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OFFICE OF THE BRONX BOROUGH PRESIDENT 
The Bronx County Building 
851 Grand Concourse 
Bronx, New York 1045 1 
718-590-3500 

Adolfo Canion, Jr. 
Borough President 

Comments of ~ r o &  Borough President Adolfo ~a&i6n,'Yr. 
New York City Planning Commission Public Hearing 

Uniform Laad UseReview Procedure 
Proposed Bronx Terminal Market ~edevelopment 

November 2; 2005 

This application submitied by BTM Development Partners, LLC perrains to a series of 
discretionary land use actions to implement the development of Gateway Center at Bronx 
Terminal Market, a regional rctaiJ complex with parking, pubGc open space and a fitture hotel. 

. , . . .  . 
I welcome the proposal. 

BTM Development ~ a r k e r s  recognizes the area's strong market potential, with its un-served 
demand for restamant, retail and service uses.: The adjacent Bronx civic cen tq  a central 
business district in its own right, hosts some 3,000 employees and another 15,000 daily who 
perfom jury duty and participate in the govcmment and legal functions centered in and around 
the courthouses. In recent years, the Sonth Bronx has experienced major' 
revitaIization. Property values are rapi,dly increasing. New economic development projects 
have materialized in an area which just 30 years ago was a national symboI of urban blight and 
poverty. 

The Gateway Center proposal reflects the Bronx's status as a highly desirable marketplace. I am 
confident that Gateway Center will indeed be a beautiful entrancc to the Bronx, create job 
opportunities for borough residents, attract countless new visitors from throughout the region, 
and provide ~ronxites the improved shopping experience and choices that they need and 
deserve. 

Relationship to Yankee Stadium 
Although Gateway Center and the Yankee Stadium redevelopment arc separate projects, city 
planners cannot ignore thcir relationship. The much needed infrastructure, parks refurbishment 
and neighborhood amenities to bc incorporated in Yankee Stadium's redevelopment, and the 
substantial economic activity to be generated by Gateway, will mutually affect each other and 
the surrounding area. The City must coordinate traffic planning for the two projects, 
Consideration should be given to sharcd parking to reduce the total number of parking garages. 
Yankee garages sit vacant most of Che year, while ball games rarely coincide with prime 
shopping hours. 
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The redeveloped Harlem Rivcr waterfront will attract people year-round to spend time and 
money in  the Bronx, to Gateway Center's benefit. The Bronx Terminal Market, with its 
excellent rail and road access and proximity to Manhattan., is ideally located to help stcm the 
leakage of retail sales to the suburbs. Thc Yankee Stadium area presently lacks image and 
amenities. Fans amving early for games find minimal entertainment and restaurant resources, 
and likewise no opportunity for post-game activities. Gateway Center will provide a vibrant 
venue for ~ a n k e e  fans to shop and eat before and after games. 

Bronx Terminal Markct Merchants 
This redevelopment cannot occur without relocating the 23 businesses that currently operate in 
the Bronx Terminal Market. It must be everyone's goal - BTM Development Partners, the 
City, and Bronx local oficials -to insure thattkese entrepreneurs relocate to a place that will be 
cleaner, safer and more business aendly, where they can main the advantages ofproximity to 
each other and to their customers: I urge the City and the developer to give the Bronx Terminal, 
Market tenarils a feasible site and sufficient financial suppoa for zheir relocation. The City must 
not abandon these businesses. Similarly, I encourage the merchants at the TemLinaI Market to 
continue working with my office and the City so that we can, together, create a mutually 
acceptable relocation plan. 

Communitv Benefit Agreement and Partnershi0 with Host Community 
Host communities should partake in the bcnefits of major projects. Local residents and business 
endure increased vehicular and pedestrian traffic, environmentaJ impacts of construction, and 
noise generated by facility opcrations. B r o k  residents should share in the thousands of new 
jobs to be generated by Gateway. 1 will hold the developers to their assurance that Bronx 
businesses will fully participate in the construction of thc complex and that permanent jobs will 
be offeted to local residents on a priority basis., In addition, the developers must commit to 
construction technologies, including vehicles and equipment using clean fuels that minimize 
particulate emissions; with monitoring and enforcement by City agencies. My office will lead 
in negotiating a Community Benefit Agreement (CBA) among thc developers, the City and 
appropriate com~nunity representatives. A Gateway Center CBA i s  essential to my endorsement 
of this project. 

Bronx Tenn~nal Mayket merchants, Gateway Ccnter and residents of Bronx cornmunitics can all 
thrivc and bcncfit &om the new and exc~ting developments presently occurring in the Bronx. 

Conclusion. 
Mindful of thc significant economic opportunities to be generated by this development, the 
displacement of  Bronx Terminal Markct merchants, the importance of formalizing host 
community benefits and potential environmental concerns associated with construction and 
vehicular traffic, my support for thjs project is subject to the following stipulations: 

I) A Community Benefit Agreement must be formalized between BTM Dcveloprnent 
Partners, the NYC Economic Development Corporation andlor the City of New York, 
and community representatives, that ensures that Bronx residents will receive the 
majority of employment, and commits to construction technoIogies that minimize 
particulate emissions (including vehicles and equipment using clean fuels); 
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2) The Bronx T d a l  Market merchants must be relocated to a site where their businesses 
may tlrivc, rdainhg the advantages of proximity to each other and to their 
customers, with an adequate level of financial relocation aid provided by the City of New 
York (or its agent) or the developer; 

3) Resolution of traffic issues and coordina.tion of traffic and parking with the Yankee 
Stadium development must occur; 

4) The developcr and all those involved in thc project must patimpate i.n the Bronx Overall 
Economic Development Corporation's Buy Bmix and Bronx-at-Work campaigns; 

5) The developer must appoint a project coordinator, in consultation with the Bronx 
Borough President, to provide communication with the community (ombudsman 
function) and help mitigate construction impacts; 

6) The developer must incorporate sustainable design features including green building 
techniques with Leadership Energy and Environmental Design Standards (LEEDS) rating 
level of silver or higher throughout the project; 

7) The developer must seek the input oftlie Bronx.Borou& President's office in ensuring 
that attractive architecture, building materials and signage are used; 

8) The developer must incorporate visual. en.hance~nent along Gateway's perimeter, 
including fenestration with actual windows (not just display cases) and no blank walk on 
River Avenue, as well as trcc planting, as components of project design; 

9) Th.e developer must incorporate acccss and design improvements on River Avenue and 
Exterior Street to render the project more pedeskian. fkiendly and encourage street lifc; 

10) Res ect for site history must be exhibited by in.corporating the historical structure at k' 149' Street with its "Bronx Terminal Market'' sign into the project as well as a detailed 
plan for mitigating the adverse impacts on historic resources (market buildings and 
Bronx House of Detention). 

11.) The City andlor BTM Development Partners LLC must commit to constructing the 
parkland identi.fied in this Gateway ULURP application, simultaneously with 
Gatcway's construction,, regardless of the outcome af the Yankee Stadium 
redevelopment plan. 

With these conditions, I recommend approval of this application. 
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Bronx Voices for Equal Inclusion., , . 
A subcommittee of the Neighborhood Advisory Council 

1125 Grand Concourse 
Bronx, NY 10451 

Public Testimony at City Planning Hearing 
Re: Bronx ~ermias i  ~ a r k e t / ~ a t & a ~  ~ a f i  

November 2nd, 2005 

Department of City Planning 
22'Reade Stre& Spector Hall 
New York, NY 

Bronx Voices for Equal Inclusion (BVEI) is a sub-cormittee of the Neighborhood 
Advisory Council WAC). NACBVJiI is comprised of South Bronx organizations, 
residents. and local merchants who are concerned about the impacts of two major 
developments proposed for our neighborhood; The Gateway M'all whkh proposes to 
displace our Wholesale Food Market and a new Yaokec Stadium that has already taken 
action to alienate 22 acres of parkland Itom our community. 

We feel that both projeds are being rushed through ULURP and Environmental Review 
and that the community is nut being given all rbe information about the developents a ~ d  
their potential impacts, Fuahemore, NACIBW is ooncemd about expcted traptic 
impacts and bow the increase in vehicular congestion and truck h @ E c  will affect our 
already devastating astbma rates. We are troubled by the possibility for gentrification and 
that the Gatcway Mall will displace residents with rising property values. This threat of 
indirect displacement is also possible with the new Yankee Stadium, We have been told 
that these dcvclopments are supposed to help the South Bronx but without the proper 
assurances, there will be no indigenous South Bronx left to reap these pledged benefits. 

In addition, we do not want to loss our Wholwale Food Market. The Market providcs 
goods essential to prepariug our dhnic foods, and they provide jobs to people who will 
not be qualified to work at thc Gateway Mall. We urge dl those concerned to strongly 
consider allowing them to remain residents at the historical Bronx Terminal 
MafkeVGateway MdI. There is research that proves retail and wholesale can work 
together. All should be done to accommodate our Market. Tbey are essential members of 

We apprwiate you taking the time to listen to our conccms. Hopefully, we can work 
together to eoswe an optimal and just outcome for the South Bronx. For more 
information call Community Organizer Lydia Sierra at 718 410-6735 cxt. 1343. 

Position Papa Attached. 
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Neighborhood Advisory Council and Bronx Voices for Equal. Inclusion 
Working Position Paper 
Revised October 2005 

'7Jn-Addressed Concerns of the Community Regarding Pending Redevelopments in the 
Southwest Bronx" 

Problem: Public hearings in the Southwest B r a  for the purpose of disclosiug information to 
the community affected and receiving theviews of  the cwununity affected with respect to the 
Bronx Terminal hkkE~GateWay Center, and Yatlkee Stadium development, and Waterfront 
projects have been insufficient, severely limited and hstratiug. 
Thesis: The proposed redevelopments can bc and will be more greatly enhanced if authentic and 
wekoming opportuuities are provided by the City of New York, Related Corporation and the 
New York Yankees to hear the vision, the thinking,'and the constructive miticisms of the 
affected communi@. 
Goal: To make the development process more participatory, inclusive, and transparent by 
providing community residents and stakeholders with more information and meaningful 
opporhmities to &are their views, i~uence,'besign, and obtain community bene6.ts. 

Jmmediate Objectivb 
1. Broad Cornunity participatation; including refiidents, developers and relevant agencies 

m the struoauing of the Comm~mity Benefits Agreement (CBA) regarding the new 
Yankee Stadium, Bronx TetmM MarketIGateway Center, and Watdont  Projects. 
Additionally, a mechanism should be established to provide periodic feedback tothe 
community regarding the progress of the CBA and other relevant information 

2. Preservation of parks includmg McCombs Dam and Mull* Parks and recreational 
facilities. Suppod the position ofthe Cornunity Board #4 that supports the Stadium 
moving southwest c d  

3. Assnrmces that Developers arc),able to provide a broad range of business opportunities 
for Brow azinority and women-owned businesses, includin~job apprenticeships, youth 
employment opportunitres, and jobs for peopIe wth disabibbes. 

4. Maintain affordable ~ents  for both residents and local businesses All effort should be 
made to maintain current affordable housing. 

5 .  Design a Yankee Stadium and Gateway Mdl that insures the improvement and 
sustainability of the existing businesses impacted by the developmmts. (Bnhance the 
pals of the 261" Street Busmess Xmprovement District.) 

6. Require independent analysis that studies the impact the deveIopmeats will haw on: 
Hcalth Care, Compr~hensive Aix Quality, Transportation, overall environmental 
impact, including health implications. 

7. Project to be handicap and senior citizen accessible as det-ed by those rtffwted, and 
the de-mapping of the streets to aocommodate these individuals. 

Note: This document is a work-in-progress md  w& developed by community residents. 
For more information please call Lydia Sierra, Commmily Organizer at 718 410-6735. 
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. Testimony of Susan Fainstein .regardingthe . . . .  ., . . ,. ' , . , . 
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water'borie'~ra~spo,rta~.,on:the Harlem River, 
. , . , .. , , . 
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. . .  , . .1. , . .  
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. , 
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. :.: -,:;.. . 
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. . . . 

specialized produds are sought. .by ethnic food outlets . . , . 
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to Manhattan and to public transit provides its 

, . 
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customers with easy access. Any sacrifice of its 
locational advantages would prove severely injurious 
to the market merchants and to their employees. The 
EIS dismisses these arguments without serious 
investigation. The stark deficiencies in the EIS in 
failing to address these issues are as follows: 

1. On p. 3-16 the DEE indicates that the 
market currently occupies 407,180 sf. 
of floor space. On p. 3-1 7 (Table 3-4) it 
shows that in the entire Bronx, only 
472,550 s.f. of space exist, scattered 
around, mostly on very small footprints, 
and not necessarily suitable for a 
market. 

The market merchants consider 
that they must cluster in order to 
survive. The DEE itself notes (p. 3- 
15) that "the one-stop-shopping 
convenience provided by the 
clustering of wholesale food 
businesses is part of what 
continues to draw customers to the 
Bronx Terminal Market." The 
relocation option offered to the 
merchants, however, does not allow 
clustering. 

. Movement of the market 
businesses into the existing 
available space would absorb 
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. , ' almost :.all the vacant industriai : ' .  . . ,  , , 

, . .  
. . 

' . space . , in . . the ,borough. . . . . .  : . - :  ... : . . . . . . . . .  
. . 

. , . ' '. . . .. ' ' , .  , ,  . .  . ,  . .  

: If the' business'es, were forced to:' : . . . - ' .  , ,, , , . . . . . . . .  
. . 

. . move fat, froin their'current. loc&n, . , 
. , . . . .  . - .  , .  . , . . .  >.. . 

'they-would ~ l ~ s e . , m o s ~ . ~ , o f ~ ' t h e i r  : . . . .  . ' I  . , .  . . . . . . . . .  . , 

. . customer. ba~e .  The D E E  'notes, : . . : .  . . . .  
. . 

. . . . .  . . . . . . 
 nothe her . . .. operating charakteristicof 

. , . ,  . . .  <. b&ineises ,in :the Bronx Terminal . . . . . . . . . . .  ...... 
. . . ." . . . .  , , . . . . .  

~ .a rke t . ,  is': . c  onveni'ent : vehicular . . . .  . , , , .  

. . 
. : "access from .bofh ),the. .Bronx and 

. . . . .  , . 
. , 

, . . . .  
' . . . . . . .  ~anhat tan" ' (p~ '~3 -15~  . . . . , ,  . .: ' '  , , ,  . . , ! 

, 
. . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ,,... 
, . 

. . .  : .  

. ,... . . .  

. . .  . . . . .  , 2 .  .Approximately work . . ,..in' 400 'emplo.yees . . ,  currently 
the ' Market. They are . 

: , , 
. . . . 
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predominantly male and frequently lack 
English language skills. The collapse of 
the market would mean the loss of their 
livelihood. The proposed mall would not 
provide replacement jobs for them. 
(Oddly on p. 3-23 the DEIS claims that 
employment in wholesale trade in the 
entire Bronx is only 258. This is less 
than the number employed in the BTM 
alone and far less than the number in 
the Hunt's Point Market, which exceeds 
20,000). 

. . .  ... . . ,.-.. , .  .. ,- 

The following' facts, indicate the importanceof: 
retairiing the market in a'corifiguration similar to what 

. , riow exists: 
. . .. . 

I. Currently there are now 18 firms operating in the 
market, employing about 300-400 people. 
Approximately 50 percent of them live in the Bronx. 
The Market provides stable employment for 
individuals, mostly male, with relatively low levels of 
education, many of them immigrants lacking language 
skills. It serves over one million people in the 
metropolitan area and offers highly competitive 
pricing. A retail mall would not provide replacement 
employment for this work force. 

2. Clustering of the various providers allows them to 
supplement each other. There is a high level of 
cooperation among the tenant firms-they share 
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which allows for residential and commercial 
developments to mix with "existing light manufacturing 
uses as well as new ones." Both of these sites offer 
the potential for a mixed-use complex that would 
enhance the visual appearance of the waterfront. 
Acquisition of these sites would require assistance 
from the city. 
The rest of our report addresses the second strategy; 
incorporating the Market into plans for the Mall. The 
site located on the Western Edge has, importantly, 
been removed from the proposed Gateway Mall 
development area and, thus, requires no modification 
of the current plan. For this site, trucks would be 
routed to loading areas at the rear of the existing 
buildings, and small retail stores (to be occupied by 
the vendors or any other occupant) would replace the 
current loading areas along the planned promenade. 
Such an upgraded market, offering exotic butk retail 
foods from storefronts and cafes facing the Gateway 
Mall along its western edge would clearly complement 
the shopping district atmosphere that developers 
hope to create in this area, as displayed in the 
architectural renderings submitted. Further, this would 
be a substantive solution to the displacement impacts 
that are ignored in the current €IS, setting an 
excellent precedent for planning the redevelopment of 
the South Bronx in a way that balances competing 
interests. 

Other options for achieving this second strategy 
include moving the market to the Southern or Eastern 
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Precedents such as the Pike's Place Market in Seattle 
(also originally targeted for demolition as a part of an 
urban renewal plan) and the Reading Terminal Market 
in Philadelphia illustrate the potential of wholesale 
food markets to make an area unique. The fact that 
much of the merchandise sold at the Bronx Market is 
exotic would add to its appeal. 
Under the proposal for the Gateway Mall, to be 
located on the present site of the Bronx Terminal 
Market, the 18 viable businesses currently operating 
in the Market site have not been presented with a 
relocation plan that would keep them together. At the 
request of the Market merchants and the law firm 
representing them, we have examined alternative 
sites in the Bronx that would allow the companies now 
there to continue and expand their businesses, even 
while allowing for the proposed new Gateway mall 
development to be developed on its current site. 
These alternatives have been dismissed by the city's 
EDC as infeasible, either because they impinge on 
the Gateway site or because the property involved is 
not for sale. It is our belief that the city, if it had a 
genuine commitment to preserving the businesses 
currently operating in the market, could facilitate the 
availability of a nearby site. Alternatively, there is no 
reason why a wholesale food market could not be a 
compatible use, indeed a synergistic one, with the 
shopping mall. So far the Related Company has 
shown no interest in accommodating the Market as a 
neighbor to the mall. Again, we believe that 
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Statement - Traffic Impacts of the Proposed Bronx Tcrminal Market. 

My name is Brian Kctcham. I am president of Brian Ketcham Engineering and Executive Director of 
Community Consulting Serviceu. 1 am a licensed professional engineer. I have becn retained by the 
Neighborhood Retail Alliance to review and critique d ~ e  traf'fic analysis preparcd for this project. J. will 
focus oa just traffic for this statement. 

The proposcd Bronx Terminal Market will generate huge numbers of vehicular trips at all time 
periods; it will clog local roads and, in particular, the Major Dccgan; the DEiS docs not begin to 
disclose the impact this project will havc on nearby communities. 
The developer has significantly under estimated the amount oftraffic this project will generate, 
assuming ju3t 59% of shoppers will arrive and depart the Bronx Tcrminal Market by auto; based 
011 its location and proximity to transit, versus its proximity to the Major Deegan, 80% to 90% of 
shoppers will access this site by auto. 
At more than 1.2 million sq. ft. of retail space, it is twicc the size of the Gatcway Estates in 
Brooklyn; that project generates 2,500 auto trips in the evening peak hour; 28,000 trips on a 
typical weekday (34,000 on Saturdays). The proposed Bronx Terminal Market should genel-ate 
nearly double these numbers. 
Gateway Estates in Brooklyn provides 3,500 parking spaces yet exhibits overflow traffic on 
Fridays and Saturdays. The Bronx Terminal Market plans on just 3,000 parking spaccs for a 
project double the size of Gateway Estates. Compounding this is that Yankee nttendces will 
utilize some ofthis space on game days. The Bronx Terminal Market will suffer spill over traffic 
with backups on to the Major Deegan with disastrous effect. 
Trip generation is a vny  important elemcnt in estimating project impacts; howcvcr, the project's 
traffic engineer has assumed trip generation rates that are just three-quarters o f t h  average rates 
reported by the Institute of Transportation Engineers; rates M a r e  15% lower than the low-balled 
rates used for Gateway Estates. Monster malls in NYC do spectacularly well and generate huge 
numbers of auto hips. It is unacceptable to assumc rates that are well below national averages for 
this project. - Thc rcsult is that the Bronx Terminat Market can be expected to generate more than 250,000 
vehicular trips a week, 40,000 on weekdays, 50,000 on Saturdayv, and 3,500 trips on wcekday 
evening peak hours-double what is reported in the DEIS. 
70% to 85% of these trips are expected to arrive or depart the project via the Major Deegw; tl~c 
Major Deegan is at capacity for much of the day; adding approximately 3,000 vehicles to the 
Major Decgan in the evening peak hour will bring the Major Deegan to a halt especially in 
proximity to the I-Iigh Bridge connection to the Cross Bronx. 
In short, the DEIS traffic analysis is wrong; it low-balls project impacts; the project will place a 
huge traffic burden on nearby communities; it will clog the Major Deegan causing huge delays 
for other travelers severely impacting individuals and businesses. 
Concentrathg so many trips in one arca and relying on an already overstressed Major Deegan for 
most of its access and egress without full mitigation (costing hundreds of millions of dollars) is 
wrong and should be stoooed. - . , 
This is the wrong place to concentrate 40,000 to 50,000 daily car and mtck trips. This project 
should not be approved. 

Brian T. Ketcham, P.E. 
Brian Ketcham Engineering, P.C. 
175 Pacific Sweet 
Brooklyn, NY 11201, 
718-330-0550 
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Dr- Richard Lipsky 
Neighborhood Retail Alliance 
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We've been a look at the EIS that was submitted on behalf of the Related Companies for 
its Gateway MaIl at the Bronx Tcrminal Market. Just a cursory analysis of its purported 
socioecondmic impact section gives us a very good idea just why they arc trying to bum rush thc 
ULUm process. To put it Gndly, the analysis is unadulterated cnp and, ifthe traffic study is in 
any way like this section then God help the South Bronx. 

Let's take a peak: 

1) According to the EIS, small neighborhood food stores won't be impacted because these storcs 
are "patronized by neighborhood residents who valuc the convenience ... the high quality of 
goods and personal service.. ." (3-78). 

This i s  nothing more than wnventional wisdom and should be treated as a testable hypothesis, 
something which isn't even considered by the consultants. Inaddition, while the assertion may 
be partia~y true it doesn't necessarily fo&w that it is true in its entirety. What this means is that 
a large club store or supermarket may have impacts and those impacts need to be analyzed, a .: 
proccss that the EIS doesn't feel i s  necessary. 

It is also impo.rtant.to point out that many of the smalierspecialty stom depend on the synergy 
oreatcd by thc independent supermarkets who anohor local com.m,ercid strips. This brings to . 

the next assertion: .. . 

2) Larger supermarkets needn't worry even though l%esestores "rue likcly to experience . .. 

competitive pressure h m a  whoIesale club or large chain supermarket ..." Thcre are a munber of.. . :, - 

alleged reasons for this: . . . . . . .  .... .. , . , . . . .. . . . . 

a; Sales will be diverted from othw club stores in the areas ~ ~ 0 U n d i n g  the Rmm: "'hxdore, 
some portion of sales at the Proposed Project's wholesale club would rtpresent sales that haw -. . . 

been divertcd fkom other wholede clubs, not fiom local supermarkets" (3-80). . . 

. .  . 
b. Local grocery siares are morc convenient becausethc selection of goods would be greater and . .  - .:: .- .. 

., . more varied than at a warehouse club: "Shoppers who prefer to have a wide gssortment of 'terns ' , :. .. . : 

to choose. from will continuc to shop.at area ~upermarkets~~ (3-82).. . . . 
. . 

c. Local supermarkets arc not critjcal to neighborhood shopping &ips. In apparent response to 
the Mimce's advocacy on this issue the consultants make two paints: .. ,.. . . . . .  

i. Local supermarkets will not lose bnsincss fkom the food store($) in the project . . . . 

ii. E v a  if they do they'rc not essential to ncighborhod character 

Consultants Provide no Empirical Data 

In response to this section of  the EIS we need to cmphask a number of points. First of all, the 
consultants sim@y make a number of untestcd statements without providing hard date as 
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evidence. For instance, they do not survey store owners or their customers. They also fail to 
interview wholesale suppliers to determine whether certain stores within the trade area may be 
more wherable to the pressure of competition. 

In adwon, at no t h e  do the consuItants.highli&t the aggregate potentid sales volume of its 
club sore. For instance, our estimates in our analysis ofthe Brush Avenue BJ's that went down 
to defeat. this year predicted, bawd onindustry estimates, that the store would do $60 &ion a 
year in food sales. In an attempt to tocsse this issue, using neighborhood character, the 
consultants try to show that the larger stores are not generally anchop to local shopping strips. 

... 

To the extent to which this is true, however, this merely points out the weakness of the CEQR 
and the,need to widen the scope o f  economic impact analysis that we've highlighted in our 
discussion of &xomtabIe development. How mu& of the $60 .million will come from these 

. ,wionized supermark&? What will bethe o v d  industry and employment impacts of the . . .  

replacement,of these. unionized workers witha hgely  uninsured, non-union workforce. What . . .  

will be the impad on the taxpayer when these workers must come to rely on the public health . . 

, .......... . . . .  - . , - ~ ~ a ~ , ~ y & ~ ? . : : :  . . .  y :  -i; . . . . . . . . . . .  ::: . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  ?.* . . . .  , . . . . . .  
, .. 

. . - , .  I... 
I' . , 

. There's Enough Business far those Stores.. :; . ; .;.- ;- . . . . 
. . .  . . . . .  . ..., >. . . . . . . .  

,.The otha unsupported argurntkt advaticed in this sectionis that the areas where tbose other 
. .  . . . .  : markets are located have enough local demand to withstand the competitive pressures ofa box 

store at Gateway. 
. . .  . . . . . . . . .  , ... . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  .>.. . , . .  ' .  .,. . 

.. - -;. .Onmagain we refer back totbe origbahigurjlent in this section that smaller local markets.; '.' . ' '  

.: :.. - (: ,ap~,ealia.g tqn&hborhoa.d needs, d l  not bc negatively impaaed..Have the.consulhfs lo&&. :. 
, the himpact that larger supermarkets have had in other shopping center projects around the city7 ' . 

. Ase they aware that, in sornc cases,  any as five stores have closed when a regional, chain 
. . .  store has opened? . . . . .  . ,. . . . . , , .. , . . ... 

. .  . . . . .  .< . . . .  . . 
. . . . .  :, . . .  . . . . -  
..The consul&nts also adopt a breezy,.cavali.er attitude towards th.e'pot@.ial of indirect . . . . 

: displacement. At not t+ne do they bother to ev+.speculate on a worst case scenario and the ' . 

: -..;: absence of any larger economic impact. analysis that focused on.the h@fity of-the employment:, ; : 
. kmsfer leaves uswith little cox6dence that an honcst evahation has even taken place. The big ' Y  

. . . .  , . . . . .  .. unanswered question i s  where will the %60.milUon in salcscomeXrorn? . , . , .  

. . .  . . . :  . . ,.: 

. . . .  ...... .... . . . .  , .. ... . T d c  Lssue.:lrony .: . . . . . .  . . . . .  ,.,,.: ., 
. . ,  

. . 
. . .  ..One oftha major defenses ~ ~ G a t c w a y  m the trafficissue, made by Cbuncil mmber ~ o y o , . : i s : ~  ' .  

that car and mck ImfRc will be. less intrusive because the Gateway Mall. is located near publjc : ; ,  

transportation: WeU, if that'strue someone should have told the consultants. since a main . . 

argument they make isthat locd stores won't be .hurt too drastically "becausethe project site i s -  
not immediate1ypximatc to public transit and that apoximately 76% of household members ' , 

in the 3 mile trade area do not have a vehicle mailable to them.. ." (3-80). 

If tkds i s  true than then Gateway Mall will be attracting the bulk of its customers &om outside %he 
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local neighborhoods and whatever the shopping values tbat will exist at the will not be easily 
available to local midcnts who will, nevertheless, have to accommodate the intense increase of 
vehicle and truck traffic though their already overburdened streets. 

Our feeling is mixcd on this. We believe that enough business will leak out from the 
neighborhood, especially the bulk weekend business that is so vital to neighborhood 
supermarkets to lead to the closing of a number of local stores. At the same time, and especially 
whcn we consider the food stamp and membership policies of BJ's and Costco, we believe &at 
the C i y  Mall will primwily exist as a destination for thousands of out-of-fie-neighborhod 
shoppers so cha&_Enr the local community, the costs will greatIy ouhvcigh the benefits. 

EDC's Bad .Faith 
It is instructive to mad the DEIS that AKRF has prepared for its client Related alongside the 
.commmication from EDC to the lawyers from the .Bronx Temind Market merchants. Before 
you do, however, it is ~ p o . ~ t  to point out that these same accommodating consultants got 

, . millions ofdollars to spew forih self-sewing claptrap whcn Rudy Giuliani was proposing ta 
' .- , 

rezone all the MI. and M2 space in the city for big box use. They remind us of Tom Lelwex's 
observation about Wcrner Von Braun: "A man whose allegiance i s  rul.ed by expedience." . . 

. . 

Direct D'i~~laeement . . , . - % 

Under the mles of CEQR a lmd use applicant must conduct a rigorous analysis if a proposed 
. . 

. . . . . . .  dcvelopmmt wirl have a sigaifrcant impact on the city's economy or businesses that may depend 
on the:economic activity being displackd. Terms such askiquely dependent," "critical social oi ::.:. 
economic mle" and "substmtid economic value to the city" .F*equent.tbe CEQR narrative on . t~ ,: ..', ' t  

direct displacement. 
, 

If such a possibility of significant irnpact.exists, the applicant must conduct a "detailed analysis" ' : .  . 

so that.the lead agency can 'knderstand the potentia1.fo.r and extent of a signMcant adverse 
impact to a level that will allow appropriate mitigation to occur.)' 

... . . .... . , . . . . .  , . . 
. . . .  Mitigation . :  . . , . . .- . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  - , " .  . , .  

. . . . . . .  .... 
. . Two points about mitigation should be made. &s't,'.it may include 'helpkg to seek out md . , 

acquire replacement space" andlor a. provision of"ke1ocation assistance." Clearly, thc City bas 
refused to consider the first option. What is not being said, however, is that the relocation . . . :  . .  

, .  . assistance is not mitigation at all because, as CEQR alludes to, the possibility that there may be 
"unusual dificdt inrelocation,." ' . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  

Ironically, the DEIS makes the merchants casc vcry well. As Professor Fainstein has pointed out 
to us after reviewing the DEIS: 
"The text on p. 3-15 indicates that shoppers at the market arc dram primarily •’torn the Bronx 
and northem Manham and tlmt acccss and one-stop shopping are the principal attmctions." 
Additional irony inheres i.u the consultant's contention that the market merchants are currently 
utilizing 407,180 sq. A. Once again Fainsteh nails the llypocrisy: 
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"Finally it notes that dtog&er the Browi dfords only 472,500 sf of vacant space(scaae~d 
mound and not wces sdy  &able for a market) and finally c o d u d n  that the businesses on the 
project site "would not have any diff~culty in finding dternate indus.trial space within lhe Bronx" 

, (p.3-18). 'Xhis is obviously contradictory and the lealysis ofthe direct displacement effect is not 
fully included in the summary EIS." . 

' . . 

KeeonQure the project 
. . -. . 

. . . . , . 
. Finally, CEQR counsels that if direct.displacement is to o m  it might also be advisable to 

. reconfigure the size and scope of the project: 
"If those businesses occupy only a portion of fie project site, a smaller project or an alternative 

. . .  .mnfiguration that avoided them could also be considered" (p3b - I b). 
, . . 

Lying and Swearing t0.U : .... . . 

. . 
a of the potentially constructive mitigations are n e w  considexed because EDC had an apn'ori 

, ,-evaluation ofthe.worthlessn~ of tbe b&inesser in the market, a view they ,have freely ,, . . . .  

. expressed throughout tbeoontro~rsy. Unsw-prisingly; AKRF, trained in the abject aping of its 
.. master's whims, mirronthisiiew in thekso-calJed ana@isof the value of the BTM to the- city's '''. ., 

economy. 

Elsewhere wehave argued bow insufficient this~&alysis ii;kaying that it undctscorcs the need to 
. - remove the eva].uation process from tEe sullied bands ofthose who would b e n e 5 t . h  a falsely 

. . .  : . 3.iuaguide and.ysis.ofa.project,,s impact..What's clea~h.this.case.i~ that all o f t h ~  economic . . . .  --- . , 

observations done by tbe consultants are simply made to rationalize EbC's originally held, 
. . . .  jaundiced view,ofthe BTM mmhants. 

. . .  ..... . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . .:. *,-.*:; ;;, , ' . ,. : ' .  . ..*: :, " 

. . .  , . , ,, , . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; .*. ,3.: '.;+. :;: . . . . . . . . . . .  ........ . .  . . . .  . . .  ..:, , . . . . . . .  . . . . .  
. . , , ,,.-. . , ,  .. . . .  :i. .:. .,!:+-:>, .. . . . , . . . :  : 
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G o o d  Morning m r  name l s  sfanlex MaYer, I ern a 
merchant at the BTM and X am alao tha Fre%L@lent 
of the BTMPA, Ific. on laehalf of mrselX and the 
o t h e r  rnershanea af the BTM, I Speak in 
oPPasition e o  %ha approval eo ths Gateway a* 
B T M ,  calendar Iterne 28 Thru 34 surauanC eo the 
U L W R F  process and in opposition to the so-called 
Gateway Erxwironmental Zmeact Staeemont CEIS) 
PUrsUark% *a CAty Eaavirommental Ou~lity Revicw 
<CFQR>. L a t  me make our positlam v r s ~  claar, 
the EIS fail- t o  d-al w A t h  the & A r e = +  
disalacernwne of our bus%neeses from the 
dravelopanemkt m i t e .  Rslated Companies, the 
developer of this project h ~ s  iailed to take 
into account the sxnergy rsla relat%oneh%~r 
between t h r  bueinrssea in the currenr marlset. 
No real & sirrcnre af-fort has Beer* maae to eeep 
our busP%aesres together even in a arnr3ll portion 
of *he Soat print of the Bevcalos?merrt A -  We 
the marchants are not against dewalopment, we 
just want to be part a* the n e w  dnvelopment. 

NO ezfort has been made to relocat- us 
togsther asspite the calla ta do so bx the 
elec=sd offi~ials in *he Bra-. No effort, as a 
last resort. hqs been mad- to gut real Aollara 
on %ha table to compansaee aur busines4es and 
thePr r=amployees,  both a* whom fare the loss o f  
1*~elihoods. Bscausw oQ ths destruction o l  our 
bxasin~~ses, parmanemat 1429 af our rrn~lox~e'a 
job,, and ehm IalXure zo racommend 
alternatfwea, the EIS Pa dofec*ive on its face 
and shouLQ bo rejrctrd. 

 he Eeoscrmie Impact suction mi! the EIS io 
wlthout merit. Wa at tha BTM make a trernsndour 
c-nesLbu%%on f o  She Bronx- the c i t y ,  %he Latino. 
W e a t  Zndlan, Caribbean, A e X a n  and APr%can 
Communities in the TsL-State area and Bayend. 
W a  preaent3x have annual sales a~proachlng 450 
mLllfon dollars, there sales numbers are 
directly represrn%a*Sve o5 the scomomic Xrnpact 
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w e  haw- en %he area. W e  art4 t h e  onlr whoteaale 
and bulk ret a i l  ff iseribution center oe the 
unAsue ethnic f ~ o a s  a d  ~ r b d u ~ t s  for thesra 
comrnunf'l:irj,s. Whiio the EIS sare *her- A s  a nered 
for food clubs, our mark-% i s  alrsadr T h e  very 
trse at food club that ELS 16 lwoKfmg to bring 
2 -  Ths  E X S  lays thera communAties can so 
elsewhere, But w h e t = ? ,  to wal-~mrt OF to BJ'%? 
The bulk O f  whaC w e  sell can't bs found there- 
I ask w h r  we m u s t  b e  replaced ky our 05 stat6 
bueinasawa w h e n  w e  could easily be w o r k e c l  into 
*hoar v * a A o x z  *or prozieat and -or the 
nelshborhooa. 

The only an%wer X can think 0% i 9  that %her w i n R  
eo ckkangs %he C o L o r  of the neighborhood. 
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Thank you 















Lilliari Smith, Community Activist 
longtime Bronx resident, and 
mcmber of the Neighborhood 
Advisory Council and 
Bronx Voices for Equal Inclusion. 
Tcl: 7 18 992-2639 

Public Testimony regarding approval of h e  Gateway Mall. 
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I am Lillian Smith. I have resided in the Bronx over 40 years, a great 
grandmother of four smart boys, a charter member o f  Morrkania Progress 
Center, now retixed Born the Department of Justice, Drug Enforcement 

/ 
I am here today because I am concerned about plans to move the 
Bronx Terminal ~ a r k e t .  1 have used, this market since the early sixties 
buying Christmas eees for my kids, plants, and ethnic foods. The thought of 
removing the market is devastating. It's the largest ethnic and tropical 
produce market on the East Coast catering to the taste of growing members 
of immigrants •’ram Africa, the Caribbean, arid Central and South America. 

The merchants should remain. The plan developed by the merchants should 
be incorporated iuto the development plans. Redevelopment can occur 
without relocating the businesses that currently operate in the Madcet. , , They - . . . .. . 
must stay Jogether where they can retain advantage of proximity to each 
other and their customers. 

May the sensitivity of the issue give cause for it to be inclusive in your h a ] .  
debrmination. Tnank you. 

Lillian Smith. 
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Public Hearing Comments on the Bronx Terminal Market Redevelopment 
City Planning Commission, November 2.2005 

Elizabeth Valentina, New York Jobs with Justice Workers' Rights Fellow 

My name is Elizabeth Valentina and I am appearing on behalf of New York Jobs with Justice. New York Jobs with Justice is 
a permanent coalition of over 75 unlons and community organrzations that advocates to promote social, racial, and 
economic justice for ail New Yorkers. Jobs with Justice coalitions exist in over 40 other cities in 29 states 

We believe that all commercial development subsidized by the City should be accountable to the community-at-large 
Taxpayers have an interest in knowing how the C~ty spends their money. Community residents have an interest in what is 
being built in their community and the type of jobs to be created. Local business ownen have an interest in knowing how 
the development will impact their businesses Everyone affected by the proposed developmeni should have access to 
information about the development at its inception and the opportunity to voice their concerns before the deal is concluded. 

We believe greater accountability, for this and other City-subsidized projects, can be achieved by: 
1. mandating basic employment standards for the jobs to be created including living & prevailing wages and health 

benefits; 
2. incorporating Local Hiring Policies; 
3. transparency of the approval process, including preparing community impact reports at the outset of the 

negotiations, and incorporating community input appropriately at the beginning of the process; and 
4, enforcing "clawbacks" or mandatory repayment of City subsidies for failure to reach job creation or community 

development goals and standards. 

In structuring its economic development, the City has the obligation to take into account those directly affected by the 
development before the deal is final. In this case, there has to be a suitable and viable relocat~on plan for the displaced 
merchants. They thrive and Function as a group and to date the City has not proposed an appropriate resolution. The 
employees who will lose their jobs must be assured that the new jobs that the development will create meet minimum 
employment standards, such as a living or prevailing wage and benefits. The City must take into account the interests of its 
constituents in negotiating subsidized development deals, and not just those of the developers 

Therefore, we urge the City Planning Commission to deny the Related Companies application, or in the alternative, require 
the Related Companies to agree not to include businesses in the development like Wal-Mart & BJ's whose record of iow- 
road employment standards should not be tolerated in our city, and certainly not rewarded with our tax dollars. 




