer) The NYU 2031 Plan
takes or uses public land for private benefit. (CAAN-Cude) NYU claims
they only want to build on their property. This is totally not factual.
They are asking the city or demanding the city give, loan, or sell at far
below market-rate city-owned tax payers’ land for their real estate
portfolio. This is simply outrageous. This is not EMINENT DOMAIN;
on the contrary, they are asking the city to give public land to a private
corporation. The land is not being sold at public bid, but is simply a land
grab at the citizens/voters expense. (Alexander)

Comment noted. The DEIS and this FEIS identify in Chapter 1, “Project
Description,” the locations of City-owned land that NYU proposes to
purchase and the locations of City-owned land that NYU proposes to
map as park land. The DEIS and this FEIS assess the environmental
effects of the Proposed Actions, and Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and
Public Policy” specifically addresses the potential effects of the
proposed change in zoning and lifting of deed restrictions within the
Proposed Development Area. NYU has proposed, through an
application for a change to the City Map through the Uniform Land Use
Review Procedure (ULURP) process to purchase for fair market value
the strips of City property that are currently mapped as City streets. As
discussed in the DEIS and this FEIS, with the Proposed Actions, the
above-grade portions of the two strips of City property along LaGuardia
Place and Mercer Street on the North Block would be mapped as
parkland. The DEIS and this FEIS also discuss in Chapter 22,
“Alternatives,” a “No Demapping Alternative” that considers
development that would take place without the concurrent demapping
actions being requested as part of the Proposed Actions.

NYU was given this formerly public land with the explicit condition
that the open space not be built upon and that academic and commercial
uses would not be allowed. Now they are seeking to overturn those
agreements. (Albin, Alexander, Altman, Alutto, Amato, Apiccidic,
BAN, Bastone, Boernstein, Bononno, Bourten, Bromm, Brone, CAAN-
Cude, CampbellC, Campo, Chadwick, Charlton, Coe, Cohl, Collier,
Cornwell, Cotterell, Crane, DID, Duchesne, E13thCA, Eckhaus,
EdwardsMP, Fiorenzo, FletcherAG, Fogel, Goldin, Goldman,
GoldmanB, Gould, Greitzer, Grugliano, Gussow, Handler, Hanja,
Harlib, Harris, Hellstrom, High, Horwitz, Horowitz, Howell, Hoxie,
Johns, Kelleher, KleinS, Kremsdorf, Leonard, LevyS, LewisE, LewisS,
Libby, Lunceford, Lundin, Luty-Zullo, Martinez, Michals, Mitcheltree,
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Response 1-2:

Comment 1-3:

Response 1-3:

Comment 1-4:

Response 1-4:

Monti, Moskowitz, Perrone, Polsky, Postal, RackowSP, Radoczy,
Ragno, Ragsdale, Ramsdell, Ratner, Raymond, RebovichF, Rebovich],
Robb, Rosenberg, Rosenthal, Schwartzkopf, Shapley, Shapiro, Singer,
SmithB, SmithBJ, Stenn, Strand, Teriananda, Thompson, Tornes, Tyree,
Underby, Unreadablel12, Unreadablel3, Valente, Valentin, Wardle-
Mortenson, Wauper, Weisberg, WeisnerG, White-Weisner, Winer,
Woodland, Zelisko, Zupan)

If NYU must build, they should build within the confines of the law
without any special dispensations. (Gallo-Silver, Georgi)

Comment noted. Through ULURP, NYU is proposing to amend
allowable land uses within the Proposed Development Area and within
the Commercial Overlay Area. The ULURP process requires
environmental review under CEQR of NYU’s Proposed Actions, and
this EIS presents the findings of the environmental review.

Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of the EIS describes NYU’s stated
purpose and need for the Proposed Actions, which include a rezoning,
two zoning text amendments, changes to the City Map, and a large-scale
general development (LSGD) special permit to facilitate the
development of four buildings in the Proposed Development Area, as
well as the mapping of a commercial overlay within the Commercial
Overlay Area.

It has long been recognized that the City Planning Commission can use
zoning as a tool to channel development to locations where it most
benefit the city. The Commission should recognize its core mission to
serve all of the city’s citizens and not “up zone” the core of the city to
serve the “perceived” needs of one institution. The Commission should
work closely with NYU and other institutions of higher learning to
develop a comprehensive plan for expansion that broadly benefits the
entire city. (Haikalis)

Comment noted. As detailed in Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the
DEIS and this FEIS, NYU 2031 is citywide in its scope, with projects
undeway in the Health Corridor and Downtown Brooklyn. The
Proposed Actions address critical needs that are proximate to NYU’s
existing Washington Square campus. Please also see the response to
Comment 22-2.

NYU must not take our air rights. (DID)

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” of
the DEIS and this FEIS, with the Proposed Actions, the LaGuardia
Place Strip adjacent to the North Block and Mercer Street Strip adjacent
to the North and South Blocks would be demapped as New York City
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Comment 1-5:

Response 1-5:

Streets. As a condition of the proposed demapping action, these strips
would not generate floor area. Accordingly, the Proposed Actions
would not utilize any public air rights. Please also see the responses to
Comments 2-8 and 8-8.

All NYCDOT land on the two superblocks should be transferred to
DPR. This would ensure that these strips of land remain open, publicly
accessible land in perpetuity. (Halloran)

We object to the transfer of ownership of two of the publicly owned
strips of land to NYU. Instead, we think these open spaces should be
mapped as parkland. And we oppose compromising any of the public
strips by allowing NYU to use them for staging construction or
permitting them to be designed to serve, essentially, as access plazas for
the planned new public buildings. (CB2-Hoylman)

Comment noted. With the Proposed Actions the above-grade portions of
the North Block NYCDOT Strips would be mapped as City parkland.
Although the NYCDOT Strip on which NYU’s cogeneration facility is
located (the Mercer Plaza Area) would be disposed to NYU, NYU is
committed to maintain the Mercer Plaza Area as publicly accessible
open space. The Mercer Street Strip on the South Block would be
acquired by NYU for the construction of the proposed Zipper Building;
however, Chapter 22, “Alternatives” assesses the environmental impacts
of a No Demapping Alternative that would relocate the Zipper Building
west of the Mercer Street Strip.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Proposed Development Area

Comment 1-6:

Response 1-6:

Comment 1-7:

The zoning of West 3rd Street to Houston/Mercer to Laguardia should
remain residential and not be changed to commercial. (Rackow)

Comment noted. Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of
the DEIS and this FEIS state the rationale for the proposed rezoning of
the Proposed Development Area from R7-2 and R7-2/C1-5 to an C1-7
commecial district, and assess the environmental effects of this
rezoning. Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” specifically
addresses the potential effects of the proposed change in zoning for the
Proposed Development Area. As discussed in Chapter 2 in the DEIS
and this FEIS, the proposed C1-7 zoning would permit residential uses;
apartment buildings are common in C1-7 districts.

NYU should commit to the provision of space for a 100,000-SF public
school. (Stringer, MBP)
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Response 1-7:

Comment 1-8:

Comment noted. NYU has stated that its offer to make land available
for the SCA to build a public school in connection with the Proposed
Actions was made in response to prior community requests for
construction of a new public school in the neighborhood. As described
in Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and this FEIS, NYU has
proposed to make NYU-owned land on the northwest corner of the
south superblock available to SCA for the provision of an
approximately 100,000-square-foot public school. If this site is to be
developed with a public school, in accordance with the construction
periods analyzed in the EIS, SCA must exercise its option by December
31, 2025. If by that date SCA does not exercise its option to construct
the public school, NYU would utilize the 100,000-square-foot space for
academic purposes. For purposes of the CEQR analysis, for each
environmental issue area, the EIS assesses the use which would have a
greater potential for significant adverse environmental impacts. In
connection with other projects, developers have agreed to build the
“core and shell” of a new public school that would be needed to avoid
or mitigate the public school impacts of their projects identified through
the environmental review. By contrast, Chapter 4, “Community
Facilities and Services,” of the DEIS and FEIS for NYU’s Proposed
Actions finds that the Proposed Actions would not result in significant
adverse impacts on public schools.

NYU’s phasing plan starts activity on the north superblock with a
temporary replacement for part of the current Coles Gym, and ends two
decades from now (assuming no construction delays) with a building
also on the North Block. Were it not for the temporary gym placement,
the only activity on the North Superblock would start 10 years from
now. This calls into question the legitimacy of including the north
superblock in this ULURP application at all. NYU essentially is asking
for a “blank check” they may or may not need in the future. (CB2
Resolution)

CB2 does not accept the need for a temporary gym in the Proposed
Development Area. It is currently sited for the existing “Key Park”
playground, which serves many families with children in the wider area.
To move the temporary gym to this site, NYU proposes first moving the
Key Park to the Sasaki Garden, taking that away from the community as
well a decade before construction of any permanent buildings are
planned. (CB2 Resolution, Mostel)

It is unnecessary to shuffle vital and treasured amenities for
neighborhood residents, resulting in the North Block to be under
continuous construction for 20 years. NYU should seek to accommodate
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Response 1-8:

Comment 1-9:

Response 1-9:

Comment 1-10:

Response 1-10:

Comment 1-11:

Response 1-11:

their UAA sports teams elsewhere, as they currently do with many of
their existing sports programs. (CB2 Resolution)

The EIS assesses the potential environmental effects of the placement of
the temporary gym on the North Block. In addition, the FEIS contains
an assessment of the proposed modifications to the proposed project
under consideration by the CPC, which include the elimination of the
temporary gym and adjustments to construction phasing on the North
Block; see Chapter 26, “Potential Modifications under Consideration by
the CPC.” The purpose and need of the Proposed Actions are discussed
in Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and this FEIS; it is not
anticipated that NYU would construct unneeded facilities on the
superblocks. The LSGD special permit would limit the size and uses of
the proposed building. The need for the proposed temporary gym and
the purpose of moving the Washington Square Village (Key)
Playground to the Washington Square Village Elevated (Sasaki) Garden
are discussed in Chapter 1.

CB2, without reservation, rejects the proposal for a new building and
retail at the site of Coles Gymnasium. Should the community board’s
recommendations not be heeded, any new building should be built on
the existing footprint or a narrower one that aligns both sides of the
building with existing streets, and any new retail should be focused on
the north and south facades of the building to allow transfer of the strip
to Parks with improved public open space uses. (CB2 Resolution)

Comment noted. Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of
the DEIS and this FEIS assesses the potential impacts of the proposed
uses, including retail. Chapter 22, “Alternatives” of the DEIS and FEIS
present and analyze a “No Demapping Alternative,” which considers
development that would take place without the concurrent demapping
actions being requested as part of the Proposed Actions.

NYU should support efforts to keep the name “Adrienne’s Garden”
associated with the future garden/playground locations along LaGuardia
Place. (Stringer, MBP)

Comment noted.
NYU should preserve Mercer Plaza, which is located above the
University’s cogeneration plant, as public open space. (Stringer, MBP)

Comment noted. Mercer Plaza is currently a publicly accessible open
space and will continue to be so in the future with or without the
Proposed Actions. The Proposed Actions would not affect the future use
of Mercer Plaza. The document by which NYU would acquire title to
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Comment 1-12:
Response 1-12:

Comment 1-13:

Response 1-13:

Comment 1-14:

Response 1-14:

the Mercer Plaza property from the City would require NYU to
maintain Mercer Plaza as publicly accessible open space in perpetuity.

Is the hotel supposed to somehow subsidize this $5 billion plan? (Leaf)

Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of the DEIS and FEIS describes the
purpose and need for the university-affiliated hotel.

Possible reductions in future enrollment, potential venue changes in
education delivery (e.g., online courses) and other unforeseen changes
may reduce pressure on NYU’s existing buildings and eliminate the
need for the later-phased buildings. This opens the possibility that the
structures would be built with a Community Facility FAR but might not
be ultimately used for community facilities. (CB2 Resolution, CAAN-
Cude)

Expanding universities is an outdated plan since a college and/or
graduate level education does not guarantee employment and since the
cost of such education leaves many students with great debt. With this
in mind, the City should not commit to a university expansion plan that
may not be realized. Clear restrictions should be written into the plan, if
approved (which it should not be), so that if NYU does not complete its
construction as specified, real estate developers will not be able to take
advantage of bargain basement deals. This is especially important with
regard to the North Block as there is no building planned on it for 10
years. In 10 years time, everything in the educational scene and in the
economy of the City could change. (Kaplan)

Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of the DEIS and FEIS describes the
purpose and need of the Proposed Actions. The proposed project’s
design and uses would be restricted by the provisions of the large-scale
general development (LSGD) special permit and by including a
restrictive declaration that will be recorded against the property to
prohibit development inconsistent with the RWCDS assessed in the
FEIS.

We think that NYU’s 2031 Plan must include, among many other things
that have been mentioned today, a genuine commitment to long-term
affordable housing and if it doesn't include such a guarantee, we
strongly urge that the City Planning Commission reject the plan.
(505LaGuardia-Albin)

Comment noted. The socioeconomics analyses in the DEIS and this
FEIS did not identify any significant adverse impacts that would
warrant mitigation in the form of affordable housing.
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Comment 1-15:

Response 1-15:

Comment 1-16:

With the demise of St. Vincent’s what a true shame not to find a way to
integrate NYU’s considerable and word-famous medical services/clinics
into this scenario—walk-in clinics in ground-floor retail spaces as a
worthy trade-off for some amount of FAR of dormitory use, for
instance. (JonesZ)

Comment noted. The proposed development program does not include a
commitment to include walk-in clinics as part of the proposed project.

MAS believes that NYU should be able to expand on their property,
however it is important that NYU fully consider the existing context,
particular the built form located in the direct vicinity of each proposed
building. The following discussion describes in more detail concerns
with each of the proposed building forms.

e The Bleecker Building should be designed to more closely
relate to the 5 story buildings directly across the street so as to
help define LaGuardia Place as a more architecturally coherent
corridor and a more inviting route to and from Washington
Square Park.

e Although the LaGuardia building is one of the shortest of the
proposed new buildings, MAS believe that it should relate more
carefully to the building stock across the street. LaGuardia
Street today expresses the tension between urban
renewal/towers in the park on the east side and the kind of
building stock urban renewal programs replaced on the west
side. As noted above, NYU should carefully mediate this
tension with a building form that relates more directly to the
surrounding neighborhood fabric.

e The proposed Mercer Building should be capped at the height
of the existing Washington Square Village buildings, which
although much taller than many of the buildings in the area, is a
better reflection of the existing built form and will bring
additional light into the reconfigured open space while still
permitting NYU significantly more density than would be
allowed as of right.

The Zipper Building is proposed to include the tallest of the new
buildings and would be comprised of several building segments of
varying heights; the largest (segment H) would include a hotel rising
within two feet of the street sheer to its full height of 299 feet. NYU’s
hotel tower would cast shadows on the landmarked Silver Towers site
located on the same lot. There is no context for a building of this size
without meaning setbacks from the sidewalk in the surrounding area and
building segment H should more carefully relate to the other buildings
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Response 1-16:

at the intersection of Houston and Mercer Street which vary in height
from 8 to 13 stories, as these buildings are the immediate and critical
context for building segment H. The Zipper Building’s five additional
structures of varying setbacks and heights ranging from 85 feet to 208
feet along what would be a narrowed Mercer Street would further
darken the street. These buildings either lack a meaning setback on the
Mercer Street frontage or on the rear of the building will front on a new
pedestrian corridor—the Greene Street walk—and the Silver Towers
open area. The lack of a useful setback on the portions of building
segments H, F, D, and B—all fronting on Mercer Street—will
overwhelm Mercer Street and create a dark and uninviting corridor. The
same is true for building segments C, E, G which will front on the new
Greene Street walk but also because of their height and lack of setbacks
will create a similarly dark and uninviting corridor. In order to better
integrate the Zipper Building into its context, the height of building H
should be reduced to respond to the buildings at the intersection of
Houston and Mercer and the remaining building segments should
comply with the underlying height and setback regulations. (MAS,
Schwartz])

Chapter 8, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” concludes that the
design of the proposed buildings would not have a significant adverse
impact on urban design. The Mercer and LaGuardia Buildings are set
far back from the proposed street lines of both Mercer Street and
LaGuardia Place and would therefore have limited impact on the
buildings across the street. The height of the 14-story Mercer Building
(the taller of the two proposed buildings on the north superblock) would
relate to higher buildings to the east, including the 20-story NYU
School of Law residence hall directly across the street. The 7-story
LaGuardia Building would be lower than the Mercer Building in order
to relate to the lower buildings to the west, which range in height
between 4 and 13 stories. By curving the LaGuardia and Mercer
buildings and tapering them so that they become more slender at the
top, the design is intended to allow light into the open space on the
north block, reduce other shadows and allow air to move around the
buildings. These refinements reduce the impact on the surrounding open
spaces and existing WSV buildings, which, at their closest point, are 60
feet from the proposed new buildings, the dimension of a a typical
Manbhattan side street.

On the South Block, the Zipper and Bleecker Buildings are pulled to the
edges of the block to reduce their impact on University Village and to
preserve the original composition of that City-landmarked site. The
buildings were massed to limit the impact on the perpendicular views
across the central area of the UV buildings, which were an important
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Comment 1-17:

Response 1-17:

aspect of the original design. To accommodate this goal, the dormitory
portion of the Bleecker Building was shifted west, and to respect the
tower-in-the-park design of University Village, the Zipper Building
volume adjacent to Silver Tower 2 was shifted east.

The Zipper Building was designed with a series of sub-volumes that
vary in height and are shifted east and west to break up the mass of the
building and provide visual interest as well as improved access to light
and air. The massing would better reflect the typical building widths,
high street walls and variegated heights of the loft buildings in the
surrounding area, which would not be achievable if the building were
designed without waivers from the zoning bulk regulations. The base
volume along West Houston Street would relate to the scale of the
buildings in SoHo across the street to the south, and the highest Zipper
Building volume would be located on the very wide W. Houston Street
at the same height as the University Village buildings.

The Bleecker Building was designed to express the two planned
program types (a public school and a dormitory) as interlocking forms
that are distinct yet complementary (academic facility space would also
be located below grade). With a public school in the base that would
have a height that is similar to the buildings in the South Village, and a
higher dormitory volume above, the massing would serve as a transition
between the higher buildings to the east and the lower scale of the South
Village to the west. The placement of the dormitory above along the
LaGuardia Place frontage would allow an open space for the school to
be located on its roof that would have the optimum orientation for
sunlight.

The FEIS includes, in Chapter 26, “Potential Modifications Under
Consideration by the CPC,” an assessment of Potential CPC
Modifications that would reduce the heights of the Bleecker, LaGuardia
and Mercer Buildings.

CB2 objects to using the strip on LaGuardia Place between Bleecker
and Houston Streets as construction staging, covering it or casting a
permanent shadow over it. (CB2 Resolution)

Comment noted. Chapter 20, “Construction” of the DEIS and this FEIS
analyzes two potential staging areas for the construction of the proposed
Bleecker Building: 1) the City-owned strip containing the LaGuardia
Corner Gardens on LaGuardia Place between Bleecker and Houston
Streets to the west of the Bleecker Building site; and 2) the City-owned
strip along Bleecker Street to the north of the Bleecker Street site. In
response to public comment, the FEIS examines a third potential staging
option (staging on the eastern side of the Bleecker Building), but
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Comment 1-18:

Response 1-18:

Comment 1-19:

explains why that staging option is not feasible. Chapter 21,
“Mitigation” states that in the absence of a permanent relocation of the
Gardens in accordance with the procedure described in this chapter, the
construction staging would be located on Bleecker Street unless
subsequently developed information demonstrates to the satisfaction of
the City that it is infeasible.

Regarding permanent shadows on the LaGuardia Corner Gardens,
Chapter 6, "Shadows" of the DEIS and FEIS discloses that the Proposed
Actions would result in significant adverse shadow impacts on the
LaGuardia Corner Gardens. Chapter 21, "Mitigation" of the FEIS
describes measures that would partially mitigate the significant adverse
impacts to the LaGuardia Corner Gardens.

CB2 advocates for the preservation of the public ownership of the Park
Strips, and for their immediate transfer to the Parks Department, along
with the additional strips on the south side of West 3rd Street and the
south side of Bleecker Street between Mercer Street and LaGuardia
Place. CB2 has supported all efforts to develop public uses on these
strips and has long favored mapping of these open spaces as parkland.
NYU opposition has prevented this. It would be a mistake to reward the
University’s intransigence on this issue by turning the full or partial
control over these properties to NYU, whether by transfer of fee
ownership, extensive easements, allowing them to be demolished for
below-grade construction or use as staging locations, or design
concessions to substantially convert their use to access plazas for private
buildings. (CB2 Resolution)

Comment noted. The Proposed Actions would result in mapping as
parkland the City-owned strips along LaGuardia Place and Mercer
Street on the North Block (between Bleecker and West 3rd Streets).
With respect to the need for easements on the City-owned strips, please
see the response to Comment 1-28. With respect to the use of the City-
owned strips for staging, please see the response to Comment 1-17.
With respect to the design of the City-owned strips, please see the
response to Comment 5-5.

The Mercer Street Cogeneration Park was designed with extensive
community input in a process developed as a result of the agreement.
The agreement allows for future maintenance needs of the cogeneration
plant and no persuasive argument has been made for transfer of this
public open space to private control. Even with an agreement for future
public use in place, experience with publicly accessible private plazas
gives reason for concern that the long-term public good would not be
well served if the ownership is transferred to NYU. Instead, the land
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should be transferred to Parks, with continuation of the existing
agreements that were crafted to serve public and private needs. (CB2
Resolution)

Response 1-19: The legal document by which the City would convey to NYU title to
this strip of Mercer Street would require NYU to maintain Mercer Plaza
as publicly accessible open space in perpetuity. This NYCDOT Strip,
including the subsurface space in which the cogeneration facility is
located, is proposed to be disposed to NYU.

Commercial Overlay Area

Comment 1-20: The Borough President recommends that NYU continue to explore
reduction of potential impacts of the Proposed Actions in the
Commercial Overlay Area. (Stringer, MBP)

There should be no commercial zoning for the blocks around
Washington Square East. (Leonard)

Response 1-20: Comment noted. Chapter 21, “Mitigation” of the DEIS and this FEIS
include measures that would mitigate the Proposed Actions’ potential
significant adverse impact to the Potential NoHo Historic District
Expansion within the Commercial Overlay Area. In addition, Chapter
26, “Potential Modifications Under Consideration by the CPC” of this
FEIS assesses the environmental effects of the proposed project without
the inclusion of the proposed rezoning within the Commercial Overlay
Area.

Comment 1-21: To limit the potential proliferation of bars in the Commercial Overlay
Area, NYU should not include “eating and drinking establishments,” 80
percent or more of whose project revenue is derived from alcoholic
beverages. (Stringer, MBP)

Response 1-21: Comment noted. The development scenario for the Commercial Overlay
Area assumed that the space would be neighborhood-oriented retail
uses. Chapter 26, “Potential Modifications under Consideration by the
CPC” of this FEIS assesses the Potential CPC Modifications, which do
not include the Commercial Overlay Area.

Comment 1-22: The University should not be granted a rezoning of the Commercial
Overlay Area when NYU has stated a more modest goal of increasing
retail use by only 23,000 square feet in six buildings. (CB2 Resolution)

A great question is this blanket rezoning of 15 acres of commercial.
They want to rezone the entire University as a commercial rezoning. In
the loft areas that President Sexton was unclear about, is the existing
residential area. They now have grandfathered 65,000 square feet of
commercial space there and they want 22,000 more. But by overlaying
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Response 1-22:

Comment 1-23:

Response 1-23:

the entire district, it gives them ability to increase it by 200,000 square
feet. And we just do not understand why it is not just a more laser-like
rezoning of this overlay. And we're, frankly, questioning the motives
and intentions of NYU wanting to rezone so much of an area for 22,000
square feet. (CB2-Gruber)

For the DEIS, NYU selected a Reasonable Worst-Case Development
Scenario based on conversions of only six buildings for which they have
current plans to develop only 23,000 gsf of retail use. However, a likely
development scenario will include many more locations because the
market driven values in an area adjacent to high rental Broadway retail
areas will create strong incentives for many more conversions,
especially if initial retail uses are successful. The young adult market is
particularly strong for national chains and for the large eating and
drinking establishments that have saturated nearby areas. Most of the
buildings on the blocks have high ceilings and large footprints that are
attractive for such high intensity retail users, with well over 200,000
square feet in 26 buildings ultimately available on first and second
floors and potentially basements as well. (CB2 Resolution)

The Reasonable Worst-Case Development Scenario (RWCDS) for the
Commercial Overlay Area was developed in coordination with the
Department of City Planning (DCP)—acting on behalf of the City
Planning Commission (CPC), which is the “lead agency.” In formulating
the RWCDS, each site within the Commercial Overlay Area was
evaluated for its redevelopment potential, considering physical criteria
that took into account the suitability of the building areas for retail use,
as well as NYU’s goal of retaining all existing second-floor uses and
certain existing ground-floor academic uses as non-retail institutional
uses.

Remove the commercial overlay to refrain from overwhelming our
community with commercial development. (VSN-Paul)

[ urge you to vote no on this commercial overlay. It is a crass, ugly plan
for NYU to make big money by creating bars, destination stores, and
late night restaurants that would totally destroy our quality of life.
(QuartB) I am concerned about what this overlay would do in terms of
the problems that we are having in our neighborhood already, such as
noise and congestion. (Dondore) There is no justification for any
additional commercial development in the designated area. Such
development would create an intolerable situation for residents already
suffering from multiple intrusive NYU activities. (Negrin)

Comment noted. For each relevant area of analysis, the DEIS and this
FEIS assess the environmental effects of the proposed rezoning of the
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Commercial Overlay Area as part of the Proposed Actions. In addition,
Chapter 26, “Potential Modifications Under Consideration by the CPC,”
of this FEIS assesses the environmental effects of certain modifications
to the Proposed Actions under consideration by the CPC at the time of
preparation of this FEIS, which include the removal of the Commercial
Overlay Area from the proposed project.

The commercial overlay proposal should also be viewed within the
context of university's long-term, barely veiled ambition to control the
public space on Washington Place, with the ultimate aim of de-mapping
the street. In the past, NYU has obtained a temporary closing of a
portion of Washington Place, and only the vigorous protests of residents
led the city to reopen the closed street. Earlier iterations of the current
2031 plan proposed turning our street into a pedestrian mall, with far
more commercial development than that now proposed. This can only
cast doubt on the wvalidity of the relatively modest amount of
commercial space now presented as the Reasonable Worst Case
Development Scenario. (Negrin)

See the response to Comment 1-22. The proposal presented in the EIS,
which is the result of a long and iterative planning process, does not
include a pedestrian mall.

If NYU is granted the “zoning overlay” they are requesting, 15
Washington Place will be demolished. In its place NYU will build a
high rise, which will block all sunlight to our building. (Lounsbery)

15 Washington Place would not be demolished as a result of the
Proposed Actions. However, for analysis purposes, it is assumed that in
the future without the Proposed Actions (i.e., the future condition
assuming that none of the discretionary approvals proposed as part of
the proposed project would be adopted), NYU would by 2021 redevelop
15 Washington Place as an academic building (this redevelopment
option for 15 Washington Place is permitted under current zoning and is
not dependent on the proposed C1-5 overlay). The Proposed Actions
would therefore allow for the inclusion of ground-floor retail—rather
than ground-floor academic uses—within this new building. Therefore,
the Proposed Actions (specifically, the action that would permit the C1-
5 overlay) would not displace residential uses; such displacement, if it
were to occur, would result from NYU’s as-of-right redevelopment of
15 Washington Place and would not be attributable to the Proposed
Actions.
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NYU has not explained why it needs two million square feet of space in
this neighborhood, or what it will be used for. (DavisE)

NYU’s explanation of need is inadequate. Even the CPC’s own forms
require a “clear and concise summary of the action(s) requested and the
reason(s) for such action(s).” See Exhibit 11 at 7 (Department of City
Planning Land Use Review Application General Instructions). The
applicant has to “[e]xplain the rationale for the proposed action and how
it is consistent with present or projected land use in the area,” and also
“describe how it would promote the public health, safety, economic
development, or provide other public benefit.” Id. CPC’s mandate is
thus to weigh the needs of the project (and any public benefits) against
the adverse impacts. NYU’s purported justifications for this project
appear in the DEIS (see pages 1-15 through 1-28), based apparently on
text written by NYU directly. In various ways, the DEIS fails to
meaningfully assess NYU’s purported need, which is the basis of one of
the most complex and large series of zoning changes in recent memory,
or, worse, accepts NYU’s implicit argument that “desirability” is
sufficient to request these zoning changes and variances. Key to NYU’s
analysis, however, is the central assumption offered in the DEIS with no
analysis behind it at all: “[t]he four new buildings proposed for these
two blocks would serve the expansion needs of the existing NYU
schools and divisions that are already located at the Washington Square
campus and which cannot be as well served by facilities in remote
locations of New York City.” See DEIS at 1-17 (emphasis added). Of
course, given the excellence of New York's mass-transit system, it is
somewhat unclear what NYU means by "remote." Even now, parts of
the University stretch into midtown. Putting aside the very Manhattan-
centric view it implies, the statement of need defies logic and is, in any
event, completely unsupported in the DEIS or in any document put
before the CPC. The truth is far more simple: NYU wants a larger,
central campus. NYU's desires, even if rational, cannot pass for “need”
sufficient to justify the massive adverse impacts and seismic shift in
zoning. In other words, these buildings are significantly larger than they
“need” to be exactly because they include uses that are inconsistent with
empirical data, unsupportive of NYU’s stated goals, and do not need to
be in the superblocks for convenient use by NYU’s students. Although
there are many aspects of deficiency in NYU’s “needs” statement, the
primary insufficiencies are: (1) centralizing expansion in Greenwich
Village; (2) dormitory space; (3) faculty housing; (4) hotel;

27-57



NYU Core FEIS

Response 1-26:

Open Space Need

Comment 1-27:

Response 1-27:

(5) additional retail space; (6) athletic facility; and (7) the Institute for
Performing Arts. (GVSHP Statement)

It is unclear how a hotel fits into NYU’s statement of need that it needs
space to grow its academic programs. (Glick)

Two facts lead CB2 to question the need for such a broad expansion: 1)
The University states that they are now at a virtual stopping point in
growth and project an average annual increase of only 0.5% for the next
25 years; and 2) In Phase 1 of NYU’s plan in the years 2012-2022 only
17.5 percent of the square feet to be developed in this project is for
academic use. The remainder of the initial expansion is devoted to
nonacademic uses, including a hotel, retail, dormitories, athletic
facilities, and a public school. Construction of the majority of the
academic space (82.5 percent) does not begin for 10 years, and is not
scheduled for completion until 2031. Because the University’s growth
has already occurred and very little is projected for the next 25 years, it
is unnecessary to approve such a large expansion at this time. (CB2
Resolution)

NYU’s justification for this enormous project is its lack of space and it
is a compelling argument. But they say that their peer institutions have
two to three times more academic space per square foot than NYU. Yet,
under 19 percent of the construction in the first 10 years is devoted to
academic use, the justification for the plan. The rest of it goes to
commercial, dorms, a gym, a hotel. The rest of the academic
construction would not begin for 10 years. So do they really need this
amount of FAR that they’re asking for or is just an oversized line of
credit? And so they've already gone through their huge student growth
period. Now, as you've heard President Sexton, they’ve capped it at one
half of one percent, you know, for the next 20 years. (CB2-Gruber)

Detailed information with respect to the purpose and need of the
Proposed Actions was set forth in the DEIS. Based on public comments,
further information with respect to the purpose and need of the
Proposed Actions—and for each proposed use—is provided in this FEIS
in Chapter 1, Section D, “Purpose and Need of the Proposed Actions.”

CB2 strongly objects to the proposal to transfer ownership of two of the
publicly owned strips of land on the west side of Mercer Street (between
West 3rd and West 4th Streets, and between Bleecker and Houston
Streets) to NYU. (CB2 Resolution)

Comment noted. The DEIS and this FEIS describe the purpose and need
of the requested disposition of City-owned property to NYU, and assess
the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts resulting
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from the proposed above- and below-ground use of this land. In
addition, Chapter 22, “Alternatives” of the EIS evaluates a “No
Demapping Alternative” which considers development that would take
place without the concurrent demapping actions being requested as part
of the Proposed Actions.

CB2 objects to allowing easements to NYU over and below the Park
Strips along LaGuardia Place and Mercer Street on the North Block.
(CB2 Resolution)

Construction on the Northern Superblock has the potential to destroy or
substantially damage the open spaces being mapped as New York City
parkland. In order to prevent damage to the parkland, the LSGD Special
Permit and the Restrictive Declaration to be entered into by NYU in
connection with the proposed land use actions should require that no
construction staging or laydown be permitted on these open spaces at
any time. These activities would obviously be non-park uses, which are
not permitted under relevant judicial decisions. Under ZR Section 74-
743, the Commission has the power to impose measures to avoid these
adverse impacts on open spaces being mapped as parkland, and as lead
agency, it has the responsibility to do so. (Lefkowitz)

The City-owned public park strips should not be used for construction
staging or laydown. The DEIS fails to consider an alternative use of off-
site spaces as an alternative to staging construction on the project’s open
spaces, including the green spaces to be mapped on the northern
superblock. NYU’s plan would render those open spaces unusable for a
decade or more. As mitigation, NYU should be required to restore those
spaces to public use during the intervals between the construction
phases rather than leave them unusable by the public during those
intervals. (CB2 Resolution) Using LaGuardia Gardens as a construction
staging area while they own the rest of the block is just destructive.
(Jones)

ER]

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the above-grade
casements granted to NYU would allow for, among other things,
construction, maintenance, and access to the block across the Mercer
Street and LaGuardia Place Strips. If the demapped areas were to be
mapped as parkland, the easements would be necessary to allow
construction of the proposed buildings on the North Block. The
easements would avoid the need for major construction equipment and
materials to be brought through the Washington Square Village
apartment buildings’ portals. The easements are also necessary to allow
the demapped areas to be mapped as a public park instead of a street
while allowing for access to, and construction and maintenance of, the
proposed NYU facilities and existing Washington Square Village

27-59



NYU Core FEIS

Comment 1-29:

Response 1-29:

Comment 1-30:

Response 1-30:

buildings. The easements would require NYU to minimize the size of
construction staging areas and preserve mature existing trees in areas
not needed for construction staging to the extent feasible, and to
reconstruct the spaces in accordance with applicable plans. During both
above- and below-grade construction, all diesel construction engines
would be located at least 50 feet away from the Washington Square
Village Buildings, to the extent practicable. The demolition of the
existing commercial building would take about three months, and
excavation/foundations about 15 months. In order to place the large
diesel equipment as far away from the Washington Square Buildings as
possible, a temporary platform would be built on the center line of the
excavation on the LaGuardia Place side. See response to Comment 21-7
for more detail on the use of the NYCDOT strips on the North Block
during construction.

If the project proceeds, the LaGuardia Place Strip on the South Block
should be transferred to Parks and the space should be restored,
including a sufficiently sunny area for the gardening to continue to
serve the entire community in its current manner. (CB2 Resolution)

The Proposed Actions do not include any proposed changes to the city
map on the LaGuardia Place Strip on the South Block. Chapter 20,
“Construction,” of the DEIS and FEIS identifies the potential for
significant adverse construction impacts on the LaGuardia Corner
Gardens during the construction of the proposed Bleecker Building.
Chapter 6, “Shadows” identifies a significant adverse shadows impact
on the LaGuardia Corner Gardens after construction of the Bleecker
Building is complete. Chapter 21, “Mitigation” of the FEIS describes
partial mitigation for the significant adverse impacts to the LaGuardia
Corner Gardens. See also the response to Comment 1-27.

The Bleecker and West 3rd Street Strips should not be allowed to
transition to the more private character of a university campus. If
portions of these strips need redesign to support any development
ultimately approved for the blocks, accommodation should be made
without transfer of the property. Opportunities for redesign and
renovation include the interior sidewalk on Bleecker Street that could be
incorporated into the plantings. (CB2 Resolution)

Comment noted. The Proposed Actions do not include the transfer of
ownership of the Bleecker and West 3rd Street Strips. As described in
Chapter 5, “Open Space” of the DEIS and this FEIS, the proposed
project’s open space program includes new trees, low plantings and
benches as part of the proposed Bleecker Seating Area, a new passive
open space immediately north of the Oak Grove along Bleecker Street
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Commercial Overlay Area

Comment 1-33:

(final design changes to the Bleecker Street Strip would require DPR
and Public Design Commission approval).

All of the City-owned public park strips on the superblocks should be
mapped as New York City parkland, transferred in their entirety to the
NYC Parks Department with no NYU acquisition, easements,
equipment or structures on or below grade. (CB2 Resolution)

Comment noted. See discussions above.

The large-scale development amounting to no less than 40 percent
growth in a two-decade span, would bring about a host of negative
consequences. These would include the loss of green/park areas; the
demolition of the Mercer Street children’s playground and Washington
Square Village Playground; the displacement of the Mercer-Houston
dog run; the potential loss of a neighborhood working garden.
(Geronimus, LewisE, Mam, Weisberg)

As presented in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” and analyzed in
Chapter 5, “Open Space,” of the DEIS and this FEIS, the Proposed
Actions would result in a net increase in the amount of playground
space on the superblocks in 2021 and 2031, and would provide a
replacement dog run of a similar size on the South Block. The DEIS and
this FEIS also identify the significant adverse impacts on the LaGuardia
Corner Gardens resulting from construction activities and shadows.
Proposed mitigation measures to address these impacts are found in
Chapter 21, “Mitigation.”

NYU is proposing this overlay for the stated intent of “enlivening the
streets,” bringing existing nonconforming retail into compliance, and
allowing development of ground floor retail uses. However, the street
activity level is excellent, adequately serving the current mix of
residential and institutional uses and the grandfathered uses are by
definition compliant, and are functioning well. NYU has appropriate
recourses within the zoning text at its disposal to meet limited retail
needs in a few buildings. CB2 opposes this zoning change. (CB2
Resolution)

The University maintains that a commercial overlay will enable it to
serve the retail needs of the neighborhood. There are already 24 stores
in the loft blocks that have been grandfathered in this residentially
zoned area, as well as one of the city’s largest and most popular
shopping districts on Broadway one very short block from the proposed
overlay. In addition, there is the large 8th Street shopping area that abuts
the northern edge of the proposed district. By no stretch of the
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imagination can the street or neighborhood be characterized as
underserved by existing retail. Therefore, NYU is seeking to misuse the
commercial overlay zoning that generally is designed for neighborhoods
that truly are lacking retail services. It seems clear when one cuts
through the smoke screen of NYU rationalizations, that the University’s
true purpose in proposing the overlay is to exploit the commercial
potential of its academic properties for financial gain. (Negrin, WPBA-
Negrin)

Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and this FEIS describes
the land-use planning goals sought to be achieved by the proposed
rezoning within the Commercial Overlay Area. With respect to the
compliance of existing uses, please see the response to Comment 2-6.

It should be noted that although the NYU ULURP application in general
is based on the university’s claimed need for additional space, the
commercial overlay proposal belies that need by actually reducing the
available space for academic purposes in existing buildings and in at
least one new building scheduled for construction in this area. Why then
would the university include this incongruous element in its proposals?
(Negrin) NYU’s request for a change to commercial zoning should be
shelved. Why does a university, which purports to be an academic
institution, need to run itself as a property leaser of commercial space?
It seems to be in direct contradiction to the very nature of its mission.
(Mostel) If NYU needs classrooms, why not turn all this extra space on
the ground floors in their loft buildings into classrooms instead of retail?
Why build giant new buildings for classrooms when they obviously
have extra space? (WilsonC)

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the rezoning proposed
for the Commercial Overlay Area has been proposed to serve land use
planning goals for the area, not to serve NYU’s academic mission. The
amount of retail space projected to be developed within the Commercial
Overlay Area under the Proposed Actions is 23,236 square feet; in the
context of the Proposed Actions, which would construct over 1 million
gsf of new academic space on the superblocks, the re-purposing of
23,236 sf of ground-floor space on the Loft Blocks to non-academic
uses would not materially reduce the academic space available to NYU.

With respect to its proposed rezoning in the Commercial Overlay Area,
NYU argues that Washington Place needs “livening.” This argument
has come as a great surprise to residents of a street which lies in the
center of the university’s academic complex. On any given day, literally
thousands of students, faculty, administrators, maintenance workers,
delivery workers, and waste removal contractors clog our street and
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neighboring streets. The university seems engaged in an unending and
intrusive series of construction projects, where some work continues
into the nighttime hours. To these activities, should be added outdoor
events and noisy celebrations that require closing a portion of our street,
Residents of Washington Place largely agree that the last thing we need
is more “livening.” (Negrin)

In response to public comment, additional information on the land use
planning goals of the proposed commercial overlay zoning in the
Commercial Overlay Area is provided in the FEIS; see Section D,
“Purpose and Need of the Proposed Actions” in Chapter 1, “Project
Description.” With respect to construction impacts within the
Commercial Overlay Area, as described in Chapter 20, “Construction”
of the DEIS and this FEIS, the projected development within the
Commercial Overlay Area totals 23,326 gsf, and would involve only
interior renovations to the ground floors of existing or planned
buildings. Therefore, the construction associated with the development
of the Commercial Overlay Area would not result in significant adverse
impacts. See also the response to Comment 1-23.

NYU should explore the necessity of hotel use, with an eye to
eliminating it from the proposed project. (Stringer, MBP)

The plan’s hotel use should not be considered as central to the
University's academic mission. (CB2 Resolution) Since the hotel is not
for academic purposes, it is not necessary to be located in NYU’s
academic core, and would better suited outside the core. As such, the
hotel use proposed for the Zipper building should be eliminated. This
would achieve a reduction in density on the site. (Nadler) With
hundreds of hotels in the city, including many within walking distance
of the NYU “core” and a new 100-bed hotel under construction on West
8th Street, NYU has no need for a hotel on campus. (WilsonC) What
type of research have you done downtown to look at other hotels? The
need for a hotel here is preposterous. The city is experiencing a record
expansion in hotel construction and vacancy rates stand in the mid-70s
citywide. (Leaf)

Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and this FEIS describes
NYU’s stated rationale for including a university-oriented hotel as part
of the proposed development. With respect to the proposed hotel’s
appropriateness as a use on the superblocks, please see the response to
Comment 2-2. In addition, this FEIS considers the environmental
effects of the potential modifications to the project that are under
consideration by the CPC, which include the elimination of the
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proposed hotel use; see Chapter 26, “Potential Modifications Under
Consideration by the CPC.”

NYU has contributed significantly to the faculty housing shortage
which they are now asking their neighbors and the public to bear the
burden for correcting. According to the Department of Building records,
from 1960 to 2010, NYU eliminated 175 units of faculty housing from
the Washington Square Village complex, through a continuing series of
apartment combinations, turning studio, one- and two-bedroom units
into increasingly larger super-apartments, some of which are made of
three or four of the original units. (GVSHP-Schulz) The pace has
accelerated in recent years, as more than 112 of the units were
subsumed to combinations just since 1992. Beyond this, by all accounts
NYU is warehousing, or leaving unoccupied for long periods of time,
numerous faculty housing units in the Washington Square Village
complex. Residents have reported nearly 65 units in the complex that
are empty and have remained empty for protracted periods of time. The
combined documented warehoused apartments and those lost to
combinations account for about 240 units, or nearly 20 percent of the
units once found in the complex, NYU’s primary source of faculty
housing. The change is so dramatic that in the 2010 census, the tract
containing Washington Square Village had the greatest decrease in
population of any in the Village or East Village, the largest drop in the
number of housing units, and the largest increase in the number of
unoccupied units. (Alexander, GVSHP-Schulz) My apartment faces
their buildings and I can count the number of empty apartments. Why
aren’t they in use? If NYU says it needs more space, | say they have it.
(GalkerL)

According to NYU records, NYU acquired the Washington Square
Village apartment buildings from a private developer in the 1950s. The
buildings included primarily studio and 1-bedroom apartments and at
the time of the acquisition, tenants resided in the buildings, some of
whom remain in the buildings today. According to NYU’s submission,
at present approximately 60 percent of the roughly 1,000 units are
studios or 1-bedrooms. NYU has stated that it combined adjacent
smaller units to create larger units to be able to recruit and
accommodate faculty members and their families. According to NYU’s
submission, vacancy rate in the buildings is approximately 7 percent,
resulting from several factors, including planned conversion of vacant
studio or 1-bedroom units with adjoining units to make apartments
suitable for NYU faculty who are already in NYU housing, but with
growing families; the time that it takes to renovate vacant units; and the
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lag time between identifying a prospective faculty member, the
recruitment of that faculty member and the new faculty member’s
move-in date to a vacant unit. NYU’s submission that since 1992, there
has been an increase in tenured and tenure-track faculty who reside in
NYU housing, from 1150 to 1470 faculty members; NYU projects this
trend to continue.

There is no need for another dorm. We have seven dorms already in the
neighborhood from the Law School up to the former Palladium. Move
some of the upper classmen to a new dorm downtown and there is no
need for a new dorm in the area. (Leaf)

In response to public comments, additional information on NYU’s
stated need for dormitory space is provided in this FEIS; see Section D,
“Purpose and Need of the Proposed Actions” in Chapter 1, “Project
Description.” It should be noted that Chapter 26, “Potential
Modifications Under Consideration by the CPC,” includes an
assessment of the proposed Bleecker Building without a dormitory use.

I object to NYU’s strong-arm tactics and total disregard of the
community’s strong and single voice on the topic of their expansion.
(Barker, CollinsR, Gigante, Ramsdell, Marti, Mathews, Texidor,
Wilson, Yeargans)

Through the ULURP and CEQR processes the community is provided
opportunity to comment on NYU’s Proposed Actions and the
environmental review of the Proposed Actions. This FEIS was prepared
to respond to comments received on the DEIS. The lead agency will
make CEQR findings based on the FEIS, before making a decision on
project approval.

Thousands of people have turned out for public hearings, written letters,
and made phone calls about the plan. Given this extraordinary level of
concern about this plan, we urge you to hold a public hearing before
issuing your recommendation on the plan. We believe it would be
helpful to hear directly from people about this proposal. (Abrash,
Doyel-Hoy, Geronimus, Verter)

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description” of this FEIS, the joint
DEIS and ULURP public hearing for the Proposed Actions was held on
April 25, 2012, and the comment period on the DEIS remained open
until May 7, 2012. This FEIS was then prepared to respond to those
comments received on the DEIS. The lead agency will make CEQR
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findings based on the FEIS, before making a decision on project
approval.

We strongly urge that the City Council public hearings on the proposed
actions do not take place during the summer months when many
interested parties, including many NYU faculty and students, will be
away and unable to participate in these public hearings. (GVSHP)

Comment noted. The City Council’s review is subject to the timeline
prescribed by the City’s Uniform Land Use Review Procedure
(ULURP).

We formally request that the CPC postpone the public hearing until the
community has been afforded sufficient opportunity to review the plan,
which was modified by NYU and Manhattan Borough President Scott
Stringer on April 11, 2012. This plan is so large and affects so many
people we hope that you may have a way to give the community
adequate time to study it and develop its response. (CAAN) We ask that
CPC reject NYU’s expansion proposal in any form unless its public
hearing is postponed until September. (CAAN)

We urge the CPC to disapprove the NYU Applications because the
DEIS is flawed and/or requires supplemental environmental review
based on recent material changes to the NYU Applications before
entertaining them further. Failure to send the NYU Modifications back
for an environmental review would constitute arbitrary and capricious
agency action, which would be subject to a meritorious legal challenge.
(GVSHP Statement) We ask that you demand NYU provide the details
of what it has agreed to with the Borough President, the basis for those
compromises, what information or what things it rejected that he asked
for and to put it before the public and continue this hearing two weeks
from now so the community can meaningfully comment on that
proposal, which is the real proposal. (Walden)

Contrary to the assertions in these comments, the Manhattan Borough
President’s recommended modifications to the Proposed Actions did not
result in amended certified ULURP applications before the City
Planning Commission (CPC). While NYU has expressed support for the
Borough President’s recommended modifications, these applications
remain before CPC for its review, and CPC may accept, reject or
modify the Proposed Actions described in the certified ULURP
applications, based on CPC’s consideration of the Manhattan Borough
President recommendations, the testimony submitted at the public
hearing on April 25, 2012, and other comments submitted during the
public comment period and information in the DEIS and this FEIS. In
his April 11, 2012 report to CPC, the Manhattan Borough President
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recommended approval of the applications with conditions, including
elimination of the proposed temporary gymnasium and recommended
that the size of the proposed new buildings on the superblocks be
reduced, to limit impacts on the community. The Manhattan Borough
President’s report to CPC approving NYU’s applications with
modifications was released to the public when it was submitted to CPC
and was made in conformance with the procedure established by
ULURP. On April 23, 2012, the CPC, at a public review session with
DCP staff, discussed the request to adjourn the public hearing. At that
meeting the Commissioners reviewed and discussed the written request
that the hearing be adjourned. Thereafter, the Chair asked whether any
member of the Commission wished to make a motion to adjourn the
hearing; none of the Commissioners made such a motion. The FEIS
analyzes modifications under consideration by the CPC at the time of
preparation of this document, including a number of those
recommended by the Borough President as well as others in Chapter 26,
“Potential Modifications Under Consideration by the CPC.”

I would like to request that you reserve a large room or venue for the
upcoming hearing on the NYU 2031 Expansion Plan. You are no doubt
aware that the community is opposed to the plan and needs a chance to
plead its case. The fiasco of the Rudin/St. Vincent’s hearing was
virtually obstructionism in action. If you do not allow all who wish to
speak their chance to do so, then you will open yourself to the charge
that your minds are already made up and that the citizens are just
performing a charade. (Texidor)

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the FEIS, the joint
DEIS and ULURP public hearing for the Proposed Actions was held on
April 25, 2012, and the DEIS comment period remained open until May
7, 2012. The hearing was held in a large auditorium at the National
Museum of the American Indian at One Bowling Green in Manhattan.

I don't call it a plan because it is being submitted to the one official
agency charged with planning of the City when on an overall analysis,
as you really investigate it, it violates every principle that the process of
city planning is founded on. For example, neighborhood preservation,
preventing deleterious and adverse land uses, preventing overcrowding
and congestion, fostering harmonious interaction of varied land uses.
(GVBA-Tessler)

The potential of the Proposed Actions to result in significant adverse
impacts with respect to land use and neighborhood character are
analyzed in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” and
Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” of the DEIS and FEIS. As in
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the DEIS, the FEIS finds that the Proposed Actions would not result in
significant adverse impacts with respect to land use or neighborhood
character.

NYU can profess independent analysis, but these towers and structures
are not going through the rigorous codes relating to light, etc., that apply
to tall buildings in midtown districts. (Hart)

The proposed NYU buildings would not be constructed until building
permits are issued by the Department of Buildings in full compliance
with all applicable building and fire code provisions.

There is unreality to the EIS that speaks in an unintelligible jargon and
measured parameters in which no one in the community could relate to
or believe. (Kaplan)

Comment noted. The EIS has been prepared in accordance with 6
NYCRR § 617.9(b)(2), which requires that EISs “be clearly and
concisely written in plain language that can be read and understood by
the public” and follows CEQR Technical Manual guidelines in
assessing and reporting the environmental effects of the Proposed
Actions.

NYU’s project is ill-defined. (Zupan)

The Proposed Actions and proposed project are defined to a level of
detail sufficient for the CEQR assessment of potential significant
adverse environmental impacts.

We could use an early childhood center for this neighborhood because
there’s talk about making kindergarten mandatory throughout the city.
Children’s Aid has closed. There are very, very very few pre-K seats
left in the entire downtown area—not going down to Tribeca—but for
the East and West Village, you could really do a huge public service by
ensuring that happens. (Kaufman)

Comment noted. As described in Chapter 4, “Community Facilities and
Services” of the DEIS and this FEIS, there would be no significant
adverse impacts on publicly funded day care facilities, which is the
subject of the CEQR analysis. The community facilities analysis in the
EIS concluded that the Proposed Actions would not result in any
significant adverse impacts related to schools.
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Project Financing

Comment 1-49:

Response 1-49:

Project Phasing

Comment 1-50:

What if NYU runs out of operation funds? Will we be subjected to
living in an open construction site? (Chazani)

NYU has not explained how the project will be funded. The Economics
department and the Stern School of Business in particular are concerned
that the plan is financially unsound. Forty years ago, NYU went
bankrupt; the same could easily happen again. (DavisE)

The perilous situation of the U.S. and the world economy would seem to
militate against very large expenditures when there are less expensive
alternatives. Many Universities are preparing for a surge in enrollment,
with a massive increase in fees, which already produce graduates with
debt loads that cannot be repaid for decades. Harvard, M.I.T, Stanford,
Princeton, the Universities of Pennsylvania and Michigan, faced with
similar situations, are reported to be exploring online course offerings.
(Boernstein, Fogel)

NYU2031 runs the danger of being halted half-way through, because it
is predicated on rising student fees and local rents. (HulleyL)

According to NYU’s letter to the CPC dated May 2, 2012, NYU has
stated that the 2031 Plan, which includes the proposed project as well as
unrelated expansion plans in other parts of the City, would require
resources that are consistent with the pace of capital investment and
financing that NYU has incurred over the past 20 years. NYU has stated
that it would approach the financing of its proposed and planned
projects in a manner typical of its approach to other building projects:
with a mixture of philanthropy, debt financing (which is a common
practice among universities taking on a capital project), and working
capital. As a capital project, the proposed project would be part of a
“rolling” capital budget and plan that is presented annually to NYU’s
Board, because a project such as the one proposed is planned, designed,
and constructed over time. NYU has stated that NYU Leadership and
the NYU Board of Trustees—as a matter of fiduciary responsibility—do
not approve building projects for which a sound financial plan is not in
place. Such an approach substantially minimizes concern that a
building, once begun, could be stalled by lack of funds to complete the
work on that building.

NYU’s plan is only supposed to satisfy the university’s growth needs
for 19 years, until 2031. What will happen after that? By encouraging
the university to continue its expansion in the Village rather than
pursuing viable alternative, NYU will inevitably come back in 19 years
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Response 1-50:

Comment 1-51:

Response 1-51:

and ask for more public land, or more zoning protections to be
overturned, or a way to shoehorn more new facilities into places they
were never intended to accommodate their continuing growth.
(Garabedian, Gould, Green, GVSHP-Berman, GVSHP-Petition,
Hellstrom, Ponce, Pultz)

As stated in Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and this FEIS,
the Proposed Actions reflect NYU’s projected long-term growth needs
within the Washington Square core, and were advanced in part to
provide NYU neighbors with a level of predictability and transparency
about NYU’s projects. The DEIS and FEIS identify and include in their
analysis, as appropriate, all known anticipated building projects in the
study area prior to 2031, and there are no known projects planned in the
area after the 2031 Build Year.

CB2 has significant concerns about the phasing of the 2031 Expansion
Plan. An enormous amount of new construction is planned that would
cause decades of disruption, but there is no assurance now that these
structures will actually be needed in 20 or more years. (CB2 Resolution)

Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and this FEIS describes
the purpose and need for the Proposed Actions, and based on public
comments, this FEIS includes additional detail on NYU’s stated needs
over time, including the uses and potential academic programs that
would be included as part of Phase 2 (from 2022 to 2031). NYU, a non-
profit institution with limited funds, is not expected to pay for the
construction of unneeded academic facilities.

CHAPTER 2: LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

LAND USE

Comment 2-1:

Response 2-1:

There should be no commercial overlay of the Washington Square East
blocks. (32WSW, Leonard) The application to change the zoning to a
C1-5 overlay east of Washington Square Park adds unnecessary retail in
a long-established residential neighborhood. (CAAN-Cude) The area is
already commercially saturated. (HulleyL) I urge the Commission to
limit the overlay because those blocks on which NYU wants increased
commercial uses, there’s no reason to put grandfathered stores into
compliance. There’s a reason they’re grandfathered in residential areas.
They’re not allowed backyard uses for eating and drinking and other as-
of-right conditions. (CB2-Gruber)

Comment noted. Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of
the DEIS and this FEIS assesses the potential effects of the additional
retail uses in the Commercial Overlay Area. As discussed in Chapter 2,
the projected overlay would be limited to 23,236 gsf of neighborhood
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Comment 2-2:

Response 2-2:

Comment 2-3:

retail use in the groundfloors of several buildings in the area. The FEIS
finds that the proposed commercial overlay would not result in adverse
land use, zoning or public policy impacts on the area. Contrary to the
commenters’ statements characterizing this area as a “residential
neighborhood,” the DEIS and FEIS finds that the predominant existing
land use in the Commercial Overlay Area is institutional, not residential.
(FEIS Figure 1-3.) In addition, Chapter 26 analyzes the Potential CPC
Modifications, which would not include the proposed rezoning of the
Commercial Overlay Area.

Commercial uses—especially a hotel as well as eating and drinking
establishments—are not appropriate for the superblocks that comprise
the Proposed Development Area. (CB2 Resolution) We think that the
commercial uses that would be permitted under the plan are
inappropriate for the neighborhood, especially the proposed hotel in the
Zipper Building that would be allowed. (CB2-Hoylman) The
application to change the zoning to C1-7 adds unnecessary retail in a
long-established  residential neighborhood. (CAAN-Cude) An
unnecessary hotel with a 24-hour transient population would harm the
neighborhood. (Jackness, RackowSP)

Comment noted. As reflected in the zoning and land use analysis of this
FEIS, the North Block currently includes eating and drinking
establishments, and the South Block contains a supermarket. Under the
Proposed Actions, retail uses would not be expanded on the North
Block (the maximum retail that could be included on the North Block
would be capped at 33,902 gsf — the size of the existing LaGuardia
Retail building on the North Block). On the South Block, a supermarket
serving local residents would be retained, although relocated to the
Zipper Building, which may also include additional neighborhood retail
uses to better interface with its street frontage and the proposed publicly
accessible Greene Street Walk. A hotel use is appropriate in this area
because hotels area compatible with residential, academic, retail and
community facility uses. A mix of such uses is permitted on an as-of-
right basis in many areas throughout the city, including on the block
directly across Mercer Street from the proposed hotel. Chapter 2, “Land
Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” assesses the compatibility of the
proposed uses within the Proposed Development Area from a land use,
zoning, and public policy perspective and concludes that the proposed
uses would not have a significant adverse impact with respect to these
analysis areas.

New commercial uses would be allowed in this proposal, but CB2
believes any increase of these uses is inappropriate on the superblocks.
The current zoning includes a commercial overlay that permits, for
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Response 2-3:

Comment 2-4:

Response 2-4:

example, the Morton Williams supermarket in its current location. This
site, which has housed a much needed supermarket since at least the
1950’s, is already far to the east of the wide community that is
otherwise underserved by similar amenities. Moving the Morton
Williams Supermarket even further east would be a hardship to the
many elderly and mobility-impaired residents who depend on it. (CB2
Resolution)

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and FEIS,
the Illustrative Program would introduce 64,312 gsf of retail uses to the
Proposed Development Area—approximately the same amount of retail
that is currently on the superblocks—as well as a 115,000-gsf hotel use.
Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy” assesses the
compatibility of these proposed commercial uses within the context of
the superblocks and within the Y4-mile land use study area. Thus the
Proposed Actions would not notably increase retail floor area in the
Proposed Development Area. With respect to the effects of the
temporary displacement of a supermarket use from the South Block,
please see the response to Comment 3-8.

The area is currently well-served by the kind of retail anticipated by C1
overlays, the purpose of which are to serve the “local retail needs of the
surrounding residential neighborhood.” An overlay in this area is more
likely to attract a combination of uses serving regional and NYU
markets, with a potential to drive out existing non-conforming
businesses when the expansion of stores is allowed. An area should be
rezoned when there is a need that is typical of the area, not isolated to
the needs of one property owner at a few locations within it, and
transgressing this principal risks unanticipated and unstudied
transformation of area, with possible unwanted impacts on the existing
neighborhood which currently has a strong and successful character
with an appropriate mix of residential and institutional uses. (CB2
Resolution)

Comment noted. Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” and
Chapter 3, “Socioeconomic Conditions” of the DEIS and this FEIS
assess the potential for significant adverse changes to land use and
socioeconomic conditions within the Commercial Overlay Area. The
projected retail uses within the Commercial Overlay Area would be
located along Waverly Place and Washington Place, with one retail
store having frontages on both Washington Place and Washington
Square East. While the specific types of retail stores that would result
from the Proposed Actions are unknown, they are expected to be
neighborhood-oriented retail uses such as specialty food stores,
restaurants, and convenience goods stores that would serve the day-to-
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Comment 2-5:

Response 2-5:

day needs of the study area population. The proposed and projected
retail uses would not represent a new economic activity within the study
area. Retail is currently present within the Proposed Development Area
and in the Commercial Overlay Area, and is common throughout the
study area.

The NYU plan for this site proposes a building with a student dormitory
on top of a public school, including dormitory windows overlooking the
rooftop play area for young children. These are potentially incompatible
adjacent uses between college students and young children, such as
noise, smoking, etc. (CB2 Resolution)

As described in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of
the DEIS and this FEIS, the proposed public school, if constructed by
the SCA, would complement the residential uses of the Proposed
Development Area and provide a community facility for existing and
future neighborhood residents. While the proposed school would be
located in a mixed-use building that also is proposed to contain
undergraduate dormitories, many New York City schools operate in a
dense urban environment with a mixture of uses and populations
surrounding them. Moreover, the proposed public school and NYU
academic and dormitory space would be in separate and distinct
portions of the proposed building, accessed through separate entrances
facing different streets; access to the school would be from Bleecker
Street, while access to the NYU dormitory and academic space would
be from LaGuardia Place. Schools are also permitted “as of right” under
the existing R7-2 zoning designation. Therefore, the proposed school
would not present any unusual circumstances and would be compatible
with the proposed dormitory use. It is expected that the SCA, in its
design review of the proposed Bleecker Building, would design the
rooftop playground to provide any needed protection from falling
objects, as it would do if the playground were at ground level, adjacent
to a dormitory or residential building.

With respect to noise, Chapter 17, “Noise” of the DEIS and FEIS
includes a noise analysis of the rooftop play area that concludes that
noise level increases at all nearby noise sensitive locations are
anticipated to be less than 3 dBA and would not be considered a
significant adverse noise impact.

Chapter 22, “Alternatives” of the DEIS and FEIS assesses a “Lesser
Density Alternative” that does not include a dormitory use above the
public school in the proposed Bleecker Building. In addition, the FEIS
contains an assessment of potential modifications to the Proposed
Actions which are, as of the time of preparation of this FEIS, under
consideration by the CPC, which include elimination of the proposed
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ZONING

Comment 2-6:

Response 2-6:

Comment 2-7:

Response 2-7:

dormitory use above the proposed public school; see Chapter 26,
“Potential Modifications under Consideration by the CPC.”

NYU argues that a rezoning of the Commercial Overlay Area would
bring existing shops “into compliance.” This would seem to suggest that
these shops are in some way violating existing regulations. However, as
the resolution of Community Board 2 wisely observes, the existing
shops conform to regulations because they were grandfathered when the
zoning was changed many decades ago. (Negrin)

The DEIS and this FEIS state that the existing ground floor retail uses in
the Commercial Overlay Area are nonconforming with present zoning
regulations. As noted in the project description and land use analyses in
the DEIS, the Commercial Overlay Area was proposed because the
existing and proposed new limited additional ground-floor retail uses in
this area would serve the land use planning goals described in Chapter
1, “Project Description.” NYU has not suggested that the existing
ground-floor uses in its buildings are unlawful.

MAS believes that creating such large quantities of below-grade space
for academic purposes compromises the Zoning Resolution’s bulk
controls that were designed to ensure safe, healthy environments and are
circumventing floor area regulations meant to prevent overcrowding.
MAS notes that building significant amounts of below-grade space has
been allowed in similar cases. In 2007 Columbia University was
permitted over 2 million square feet of below grade development for
their Manhattanville project, however nearly 75 percent of that space
was designed as mechanical and storage space, parking, truck loading
facilities and garbage collection in order to minimize service activities
on the streets and sidewalks. In contrast, the majority of below-grade
space NYU intends to add to the area will be programmed with
academic space. (MAS)

The project egregiously attacks the integrity of the New York City
Zoning Resolution that is intended to regulate the density of
development and open space provisions under which this scheme cannot
be built according to its present zoning. (GVBA-Tessler)

Comment noted. The EIS assesses the potential environmental effects of
the maximum amounts of development that could occur as a result of
the Proposed Actions, including both above- and below-ground space.
As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and this
FEIS, one of NYU’s design goals for the project was to design the new
buildings to accommodate program below grade and thus limit the size,
height and bulk of building above grade, in order to facilitate making
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Comment 2-8:

Response 2-8:

land available as publicly accessible open space and to limit impacts
that would result from taller buildings that would be out of scale with
the heights of the existing buildings on the superblocks.

The bulk, density, and height of the proposal are wholly inappropriate
for a historic residential district. These buildings will break sky
exposure planes, violate rear-yard requirements, and breach height and
setback regulations. (GVSHP Statement) A Large-Scale General
Development Special Permit is requested in order to facilitate the four
outsized buildings being proposed for the superblocks. These buildings
would break sky exposure planes, violate rear-yard requirements, breach
height and setback regulations, and penetrate the sky exposure plane.
The existing buildings on the superblocks are currently in compliance
and the special permit would not otherwise be required. (CB2
Resolution)

Comment noted. Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and FEIS
describes the large-scale general development (LSGD) special permit
requested as part of the Proposed Actions, and the technical analyses in
the DEIS and FEIS assess the potential for the Proposed Actions to
result in significant adverse impacts. Large scale general devleopments
are a zoning tool to allow for certain flexibilities for the development of
large projects with the objective of achieving better site planning. The
waivers described are being requested against that context. As noted in
Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy,” and elsewhere in the
DEIS and this FEIS, the Proposed Development Area, which comprises
two superblocks, is already distinctly different from its surroundings, in
that the blocks interrupt the street grid and they introduce large, high-
rise residential buildings of more modern design than those in the
surrounding area. The Proposed Actions would increase the density of
the Proposed Development Area, and the location of buildings under the
proposed Large Scale General Development would entail some
additional modifications to height and setback regulations and the sky
exposure plane, as well as rear yard requirements and distance between
buildings. As described in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning and Public
Policy,” these modifications are intended to support a better site plan, as
follows:

On the South Block the requested waivers for the Zipper Building
would facilitate a street wall building and allow for the Greene Street
Walk. The height and setback waivers along Mercer Street and the rear
yard equivalent waiver along Houston and Bleecker Streets would place
the proposed Zipper Building so that its greatest bulk would be closest
to W. Houston Street, a wide street, and towards Mercer Street, thus
increasing the distance between the proposed Zipper Building and the
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Comment 2-9:

Response 2-9:

towers of University Village and making way for a new landscaped
open space and walkway along the axis of former Greene Street.
Similarly, the proposed transfer of floor area from a portion of
University Village’s open space to the Bleecker Building site, and the
height and setback waivers, would help to maintain contiguous open
space in the center of the block and would minimize the obstruction of
views from the north-facing windows of 505 LaGuardia Place, and
allow for floorplates that would be necessary for a school.

On the North Block, the proposed modifications are intended to allow
more light and air to reach the new publicly-accessible open space than
would otherwise be allowed if the buildings were built in compliance
with the proposed zoning district’s height and setback regulations. The
height and setback waivers for the two new buildings would allow them
to be located in the street so as to maximize the open area in the center
of the block and minimize the visual impact on residents of Washington
Square Village.

Contrary to the commenters’ statement, the Washington Square Village
buildings do not comply with the floor-area and open space regulations
of the Zoning Resolution, however, the buildings are “grandfathered”
because they were constructed prior to the adoption of the 1961 Zoning
Resolution.

There should not be changes in the zoning for this area on the basis of
its already being congested. (Haft-White)

As noted throughout the DEIS and this FEIS, the Proposed Actions
would not introduce substantial new numbers of students, faculty and
workers to the overall study areas. Since the NYU Core project is
intended to accommodate the expansion anticipated in the future with or
without the Proposed Actions, and to permit the decompression of
existing NYU facilities at its Washington Square Campus, the Proposed
Actions are projected to increase the residential or non-residential
population within the Y4-mile study area by less than 6 percent. (See
response to Comment 2 above.) However, since the project is also
intended to limit NYU’s need to make ad hoc purchases and
accommodations all throughout the study area, NYU’s long-term
growth at its Washington Square campus would be focused on the
Proposed Development Area. Analyses of the impacts of the focused
activity increases can be found in all relevant chapters of the DEIS and
this FEIS. Some significant adverse impacts and mitigation measures
therefor have been identified and mitigation recommended. This
information is intended to allow the decision-makers to decide on a
course of action for the project.
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Comment 2-10:

Response 2-10:

The proposed project would strip neighborhood zoning and open space
preservation protections. (BAN) The requested zoning would reduce by
half the existing Open Space Ratio. (CB2 Resolution, Glick)
Construction of the proposed project will cut the open space
requirement in half. (McKellar) The requested zoning modification on
the superblocks would almost double the residential FAR and halve the
minimum open space required. This means a drastic loss of public and
publicly accessible open space in an area desperate for any land that is
open to the sky. (CAAN-Cude)

As detailed in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of the
DEIS and this FEIS, the Proposed Development Area is currently zoned
R7-2, which requires that a minimum Open Space Ratio (OSR) is
provided on a zoning lot. The OSR requirements range from 15.5 to
25.5 percent of the residential floor area on a zoning lot, depending on
the height and footprint of the building. The existing R7-2 district
effectively limits the area that can be covered by buildings on a zoning
lot due to the height factor zoning regulations and OSR requirements
applicable to R7-2 districts.

The proposed C1-7 district permits a larger portion of the zoning lot to
be covered by building footprints due to the application of different
height factor regulations and reduced OSR requirements. These changes
in OSR requirements are needed to allow for the development of the
proposed buildings in the Proposed Development Area. As analyzed in
Chapter 2 of the DEIS and FEIS, the height and bulk of the proposed
development that would result from the rezoning would not result in
significant adverse land use impacts. The lower OSR required by the
C1-7 district is the same as what is required in many R-8 equivalent
districts mapped throughout the City; large apartment buildings
developed in conformance with the R-8 equivalent OSR requirements
are common in these areas. Accordingly, such OSR requirements are
considered compatible with residential uses. Moreover, the Proposed
Actions would provide for a series of open space improvements, and
both the quantity and quality of publicly accessible open space in the
Proposed Development Area would increase by the year 2021 and at
full build-out in 2031. The proposed zoning change to C1-7 is necessary
to fulfill the purpose and need of the Proposed Actions, as set forth in
Chapter 1, “Project Description” of the DEIS and FEIS.

Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of the DEIS and this
FEIS assess the potential effects of the proposed zoning and other
proposed changes in land use regulations, and Chapter 5, “Open Space”
of the DEIS and this FEIS assess the potential effects of the proposed
project on open space conditions in the neighborhood. The Proposed
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Comment 2-11:

Response 2-11:

Actions would change the zoning and other land use regulations only
within the Proposed Development Area and the Commercial Overlay
Area, and the EIS finds that the proposed changes would not result in
significant adverse impacts within the broader (Y-mile) study area.
While the Proposed Actions would change the OSR requirements on the
two superblocks, the Proposed Actions would increase the amount of
publicly accessible open space in the Proposed Development Area, and
would not result in significant open space impacts.

The bulk and density allowed by a C1-7 (R8 equivalent) zoning may be
appropriate in midtown or downtown, but not in the historic core of
Greenwich Village. A blanket rezoning that would allow building on the
open spaces, especially at heights that exceed the current structures and
with a bulk that would more than double the density with above and
below grade new construction, would destroy an iconic neighborhood.
(CB2 Resolution) The addition of 2.5 million square feet from West 3
Street to Houston (a two-block area) and changing zoning from
residential R-7 to Commercial C1-7 is inappropriate for our historic
Greenwich Village. (Duane, Rackow)

The existing R7-2 designation is already one of the largest zoning
envelopes in our district. (The only higher zoned areas are wide streets
and commercial thoroughfares.) R7-2 was applied here to accommodate
the two residential superblocks that were created under the Title I Urban
Renewal program with the intent to provide quality housing for the
neighborhood. Rules were established that specified the amount of land
that could be covered by buildings to ensure that there was sufficient
open space to compensate for the height and density of the
development. The South Block is built to the allowable FAR, and the
North Block is overbuilt because it predates the 1961 ZR. Additional
bulk and density is inappropriate on the superblocks. (CB2 Resolution)

Comment noted. Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of
the DEIS and this FEIS assesses the potential impacts of the proposed
C1-7 zoning, which currently can be found within the historic core of
Greenwich Village (along University Place from East 12th Street to just
north of Washington Square Park). As detailed in Chapter 2 of the DEIS
and this FEIS, the proposed rezoning would allow certain uses to be
developed at a higher density than is currently permitted. Residential
uses could be developed at a maximum FAR of 6.02, compared to 3.44
under present zoning. Commercial uses could be developed at a
maximum FAR of 2.0 in the entire area, which is the same as under
existing conditions for areas of the Proposed Development Area with a
commercial overlay. Community facility uses (including NYU
academic uses) would continue to be permitted to a maximum FAR of
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PUBLIC POLICY

Comment 2-12:

Response 2-12:

6.5—this would not change under the proposed rezoning. The proposed
zoning change to C1-7 is necessary to fulfill the purpose and need of the
Proposed Actions, as set forth in Chapter 1, “Project Description.”
Overall, the proposed rezoning would not be expected to result in out-
of-scale development, and would not result in significant adverse
impacts with regard to zoning in the Proposed Development Area.
Please also see response to Comment 2-10.

As described in Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” the Proposed
Actions would not result in significant adverse impacts with respect to
neighborhood character.Please also see the responses to Comments 19-1
and 19-2.

The fundamental aspect of the plan is to seek a rezoning of a residential
neighborhood from R7-2 to C1-7 with an applicable residential zoning
of R8. The principle of zoning regulations was to establish a trust with
the residents and businesses who move into a neighborhood,
guaranteeing to them a particular set of conditions, implicitly forever.
Chapter 21 of the Zoning Resolution states the General Purposes of
Residential Zoning. Two of these purposes are:

(d) “to protect residential areas ... against congestion by regulating
the density of population and the bulk of buildings”;

(1) “to promote stability of residential development, to protect the
character of the district...”

Once the CPC allows a developer to controvert these principles, any
developer could come along and request a change of zoning for his
benefit. Particularly at risk will be the many developments that were
built with the Tower-in-the-Park paradigm—a paradigm that was sold to
the public on the basis that the benefit of the open space provided would
more than offset the deleterious effects of taller buildings in low density
neighborhoods. Taking away that open space is theft from the residents
of the buildings on the lots concerned and all the people in the
neighborhood. Should you grant NYU the rezoning, you will effectively
emasculate the Zoning Resolution. (Kaplan)

The massive space expansion proposed and rezoning request from
residential to commercial is an affront to the integrity of New York
City’s Zoning regulations. The 2.3 million square foot expansion on a
residentially zoned neighborhood is precluded under present zoning and
open space requirements. (Tessler)

The New York City Zoning Resolution has been updated and modified
regularly since it was first instituted in response to changes in land use,
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Response 2-13:

Comment 2-14:

Response 2-14:

zoning, public policy, new ideas, challenges, and other considerations.
Amendments to the Zoning Resolution are subject to the public review
process of the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP) and to
environmental review.

The deed restrictions governing NYU property on the superblocks
should not be removed. Deed Restrictions were placed on the properties
in order to implement the Urban Renewal Plan. They are integral parts
of the Urban Renewal Plan. Because of significant amendments to the
Plan, the Deed Restrictions are now set to expire in 2021. The removal
of these restrictions would violate the intentions of the Urban Renewal
Plan and the resulting development would violate the expectations of
the residents and businesses in the area, who have made lifestyle and
financial choices based on the terms of these restrictions. (CB2
Resolution)

Urban Renewal plans are frequently modified and were never intended
to last in perpetuity. As described in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and
Public Policy,” of the DEIS and this FEIS, the Washington Square
Southeast Urban Renewal Plan has already been modified four times. It
expired by its own terms in 1994, and the deed restrictions are set to
expire in 2021. Chapter 2 examines the potential effects on public
policy resulting from the Proposed Actions, including eliminating the
New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development
(HPD) Deed Restrictions that were related to the former Urban Renewal
Plan.

NYU 2031 conflicts with the city’s open space and environmental
goals. For example, two goals of PlaNYC are that every New Yorker
should live within a 10-minute walk of a park and there should be a
variety of parks to address the needs of a diverse population.
Transferring several city-owned open spaces to NYU willfully ignores a
goal of PlaNYC. (Seamans)

Under CEQR, only large, publicly sponsored projects are assessed for
consistency with PlaNYC; the NYU Core project does not fall into that
category, being privately sponsored. However, as noted in Chapter 1,
“Project Description,” and elsewhere in the DEIS and this FEIS, the
Proposed Actions would increase publicly accessible open space in the
Proposed Development Area and would map the LaGuardia Place and
Mercer Street Strips on the North Block as parkland.
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CHAPTER 3: SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

GENERAL

Comment 3-1:

Response 3-1:

Comment 3-2:

Response 3-2:

NYU 2031 seeks to circumvent deed restrictions that run through 2021,
and are integral parts of the Urban Renewal Plan. Removing these
restrictions prematurely would undermine the intentions of the Urban
Renewal Plan and would adversely impact the residents and businesses
in the area that made important lifestyle and financial decisions in
reliance of the Urban Renewal Plan. (GVSHP Statement)

Chapter 3, “Socioeconomic Conditions” of the DEIS and this FEIS
finds that the Proposed Actions would not result in substantial changes
to economic conditions, and would not result in significant adverse
impacts due to direct or indirect residential or business displacement.

As described in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the
Urban Renewal Plan expired by its own terms in January 1994, the 40th
anniversary of its adoption by the City in January 1954. However, as a
condition of the sale of the North Block and South Block, the City
placed deed restrictions (now enforceable by the New York City
Department of Housing Preservation and Development [HPD]) on the
blocks that mandate adherence to the terms of the Urban Renewal Plan.
These restrictions, and therefore the imposition of the regulations
contained in the Urban Renewal Plan, expire as of 2021, irrespective of
the Proposed Actions.

The Gambit Study submitted by the Greenwich Village Society for
Historic Preservation found that the positive economic impacts of the
proposed NYU expansion would be citywide or regional in scope, and
thus New York City would benefit just as much no matter where in the
city NYU’s facilities are located. But the study finds the Village would
derive relatively little benefit from it being located there and would
suffer considerable negative impacts, whereas other locations would
derive significantly greater benefits from the proposed expansion and
would likely suffer fewer if any negative impacts. (GVBA-Tessler)

Chapter 3, “Socioeconomic Conditions” of the DEIS and this FEIS
finds that the Proposed Actions would not result in significant adverse
socioeconomic impacts in Greenwich Village. The Gambit Study
assumes that academic space, dormitories, faculty housing and other
uses that NYU has identified as appropriate to its core Washington
Square Campus may be relocated to other areas of New York City, or
the region which is in conflict with NYU’s goal of a core campus, as
discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of the DEIS and FEIS. As
noted by the commenter, the Gambit Study concludes that the positive
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Comment 3-3:

Response 3-3:

Comment 3-4:

Response 3-4:

economic impacts of the Proposed Actions would be citywide and
regional in scope.

The Gambit Study pointed out that NYU’s proposed project would
expand an already dominant presence, rather than introduce a wholly
new use, in the Village; many of the students, faculty and service
workers who would live, study, and work in the project’s buildings
would be present as economic actors in the neighborhood, whether or
not the project is developed. On the other hand, developing the same
amount of academic space and housing at a satellite campus in another
neighborhood, where such a population would introduce a new local
dynamic, would have a greater economic impact than incremental
expansion in the Village. For instance, the study found that the
maximum projected increase in local retail spending in the Village
associated with the development would be just 2.5 percent, since retail
sales within just a % mile of the site are $854 million per year, and the
additional $23 million per year in projected retail spending from the
development would represent only a roughly 2.5 percent increase in the
size of the local retail market. By contrast, the development would lead
to a 10 percent increase in retail spending in Downtown Brooklyn.
(GVSHP-Woodruff) The job generation and economic development
will be more effectual in the Financial District where it is wanted and
needed and in areas where the land uses lie fallow or are vacant in
comparison to the Village where we don’t need this type of
development. (GVBA-Tessler)

As described in the FEIS in Chapter 1, Section D, “Purpose and Need of
the Proposed Actions,” the principal purpose of the Proposed Actions is
to permit the decompression of existing NYU facilities at its core
campus, not to bring new populations into the area to increase local
retail spending. The socioeconomic conditions analysis in DEIS and this
FEIS studies the potential adverse environmental effects of the proposed
development project in accordance with CEQR Technical Manual
guidelines, and does not include an analysis of economic opportunity
costs.

The idea that jobs would be produced by the project is likely to prove
false. (AndersonR)

The analysis in the DEIS and in this FEIS follows CEQR Technical
Manual guidelines which do not require an estimate of the number of
net new jobs that would be produced by the project. The DEIS and this
FEIS assess the potential for environmental impacts that would result
from project-generated resident and worker populations.
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Comment 3-5:

Response 3-5:

Comment 3-6:

Response 3-6:

Comment 3-7:

Response 3-7:

The DEIS conducted only a preliminary assessment—and failed to
conduct a full review—to assess direct and indirect residential and
business displacement. This was an error. (GVSHP Statement)

The analysis in the DEIS and this FEIS follows CEQR Technical
Manual guidelines in assessing the potential for significant adverse
impacts to socioeconomic conditions. Under CEQR, detailed analysis is
conducted if a preliminary assessment cannot rule out the potential for
significant averse impacts. As described in the DEIS and this FEIS, a
preliminary assessment was sufficient to conclude that the Proposed
Actions would not result in any significant adverse impacts.

The project will cause NYU to raise tuition, rents, and debt on students
and faculty. (Clark, HulleyK, HulleyL)

The financing of the proposed project is outside of the scope of the
CEQR analysis. See the response to Comment 1-49.

The Applicant should be willing to make further commitments
restricting the size of stores that will occupy any of these spaces. (Glick)

Comment noted. As detailed in Chapter 3, “Socioeconomic Conditions”
of the DEIS and this FEIS, while the specific types of retail stores that
would result from the Proposed Actions are unknown, they are expected
to be neighborhood-oriented retail uses such as specialty food stores,
restaurants, and convenience goods stores that would serve the day-to-
day needs of the study area population.

DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

There were no comments received on direct residential displacement.

DIRECT BUSINESS DISPLACEMENT

Comment 3-8:

Response 3-8:

The NYU plan eliminates the only real supermarket in the vicinity.
(Boernstein, Mendez, StewartM) The loss of the supermarket is a big
issue because people who live on the west side have no other
supermarket. (Kaplan, Leaf) The Proposed Actions may entail the
possible loss, or at the very least, displacement of a supermarket and
other small businesses on LaGuardia Place, many of which have already
left. (Geronimus, Boerstein, LewisE, Mam, Weisberg) The project
would be bad for small businesses. (Gary)

As detailed in Chapter 3, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” of the DEIS and
this FEIS, it is NYU’s goal to provide a supermarket use in the proposed
Zipper Building prior to demolition of the existing Morton Williams
grocery store, and the sequencing of proposed construction activities on
the South Block is planned to allow for continuous provision of a
supermarket use on the project site. The replacement supermarket space
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Comment 3-9:

Response 3-9:

would be located approximately 500 feet east of the current supermarket
location, on the same block, with no additional intersections to cross.
However, due to the potential for variation in construction timing and
sequencing, it is possible that the existing grocery store would be closed
prior to the availability of the new supermarket space within the Zipper
Building. Even with this potential interruption in supermarket services
on the project site, there would be alternative food stores within or near
the study area that would be available to local residents, including
Gristedes grocery stores located at Mercer and West 3rd Street and at
University Place and East Eighth Street, as well as numerous specialty
food stores and bodegas. Given the availability of other grocery stores
in the immediate area, the potential interruption in the provision of a
supermarket use on the South Block would not be a significant adverse
socioeconomic impact. With respect to the direct displacement of other
small businesses, please see the response to Comment 3-9.

Direct displacement effects merit a full review if the displaced
businesses provide necessary services. The DEIS recognizes that NYU
2031 will impact the socioeconomic conditions of the neighborhood by
displacing, among other things, a blood bank, a private day-care facility,
and three medical offices. DEIS at 3-10. The DEIS nowhere assesses
the number of residents these businesses serve, whether the services of
any are essential, and whether adequate services from others can fill the
need for the services provided. Rather, the DEIS casually fails to
