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Appendix L:  Eight-Step Decision Making Process 

Eight-Step Decision Making Process 

Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management 

Executive Order 11990: Wetlands Protection 

East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project – New York City, NY 

New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 

This decision making process addresses the requirements of E.O. 11988 and 11990, as provided 
by 24 CFR Part 55.20 and contains eight steps, including public notices and an examination of 
practicable alternatives. This document pertains to proposed project activities in the 100-year 
floodplain (AE Zone) and mapped wetlands, as identified on the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) preliminary (2015) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 1974 Tidal Wetland Mapping (Map ID 
586_506 and 586_508), respectively.  

Step 1. Determine whether the proposed action is located in a 100-year floodplain (or a 500-
year floodplain for a Critical Action) or results in new construction in a wetland. If the proposed 
action would not be conducted in one of those locations, then no further compliance with this 
part is required.  

According to the FEMA Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) ID 360497, the proposed 
project is located within the 100-year floodplain, designated as Zone AE, as well as the 500-year 
floodplain, designated as Zone X. The Base Flood Elevation (BFE) is 10 feet (NGVD 1929). 
Figure 1.0-5 of the DEIS illustrates the proposed project area in relation to the 100- and 500-year 
floodplains.  

The NYSDEC 1974 Tidal Wetland Mapping (Map ID 586_506 and 586_508) indicates that 
certain project elements—relocation of existing embayments, installation of support structures for 
a new shared-used flyover bridge, installation of cofferdams for outfall construction, and 
temporary placement of mooring spuds for construction barges—would be located within Littoral 
Zone, a NYSDEC tidal wetland. Additionally, the East River is mapped as estuarine subtidal 
wetlands with an unconsolidated bottom (E1UBL) on United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. 

Step 2. Notify the public at the earliest possible time of a proposal to consider new construction 
or substantial improvement actions in the 100-year floodplain (or in the 500-year floodplain for 
a Critical Action), and thus involve the affected and interested public in the decision making 
process.  

A 15-day “Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain” was 
published in eight City-wide and local newspapers on February 5, 2016, and complied with the 
requirements for public comment per 24 CFR 55.20(b)(2). Published in English, Chinese, Spanish, 
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and Russian languages, this notice served to inform and update interested agencies, groups, and 
individuals about the proposed project activities within the floodplain, thus engaging the public in 
the decision-making process. This notice included a description of the proposed project, and 
invited the public to provide comments by February 22, 2016. The notice was also posted to 
OMB’s website for review (http://www1.nyc.gov/sitre/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-
records.page). No comments on this notice were received. 

Since the publication of the original notice, the design of the proposed project has advanced, and 
the City has identified a project alternative, which has been selected as the City’s Preferred 
Alternative. This alternative involves in-water work to a greater extent than previously expected, 
and therefore, a greater potential to impact wetlands. An “Early Notice and Public Review of a 
Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland” was published on February 22, 2019, 
in the aforementioned papers, and an additional paper, the Brooklyn Daily Eagle, in Southern 
Brooklyn. This notice invited the public to provide comments by March 11, 2019 (later extended 
to March 22, 2019). Multiple public comments were received on this revised notice; however, 
these comments were largely related to the nature of the proposed project itself, rather than the 
content of the notice.  

Step 3. Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating the proposed action in a 
floodplain (or the 500-year floodplain for a Critical Action).  

According to 24 CFR Part 55.20 (c), alternatives considered include: 

1) No Action Alternative - No new flood protection.  

2) Proposed Action Alternatives – Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park 
(Preferred Alternative/Alternative 4); Flood Protection on the West Side of East River Park – 
Baseline (Alternative 2); Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park – 
Enhanced Park and Access (Alternative 3); Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive 
(Alternative 5). 

As noted in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” of the DEIS, four “With Action” alternatives (i.e., 
all alternatives except the No Action alternative) have been advanced. These four With Action 
Alternatives were identified as a result of a design and planning process that considered the four 
factors noted above (natural environment, social concerns, economic aspects, and legal 
constraints), among other considerations as discussed in Chapter 1.0, “Purpose and Need” of the 
DEIS. 

No Action Alternative – The project purpose and need would not be met with the No Action 
alternative. The No Action alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection 
system is installed in the proposed project area. In the absence of this system, the existing 
neighborhoods within the protected area would remain at risk to coastal flooding during design 
storm events. Independent of the proposed project, there would be limited improvements to open 
space resources and access to East River Park and the East River waterfront from other planned 
projects or targeted resiliency projects. 

Proposed Action Alternatives – The Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park 
Alternative (Preferred Alternative) proposes to move the line of flood protection further into East 
River Park, thereby protecting both the community and the park from design storm events, as well 
as increased tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise 
the majority of East River Park. This plan would reduce the length of wall between the community 
and the waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood connectivity and integration. Between 
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the park amphitheater and East 13th Street, the park would be raised by approximately eight feet 
to meet the design flood elevation criteria, with the floodwall installed below-grade. The park’s 
underground water and drainage infrastructure, bulkhead and esplanade, and existing park 
structures and recreational features, including the amphitheater, track facility and tennis house, 
would be reconstructed as part of the raised park. Relocation of two existing embayments along 
the East River Park esplanade is also proposed under this plan improve access, enhance the park 
user experience, and provide for improved aquatic habitat conditions. This alternative would 
include drainage components to reduce the risk of interior flooding and construction of the 
foundations for the shared-use flyover bridge to address the narrowed pathway (pinch point) near 
the East River Dock between East 13th Street and East 15th Street, substantially improving the 
City’s greenway network and north-south connectivity in the project area. The Preferred 
Alternative would also include reconstruction of 10 outfalls located along the park shoreline that 
discharge to the East River, as well as wastewater and water supply piping and associated features 
such as manholes and regulators.  

The Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park – Baseline Alternative 
(Alternative 2) would provide flood protection using a combination of floodwalls, levees, and 
closure structures (i.e., deployable gates) from Montgomery Street to East 25th Street. As the line 
of protection would generally be located on the western side of East River Park in a portion of the 
project area, the park would not be protected from the design storm event under this alternative. 
The neighborhoods to the west of the line of protection would be protected from the design storm 
event under this alternative. This alternative also includes modifications of the existing sewer 
system. A shared-used flyover bridge would be built cantilevered over the northbound FDR Drive 
to address the pinch point.  

The Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park – Enhanced Park and Access 
Alternative (Alternative 3) provides flood protection using a combination of floodwalls, levees, 
and closure structures. As with Alternative 2, the line of protection would generally be located on 
the western side of East River Park in a portion of the project area, and the neighborhoods to the 
west of this line would be protected from the design storm event under this alternative. However, 
under this alternative, there would be more extensive use of berms and other earthwork in 
association with the flood protection along the FDR Drive to provide for more integrated access, 
soften the visual effect of the floodwall on park users, and introduce new types of park experience. 
The landscape would generally gradually slope down from high points along the FDR Drive 
towards the existing at-grade esplanade at the water’s edge. Due to the extent of the construction 
of the flood protection system, this alternative would include a more extensive reconfiguration 
and reconstruction of the bulk of East River Park and its programming, including landscapes, 
recreational fields, playgrounds, and amenities. Even with these East River Park enhancements, 
the park itself would not be protected from the design storm event under this alternative. As 
proposed in Alternative 2, this alternative would include drainage components to reduce the risk 
of interior flooding and the shared-use flyover bridge to address the pinch point.  

The Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive (Alternative 5) proposes a flood protection 
alignment similar to the Preferred Alterative, except for the approach between East 13th Street 
and Avenue C. This alternative would raise the northbound lanes of the FDR Drive in this area by 
approximately six feet to meet the design flood elevation, then connect to closure structures at the 
south end of Stuyvesant Cove Park. This alternative would include drainage components to reduce 
the risk of interior flooding and the construction of the shared-use flyover bridge to address the 
pinch point.  
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Step 4. Identify the potential direct and indirect impacts associated with the occupancy or 
modification of the floodplain (or 500-year floodplain for a Critical Action).  

The Preferred Alternative includes the reconstruction of East River Park as well as the existing 
water and sewer infrastructure within the park. The Preferred Alternative would raise the majority 
of East River Park by approximately eight feet and would install a floodwall below-grade to meet 
the design flood elevation criteria. Therefore, there would be an elevation change in the proposed 
project area as a result of implementation of the Preferred Alternative.  

The floodplain in the proposed project area is located in an urban area that is heavily developed; 
installation of the proposed project is necessary for the protection of the adjacent communities and 
the East River Park from design storm events. During construction, there would be temporary 
disturbance of the floodplain due to excavation, grading, and storage of construction materials and 
equipment. Once implemented, the flood protection system is designed to withstand storm surge 
velocities and wave action for the 100-year-storm event assuming sea level rise to the 2050s. The 
Preferred Alternative would therefore minimize the potential effects that could be expected to 
occur within the floodplain. The Preferred Alternative would install new flood protection 
structures in the floodplain. However, no permanent commercial or residential structures would 
be introduced to the project area as part of the Preferred Alternative. While the proposed project 
includes construction of two new, one-story industrial structures for the operation and 
maintenance of certain drainage components, these structures would be located behind the flood 
protection alignment and along City right-of-way. These industrial structures would therefore 
neither increase potential for damages to these buildings due to flooding nor reduce the capacity 
of the floodplain to manage storms. The structures proposed under the Preferred Alternative are 
designed to reduce the risk of flood loss; to minimize the effect of floods on human safety, health, 
and welfare; and to preserve the beneficial value of the existing floodplain. 

The Preferred Alternative would result in approximately 29,825 square feet of permanent effects 
to NYSDEC-regulated tidal wetlands associated with construction of permanent support structures 
for a shared-use flyover bridge, as well as filling of two existing embayments and at the edges of 
the proposed embayments to accommodate park programming. The existing embayments would 
be relocated elsewhere along the shoreline of East River Park, creating 24,868 square feet of new 
embayments within the project area, and additional wetland restoration to mitigate for permanent 
effects would be implemented through wetland mitigation credits purchased from a wetland 
mitigation bank operated by New York City’s Economic Development Corporation (EDC), in 
consultation with New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), or off-site wetland restoration, pursuant to NYSDEC 
and USACE permit requirements. Overall, the study area is already highly developed, and the 
project area is already largely designated parkland and City right-of-way and would remain as 
such following implementation, and the project would not encourage new development within the 
floodplain or wetlands.  

Step 5. Where practicable, design or modify the proposed action to minimize the potential 
adverse impacts within the floodplain (including the 500-year floodplain for a Critical Action) 
and to restore and preserve its natural and beneficial values. All critical actions in the 500-year 
floodplain shall be designed and built at or above the 100-year floodplain (in the case of new 
construction) and modified to include (1) Preparation of and participation in an early warning 
system; (2) An emergency evacuation and relocation plan; (3) Identification of evacuation 
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route(s) out of the 500-year floodplain; and (4) Identification marks of past or estimated flood 
levels on all structures. 

To function as a flood protection system, the proposed project must be sited and constructed within 
the floodplain. Disturbance to the floodplain during construction would be temporary. Once 
implemented, the flood protection system is designed to withstand storm surge velocities and wave 
action for the 100-year-storm event assuming sea level rise to the 2050s. The Preferred Alternative 
would therefore minimize the potential effects that could be expected to occur within the 
floodplain. No permanent commercial or residential structures would be introduced to the project 
area as part of the Preferred Alternative. Two new, one-story industrial structures for the operation 
and maintenance of certain drainage components and would be located behind the flood protection 
alignment. As discussed in Step 4 above, the structures are designed to reduce risk of flood loss; 
to minimize the effect of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and to preserve the 
beneficial value of the existing floodplains. 

In addition, to meet the stated goals for protecting, improving, and enhancing access to recreational 
resources, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will necessarily result in some temporary 
and permanent effects to tidal wetlands. The Preferred Alternative design will seek to reduce 
effects to wetlands to the maximum extent practicable while still meeting the goals of the proposed 
project. The Preferred Alternative would result in approximately 29,825 square feet of adverse 
effects to NYSDEC-regulated tidal wetland habitat from the installation of the permanent support 
structures for the shared-use flyover bridge and fill placed within the existing embayments and at 
the edges of the proposed embayments. The existing embayments that are proposed to be filled 
would be replaced with new embayments of comparable size (approximately 24,868 square feet) 
along East River Park shoreline. The new embayments would provide improved habitat 
conditions, including the elimination of bridges that shade aquatic habit, which can reduce benthic 
productivity and biomass. Moreover, the provision of habitat enhancements designed for the 
recruitment of shellfish and other aquatic life is also being explored as design advances. Specific 
elements of the new embayments that would improve habitat include ECOncrete® tidal pools, 
ECOncrete® pile jackets installed on the existing steel esplanade piles, as well as an ECOncrete® 
armor block breakwater at the southern embayment. Further, permanent tidal wetland effects 
would be mitigated under general 2:1 ratio recommendations for unvegetated tidal wetland 
impacts. Continued coordination with NYSDEC will determine the total extent of mitigation 
required for the Preferred Alternative. Some of this mitigation would be in the form of replacement 
in kind of existing embayments, as described above, and the rest would be accomplished through 
the purchase of tidal wetland mitigation bank credits or with off-site tidal wetland restoration or 
creation. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) operates the Saw Mill 
Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank in Staten Island, NY, where credits may be purchased to mitigate 
adverse effects to tidal wetlands. As the proposed project is within the Primary Service Area for 
the mitigation bank, this option is being explored to fulfill the tidal wetland mitigation 
requirements. NYC Parks has also identified potential tidal wetland restoration sites. Selection 
and implementation of off-site tidal wetland mitigation will be coordinated with EDC, NYC Parks, 
and other involved agencies. Off-site tidal wetland mitigation would likely include the restoration 
or creation of open water, mud flats, low marsh, high marsh, and coastal upland habitats. It is 
anticipated that the design and construction of the off-site tidal wetland mitigation would be 
completed by the proposed construction end date of 2023. Therefore, the natural and beneficial 
values of wetlands affected by the Preferred Alternative would be restored through mitigation.  

Step 6. Reevaluate the proposed action to determine (1) Whether it is still practicable in light of 
its exposure to flood hazards in the floodplain, the extent to which it will aggravate the current 
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hazards to other floodplains, and its potential to disrupt floodplain values; and (2) Whether 
alternatives preliminarily rejected at Step 3 (paragraph [c] of this section are practicable in light 
of the information gained in Steps 4 and 5 (paragraphs [d] and [e]) of this section. 

It has been determined that the Preferred Alternative would provide flood protection for vulnerable 
populations and critical city infrastructure and amenities located within the floodplain, including 
East River Park and existing neighborhoods adjacent to the park, which are all currently at risk to 
coastal flooding during design storm events. While the Preferred Alternative would change the 
elevation of the floodplain in the vicinity of the proposed project, it would not change the 
occupancy of the floodplain and would not have effects on flood velocities upstream or 
downstream.  

The Preferred Alternative would result in a permanent loss of approximately 29,825 square feet 
of littoral zone tidal wetland habitat. The majority of these effects are the result of filling existing 
embayments in order to increase community access to the water’s edge, a principal objective of 
the proposed project, and to provide adequate space to site heavily utilized active recreation 
facilities within East River Park. These embayments will be replaced with comparably sized 
embayments within the project area. In addition, these elements would not affect the tidal 
exchange or tidal patterns in the study area. All adverse effects to NYSDEC and USACE regulated 
tidal wetlands would be mitigated for in accordance with all NYSDE and USACE permit 
conditions. Therefore, while there would be adverse effects to regulated tidal wetlands resulting 
from construction of the proposed project, the Preferred Alternative would not significantly 
adversely affect tidal wetland resources in the area. Furthermore, the project area is already highly 
developed, and the implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not encourage new 
development within the floodplain or wetlands in the proposed project area. 

Step 7. If the reevaluation results in a determination that there is no practicable alternative to 
locating the proposal in the floodplain (or the 500-year floodplain for a Critical Action), publish 
a final notice. 

It is our determination that there is no practicable alternative to locating the proposed project in 
the floodplain and within or adjacent to wetlands. A final Notice and Public Explanation of a 
Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetlands will be published in accordance with 
24 CFR Part 55 for a minimum 7-day comment period. The notice shall be published in the nine 
newspapers mentioned in Step 2, in English, Chinese, Spanish, and Russian languages. This notice 
will also be published in three additional papers which are local to the project area. The notice 
shall state the reasons why the project must be located in a 100-year floodplain and mapped 
wetlands, provide a list of alternatives considered, and all mitigation measures to be taken to 
minimize adverse impacts and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain and wetland values. All 
comments received during the comment period will be responded to and fully addressed prior to 
funds being committed to the proposed project, in compliance with Executive Order 11988, 
Executive Order 11990, and 24 CFR Part 55. 

Step 8. Upon completion of the decision making process in Steps 1 through 7, implement the 
proposed action. There is a continuing responsibility to ensure that the mitigating measures 
identified in Step 7 are implemented. 

The New York City Department of Design and Construction (DDC), which is the primary City 
agency that will oversee implementation and construction of the proposed project, will review the 
final design plans and will to ensure compliance with all applicable federal laws, executive orders, 
and regulations, as well as state and local laws, regulations, codes and standards prior to and 
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throughout project construction. DDC and its consultants will obtain all required federal, state, 
and local building and site development permits, such as a State Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (SPDES) permit and a Joint Permit Application for impacts to jurisdictional waters (i.e., 
tidal wetlands) to preserve the environment, and to minimize risk and harm to life and property. 
As noted above, effects to tidal wetlands will be mitigated for in compliance with all USACE and 
NYSDEC requirements. 



 

New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 

New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) 

Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) 

East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project 

Final Notice and Public Explanation of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain or Wetland 

 

To: All Interested Agencies, Groups, and Individuals: 

This is to give notice that the City of New York (the City) has conducted an evaluation as required by 

Executive Orders (EOs) 11988 and 11990, and as implemented by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

(HUD) Regulations found at 24 CFR 55.20, to determine the potential affect that its activity in the 

floodplain and wetland would have on the human environment, for the proposed East Side Coastal 

Resiliency (ESCR) Project, in New York County, New York City. HUD has allocated Community 

Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funds, which would be dispersed through the 

New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as the Responsible Entity (RE) for the proposed 

project; therefore, OMB is the Lead Agency for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review. The 

proposed project is also primarily located in City parkland and requires approvals from the New York City 

Department of Parks & Recreation (Parks); therefore, Parks is the Lead Agency pursuant to the New York 

State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and New York City Environmental Quality Review 

(CEQR). 

This document pertains to proposed project activities in the 100-year floodplain (AE Zone) and mapped 

wetlands, as identified on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) preliminary (2015) Flood 

Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC) 1974 Tidal Wetland Mapping (Map ID 586_506 and 586_508), respectively. According to the 

FEMA Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) ID 360497, the proposed project is located within the 

100-year floodplain, designated as Zone AE, as well as the 500-year floodplain, designated as Zone X. The 

Base Flood Elevation (BFE) is 10 feet (NGVD 1929). The proposed project area intersects with 

approximately 78 acres of the 100-year floodplain. 

The NYSDEC 1974 Tidal Wetland Mapping (Map ID 586_506 and 586_508) indicates that certain project 

elements – relocation of existing embayments, installation of support structures for a new shared used 

flyover bridge, installation of cofferdams for outfall construction, and temporary placement of mooring 

spuds for construction barges – would be located within unvegetated Littoral Zone, a NYSDEC tidal 

wetland. Additionally, the East River is mapped as estuarine subtidal wetlands with an unconsolidated 

bottom (E1UBL) on United States Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. 

The proposed project would involve 1.02 acres of temporary disturbance, and 0.69 acres of permanent 

disturbance to these wetlands.   

The City has considered the following alternatives and mitigation measures to be taken to minimize adverse 

effects on the floodplain and / or wetlands and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values they 

offer: 

No Action Alternative: The project purpose and need would not be met with the No Action alternative. 

The No Action alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in the 

proposed project area. In the absence of this system, the existing neighborhoods within the protected area 

would remain at risk to coastal flooding during design storm events.  

Proposed Action Alternatives:  

The Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park Alternative (Preferred Alternative) 

proposes to move the line of flood protection further into East River Park, thereby protecting both the 

community and the park from design storm events, as well as increased tidal inundation resulting from sea 

level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise the majority of East River Park. This plan would reduce 

the length of wall between the community and the waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood 

connectivity and integration. Between the park amphitheater and East 13th Street, the park would be raised 



 

by approximately eight feet to meet the design flood elevation criteria, with the floodwall installed below-

grade. The park’s underground water and drainage infrastructure, bulkhead and esplanade, and existing 

park structures and recreational features, including the amphitheater, track facility and tennis house, would 

be reconstructed as part of the raised park. Relocation of two existing embayments along the East River 

Park esplanade is also proposed under this plan to facilitate direct connection to the water and allow for 

siting of active recreation fields within the park. This alternative would include drainage components to 

reduce the risk of interior flooding and construction of the foundations for the shared-use flyover bridge to 

address the narrowed pathway (pinch point) near the Con Edison facility between East 13th Street and East 

15th Street, substantially improving the City’s greenway network and north-south connectivity in the 

project area. The Preferred Alternative would also include reconstruction of 10 outfalls located along the 

park shoreline that discharge to the East River, as well as wastewater and water supply piping and associated 

features such as manholes and regulators. 

The Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park – Baseline Alternative (Alternative 

2) would provide flood protection using a combination of floodwalls, levees, and closure structures (i.e., 

deployable gates) from Montgomery Street to East 25th Street. As the line of protection would generally 

be located on the western side of East River Park in a portion of the project area, the park would not be 

protected from the design storm event under this alternative. The neighborhoods to the west of the line of 

protection would be protected from the design storm event under this alternative. This alternative also 

includes modifications of the existing sewer system. A shared-used flyover bridge would be built 

cantilevered over the northbound FDR Drive to address the Con Edison pinch point. 

The Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park – Enhanced Park & Access 

Alternative (Alternative 3) provides flood protection using a combination of floodwalls, levees, and 

closure structures. As with Alternative 2, the line of protection would generally be located on the western 

side of East River Park in a portion of the project area, and the neighborhoods to the west of this line would 

be protected from the design storm event under this alternative. However, under this alternative, there would 

be more extensive use of berms and other earthwork in association with the flood protection along the FDR 

Drive to provide for more integrated access, soften the visual effect of the floodwall on park users, and 

introduce new types of park experience. The landscape would generally gradually slope down from high 

points along the FDR Drive towards the existing at-grade esplanade at the water’s edge. Due to the extent 

of the construction of the flood protection system, this alternative would include a more extensive 

reconfiguration and reconstruction of the bulk of East River Park and its programming, including 

landscapes, recreational fields, playgrounds, and amenities. Even with these East River Park enhancements, 

the park itself would not be protected from the design storm event under this alternative. As proposed in 

Alternative 2, this alternative would include drainage components to reduce the risk of interior flooding 

and the shared-use flyover bridge to address the Con Edison pinch point. 

The Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive (Alternative 5) proposes a flood protection alignment 

similar to the Preferred Alternative, except for the approach between East 13th Street and Avenue C. This 

alternative would raise the northbound lanes of the FDR Drive in this area by approximately six feet to 

meet the design flood elevation, then connect to closure structures at the south end of Stuyvesant Cove 

Park. This alternative would include drainage components to reduce the risk of interior flooding and the 

construction of the shared-use flyover bridge to address the Con Edison pinch point. 

It has been determined that the Preferred Alternative would provide flood protection for vulnerable 

populations and critical city infrastructure and amenities located within the floodplain, including East River 

Park and existing neighborhoods adjacent to the park, which are all currently at risk to coastal flooding 

during design storm events. While the Preferred Alternative would change the elevation of the floodplain 

in the vicinity of the proposed project, it would not change the occupancy of the floodplain and would not 

have effects on flood velocities upstream or downstream. Once implemented, the flood protection system 

is designed to withstand storm surge velocities and wave action for the 100-year-storm event assuming sea 

level rise to the 2050s. The Preferred Alternative would therefore minimize the potential effects that could 

be expected to occur within the floodplain. While there would be adverse effects to regulated tidal wetlands 



 

resulting from construction of the proposed project, the Preferred Alternative would not significantly 

adversely affect tidal wetland resources in the area. Furthermore, the project area is already highly 

developed, and the implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not encourage new development 

within the floodplain or wetlands in the proposed project area. 

Therefore, the City determines that the proposed project complies with EOs 11988 and 11990, and 44 CFR 

60.3(a)(4-6). Environmental files that document compliance with steps 3 through 6 of EO 11988 are 

available for public review with Mr. Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director, CDBG Disaster Recovery, New 

York City Office of Management and Budget, 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, NY 10007, 

(212) 788-6024, and may be examined or copied on weekdays between 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM. The 

documents may also be found at http://www1.nyc.gov/site/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-records.page 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 55, an Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year 

Floodplain and Wetland, was published on February 22, 2019. Publication of this notice was followed by 

a 28 day comment period, in which several public comments were received. Many of these comments did 

not substantively address the proposed use of federal funds to support the construction of the proposed 

project in a floodplain and / or wetland, but primarily referred to alternatives within the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (DEIS). These comments will be included as an appendix to the Final Environmental 

Impact Statement (FEIS).  

All interested persons, groups and agencies are invited to submit written comments to OMB, regarding the 

proposed use of federal funds to support the construction of the proposed project in a floodplain and / or 

wetland, at the following email address: CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov or the address listed above. OMB 

will consider all comments received by close of business on September 23, 2019. 

 

City of New York: Bill de Blasio, Mayor 

New York City Office of Management and Budget: Melanie Hartzog, Director 

 September 13, 2019  

http://www1.nyc.gov/site/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-records.page
mailto:CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov
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Appendix L:  Comments on the Early Notice of a Proposed Activity in a 100-
Year Floodplain and Wetland

A. INTRODUCTION
This document presents and responds to comments on the Early Notice of a Proposed Activity in 
a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland for the East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project, which 
was published on February 22, 2019. Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 58, the City, as the subrecipient of 
CDBG-DR grant funds, has identified its Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as the 
Responsible Entity for maintaining the CDBG-DR Environmental Review Record. The notice was 
required by Section 2(a)(4) of Executive Order (EO) 11988 for Floodplain Management, and by 
Section 2(b) of EO 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands and is implemented by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Regulations found at 24 CFR 55.20(b) 
for the HUD action that is within and/or affects a floodplain or wetland. The comment period 
ended on March 22, 2019.
PUBLIC COMMENTS

During the public comment period, all interested persons, groups, and agencies were invited to 
submit written comments regarding the proposed use of federal funds to support the construction 
of the proposed project in a floodplain and/or wetland.  The City was interested in feedback related 
to alternatives and public perceptions of possible adverse impacts that could result from the project 
as well as potential mitigation measures. Written comments were accepted in the following ways:

 Submittal to OMB at 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New York 10007, 
Attention:  Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director CDBG-DR

 Submittal via email at CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov

This Appendix of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) presents substantive 
comments received during the public comment period for the Early Notice.

B. CONTENTS OF THIS APPENDIX 
Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 55, an Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-
Year Floodplain and Wetland, was published on February 22, 2019. Publication of this notice was 
followed by a 28-day comment period, in which several public comments were received. These 
comments did not substantively address the proposed use of federal funds to support the 
construction of the proposed project in a floodplain and / or wetland, but primarily referred to 
project details and analyses that were subsequently disclosed within the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) released on April 5. 2019. These comments are included in Section D 
of this appendix to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Section C lists the 
organizations and individuals that provided comments on to the Early Notice. Section D presents 
these comments. 

mailto:CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov
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Chapter 10 of the FEIS includes all comments received on the DEIS. Many of the DEIS comments 
are comparable to those received on the Early Notice. Readers may therefore refer to Chapter 10 
of the FEIS to view responses to these comments, which are applicable to the comments presented 
in this Appendix. In addition, readers may refer to the relevant sections of the FEIS as directed in 
each response below for project details, including project alternatives, potential adverse effects, 
project construction details, and mitigation measures. 

C. LIST OF ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS WHO 
COMMENTED ON THE EARLY NOTICE 

ORGANIZATIONS

 Lower East Side Power Partnership, letter dated March 6, 2019, and email dated March 
11, 2019 (LESPP)

 Christine Datz-Romero, Lower East Side Ecology Center, email and letter dated March 
11, 2019 (Datz-Romero)

 Amy Berkov, Biology Faculty, City College of New York; Melinda Billings, Stewardship 
Coordinator, Lower East Side Ecology Center; Loyan Beausoleil, Director, University 
Plaza Nursery School; and Christine Datz-Romero, Executive Director, Lower East Side 
Ecology Center, emails dated March 5 and March 9, 2019 (Berkov, Billings, Beausoleil, 
and Datz-Romero)

 Charles Krezell, Loisaida United Neighborhood Gardens (LUNGS), email dated March 
11, 2019

 Frank Avila-Goldman, Gouverneur Gardens Resident, East River Alliance Member, email 
dated March 11, 2019 (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

GENERAL PUBLIC

 Anne Boster, letter dated March 6, 2019 and email dated March 7, 2019 (Boster)
 Wendy Brawer, email dated March 8, 2019 (Brawer)
 Marie Cenival, email dated March 9, 2019 (Cenival)
 Claudia Bina, email dated March 9, 2019 (Bina)
 Vaylateena Jones, letter dated March 8, 2019, and email dated March 11, 2019 (Jones)
 Dianne Lake, email dated March 11, 2019 (Lake)
 Matt Wolf and Carl Williamson, email dated March 27, 2019 (Wolf and Williamson)
 Alex Kitnick, email dated March 27, 2019 (Kitnick)
 Willa Nasatir, email dated March 27, 2019 (Nasatir)
 Fannie Ip, email dated March 10, 2019 (Ip)
 Stephen W. Greer, email dated March 22, 2019 (Greer)
 Janet Jensen, email dated March 3, 2019 (Jensen)
 Harriet Hirshorn, emails dated March 9 and March 10, 2019 (Hirshorn)
 Daniel Tainow, email dated March 11, 2019 (Tainow)
 Daniel Meyers, email dated March 11, 2019 (Meyers)
 Frank Avila-Goldman, email dated March 6, 2019 (Avila-Goldman)
 Alexia Weidler, email dated March 11, 2019 (Weidler)
 Sarah Hospodar, email dated February 28, 2019 (Hospodar)
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 Paul Huckeby, emails dated March 21 and March 22, 2019 (Huckeby)
 Carolyn Ratcliffe, email dated March 11, 2019 (Ratcliffe)
 Shawn Dahl, email dated March 9, 2019 (Dahl)
 Sarah Singer Zaborowski, email dated March 11, 2019 (Zaborowski)
 Margot Schaal, email dated March 10, 2019 (Schaal)
 Maryanne Byington, email dated March 10, 2019 (Byington)
 Tom Kuhn, email dated March 10, 2019 (Kuhn)
 Emilie Dishongh, email dated March 22, 2019 (Dishongh)
 John Malecki, email dated March 21, 2019 (Malecki)
 Elizabeth Maucher, email dated March 10, 2019 (Maucher)
 Victor Weiss, email dated March 7, 2019 and March 10, 2019 (Weiss)
 Loyan Beausoleil, email dated March 10, 2019 (Beausoleil)
 Tommy Loeb, email dated March 10, 2019 (Loeb)
 Charles Krezell, email dated March 11, 2019 (Krezell)
 Pat Arnow, email dated March 22, 2019 (Arnow)
 Mara Lyn Leverett, email dated March 21, 2019 (Leverett)

D. COMMENTS 

Comment 1: I’d like a copy of the Envision Rating System used for this design. (Hospodar)

Similar to the MTA L Train plan that was revised after expert review, this new 
plan has had no independent review to determine that it will actually protect the 
community as projected. (Loeb)

The Public Design Commission is chaired by Signe Neilson.  Her company, 
Mathews Nielsen is providing landscape architecture consulting on the ESCR 
team.  This is a conflict of interest. How are you going to address it? (Hospodar)

Who is responsible for mitigation? (Krezell)

I presently can hear whatever music and sounds are coming from the 
Amphitheater in my apartment. I have not complained because it isn’t that often 
(generally Spring and Summer). The music and sounds generally stop at 9PM. I 
am advocating no increase in usage of the amphitheater, maintain stopping sounds 
at 9PM and meeting with the residents of Gouverneur Gardens and other 
developments near the amphitheater for concerns and suggestions about design 
and possible adverse impact. (Jones)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments. 

Comment 2: I believe in the position of the East River Alliance and allied Waterfront Alliance 
in regard to Design, Environment, Construction, Mitigation, Community 
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Improvements in addition to plans for future park needs as stated in "Our 
Principled Opposition to the Current East Side Resiliency (ESCR) Plan". (Bina)

All great letters I've seen! [reference to Tommy Loeb comment] (Weiss)

Response: Comments noted. 

Comment 3: We have repeatedly asked to be able to review the ‘value added engineering 
study’ that representatives of DDC referred to in community board meetings, only 
to get vague answers, and have received no commitment from DDC to provide 
this information. We think it is important that DDC shows a good faith effort to 
rebuild our trust by providing this study. (Datz-Romero)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments. 
Additionally, an updated benefit cost analysis will be part of the Substantial 
Action Plan Amendment to be released for public comments in the fall of 2019.  

Comment 4: Request to extend the comment period due to inability to contact OMB via email 
and to confirm the address on file for registering commentary regarding ESCR. 
(Avila-Goldman)

Response: The comment period for the floodplain/wetland notice was extended through 
March 22, 2019. The correct email address was listed in the notice and is 

CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov. 

Comment 5: The Lower East Side Community has worked on a plan for the last three years 
which, without explanation or discussion, has been disregarded. The Community 
plan does not include a flood wall or the destruction of the East River Park. 
Instead, we are being given a brutal quick fix treatment. Could it be that the lack 
of Community affluence is a factor? (Boster)

The Big U’s final report depicts community preferred option on page 84, decking 
over the FDR with ballfields and a more ecological approach to the park, 
including a floodplain. On 2/14/19 at CB3’s Park Committee, ESCR staff said 
this was not pursued as community had rejected that option. That misinformation 
is alarming and detrimental to the future of this community. To restore trust, all 
contracts and letters of intent between the City and those who will profit from the 
Preferred Alternative should be made publicly available now. (Brawer)

It looks like it invited for further development in front of NYCHA, it looks like 
money changed hands. (Cenival)

mailto:CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov
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This plan was put together in six months, where the previous plan was developed 
over years.  How can I trust that a plan made so hastily is actually properly thought 
out?  (Lake)

The City has had 6 years to come up with a plan. Six years to develop a 
meaningful, inclusive solution to make use of the $400 million from HUD, to 
protect our neighborhood, made available after Sandy. Now the time to spend the 
money is running out and the City is in a panic. Why has the City been so derelict? 
(Krezell)

The fact is, this mayor and administration has done so little since Hurricane Sandy 
and then rolls out a plan radically changing the input and community effort which 
made it feel so engaged. There were no mitigation plans in effect. And there was 
no concern for the people who live nearby and rely on the park daily. (Avila-
Goldman/ERA)

21st century problems cannot be solved with seemingly hastily thought out, short-
term thinking of the 20th century. (Weidler)

The plan is based on expediency, not practicality. We deserve better from NYC. 
(Ratcliffe)

We in the community don't even believe there is any proof that this plan would 
be effective against major flooding. We are hoping that this disaster can be 
prevented, it is wrong on so many levels, there has to be a better way. (Weiss)

The plan is for there to be a tie-back and gate at Gouverneur Gardens (next to 605 
Water Street). I am advocating a meeting with residents of Gouverneur Gardens 
to get ideas for potential mitigation measures. (Jones)

I am writing to oppose the City’s current Preferred Alternative plan expressed in 
the Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) East 
Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project Early Notice and Public Review of a 
Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland. This new Preferred 
Alternative plan may protect the neighborhood from future coastal flooding and 
sea level rise, but it does it by burying an existing floodplain in the form of East 
River Park and not expanding coastal wetland restoration opportunities which can 
serve as a natural defense against coastal flooding. The previous ESCR plan that 
was produced for comment in 2016, and preferred by the community surrounding 
the project, used a wall contained in a planted berm that accomplished 
neighborhood coastal flood protection while turning the park into a floodplain and 
adding wetland areas that could hold millions of gallons of water that would 
recede after a storm surge and/or extreme high tide and leave the estuarine water 
tolerant plants in the park intact and the park usable within 24 hours after 
inundation. The previous neighborhood preferred plan also included upland green 
infrastructure that would be able to absorb storm water to avoid flooding and 
combined sewer overflow events if a future coastal storm produced more rain 
instead of storm surge. (Tainow)
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I would like to express my vehement objection to and environmental and social 
concerns about the “City’s Preferred Alternative” plan for East River Park. It is a 
plan which deviates significantly from what was proposed originally and 
approved by community after significant community engagement. The plan that 
the City has discarded involved protecting a wetland, planting marshland native 
plants, and shoring up the current East River Park using parts of the park as 
floodplains. This original idea was exciting and consistent with current climate 
change science including new climate change data that was highly publicized in 
the press as of last year. It is also this innovative idea which won the bid from 
HUD. I believe that given the amount of funding this project will receive the City 
should be able to find engineers and urban planners competent enough to tackle 
the complex engineering issues of protecting our community from flooding 
without sacrificing an entire ecosystem. Please do not adopt this “preferred” plan. 
(Hirshorn)

Please follow the beautiful park plan originally offered for the East River Park.  
I’m on the Environmental committee to save the East River Park. I’m going to 
study the hydrology and consult w brilliant minds to prove this new plan is a bad 
idea. It crazy minded. We also will prove it’s not economical. No matter what the 
future plans are for the park the best choice, that doesn’t harm the existing people, 
is to stick with the first plan. (Maucher)

The cost has gone from about $700 million to $1.4 billion. Had the community 
been advised that these funds were available a more innovative and less intrusive 
plan might have been developed. (Loeb)

The cost of this project ballooned with the close and destroy plan. Where are these 
funds coming from? What happens if there is another economic downturn like 
2008, for example the student loan debt balloon, job lost to continued automation, 
a hostile Federal government, and funds run out? (Leverett)

“These projects are typically expensive — the project in Nijmegen cost $500 
million — and often require sacrifices; people are displaced from homes in flood 
zones and formerly productive land is fallowed or repurposed. In return, natural 
floodplains are restored to serve as sponges during floods. The rest of the time, 
these areas can be used for recreation or allowed to return to a natural state. This 
“softer” approach to water engineering issues has gained traction with designers, 
planners and architects around the world.”  
https://www.earthmagazine.org/article/dutch-masters-netherlands-exports-flood-
control-expertise (Huckeby)

The plan for destroying East River Park in order to transform it into a flood barrier 
is one of the most unbelievably bad ideas I’ve heard in a long time. The waste of 
the Houston Street remodel? It pales in comparison. This takes me back to the 
neverending work under the East River FDR trestle decades ago. (Malecki)
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It seems that our neighborhood, which is not an affluent one, is being 
shortchanged with the most temporarily expedient, destructive and backward-
looking plan possible. By now we all know that building walls and levees against 
flooding does not work in the long run. Creating wetlands which act as sponges 
and soak up water does. Trees and plantings do. We know that thoughtful, 
experienced flood management experts in other parts of this country and the world 
do not build walls to try to contain rivers any longer. In Europe walls are being 
removed from riverbanks and flood accommodating parks and plazas built. The 
ESCR is way off track with this proposal. (Boster)

Why does the Preferred Alternative abandon the original ESCR option that 
restored more wetlands and created a new floodplain? In Europe getting rid of 
walls and restoring flood plains is now considered the best way to protect 
communities from flooding. Where is the scientific justification for building hard 
infrastructure over green infrastructure? Climate research points to restoring 
wetlands/'blue carbon' habitats as the most efficient biological reservoirs to store 
carbon. The Preferred Alternative will destroy all the carbon-sequestering trees in 
the park. Mature trees are 70 times more absorbent of GHGs and emissions than 
saplings, thus reducing the Park’s capacity as a carbon sink for decades to come. 
And it will take years before the microbial health of the soil is reestablished. 
(Weidler)

The idea of unnecessarily trucking in mountains of rubble as fill-in which will 
bury the existing park on which millions of dollars have recently been spent, 
makes no sense financially or ecologically. How did this version of a solution 
come to be promoted? (Boster)

We had a great plan, we had a consensus, it was beautiful, and it used nature as a 
barrier rather than an enemy to destroy. The City imposed its brutal vision, full of 
concrete, and lied to us about the reasons why. It is a waste, of money, of land, of 
people’s engagement and trust. (Cenival)

I was distressed to learn of the city’s revised ESCR plan – the Preferred 
Alternative for the East River Park – a regressive plan that will destroy the 
existing mature trees and plants; severely harm the wildlife; rely on building a 
hard structured wall instead of the more efficient green infrastructure; and 
completely separate local residents from enjoying their Park for three or more 
years! (Weidler)

The development of a better, more comprehensive plan that will actually protect 
our neighborhood is needed before any damage is done to East River Park. 
Consider our residents in this matter, reject this ill-conceived design and allocate 
our tax dollars wisely. Your concern for this matter would be most appreciated. 
(Ratcliffe)

Please make a plan that will keep our park the wonderful place it is while also 
providing flood protection. (Arnow)
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The new Preferred Alternative plan notice from the City does not mention the 
inclusion of deployable walls where the ESCR plan crosses roads at-grade, but 
according to the drawings, deployable walls are still part of the plan. The 
deployable walls are the weakest part of any resiliency plan, and in the case of 
ESCR, they are placed in the locations where storm surge actually entered the 
residential areas and streets of the neighborhood during Super Storm Sandy: 13th 
St and the FDR, Avenue C and 20th St, and Avenue C and 23rd St. These areas 
where deployable walls are used and where storm surge water actually entered 
the neighborhood must be included for environmental review in any plan. 
(Tainow)

The area where the ESCR is to be built was once a floodplain and wetland that 
could accept and release tidal and storm flooding, clean the storm water coming 
off the land, and protect the upland communities. The community preferred the 
previous (2016) ESCR plan because it replicated that system of floodplain and 
wetlands to protect the neighborhood while preserving a waterfront park that is 
heavily used by residents and visitors for relaxation, nature study, and every type 
of recreation. The City’s current Preferred Alternative plan is short-sighted 
because it buries the park/floodplain/wetlands and only addresses flooding of the 
neighborhood by storms that push in tidal storm surges without providing any 
natural defenses. I hope that the City returns to the 2016 plan for ESCR to begin 
the restoration of a protecting floodplain and wetlands along the East River. If the 
City is concerned about building the berm on top of important electrical and sewer 
infrastructure under the East River Park Greenway, then the berm could be built 
in the easternmost lane of the FDR Drive or incorporated into a tunnel wall 
covering the FDR Drive. (Tainow)

New York City should be a global leader in urban adaption to rising sea levels 
based on the best and latest scientific understandings - by building more flood 
plains, restoring and protecting wetlands and addressing the health of ecosystems 
within these flood plains. (Weidler)

We demand a design based on the best available climate science. Designs and 
decisions must be backed by verified data. Significant changes to the community-
led plan, if justified by data, should lead to discussion of the alternative solutions, 
including green decking over the FDR. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

This plan is proposing a hard wall, not a soft absorbent one such as a wetland. It 
proposes to cut all of the trees, level the park to raise it 8-10’ and to use it as a 
staging area-supposedly for 3.5 years. The last work in East River Park that was 
supposed to take 2 years, took 10 years. The proposal is a disaster in the making.  
Please do not fund this proposal. It would be a disservice to all of the residents of 
the Lower East Side. (Ratcliffe)

If the goal is to protect the FDR highway road, why not elevate the whole FDR 
and use the highway as the wall?  The Catherine Slip bioswale seems a perfect 
model.  From a previous iteration of the plan, this quote is a much better idea: 



 Comments on the Early Notice of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland

9

“The Bridging Berm — rises 14 feet tall by [under] the highways, connecting the 
coast and community with greenways and eventually capping the highway.”  
Then pedestrian bridges and flyovers can be replaced with underpasses, allowing 
more access to the Park from the surrounding community.  The underpasses 
would be fitted with Dutch-style flood gates (as seen in previous plan 
documentation). (Huckeby)

There is no compelling reason for a vertical wall on the water.  At the very least 
is should be a sloped or terraced revetment with a texture like Quarrystone or a 
Gabion.  A flexible revetment is very good at minimizing wave action to reduce 
wave erosion. A flood wall requires a sawtooth-like pattern. (Huckeby)

Relocation of two existing embayments along the East River Park esplanade is 
also proposed under this plan”-
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/cdbgdr/documents/public-
notices/escr_Early_Floodplain_3_13_19.pdf – if the plan uses “embayments” 
there should be at least a dozen of them to minimize seawall battering and erosion.  
I only see two features labeled “embayment” - a straight wall is vulnerable to 
erosion by wave action; the current plan maintains the long straight sections 
which makes no sense if the idea is to build an impervious seawall, especially 
since current ship traffic (transport and industrial) up and down the East River 
produces waves which batter, crack, and overflow/splash – all during normal 
weather, not hurricanes, not King Tides, every day!  Pictures in the plan show 
damage to the current seawall without remediating the design flaw which resulted 
in premature damage to the seawall. (Huckeby)

If the plan insists on building a wall, it would make more sense to increase the 
current seawall by 16.5’, make it a levee of minimum thickness, and improve 
diversion west of the FDR, where the people live. During the Sandy flooding 
interceptors / storm drains / sewers were completely inundated, and given 
increased rainfall (climate change) the interceptors need improvement anyway, 
why not fold it into this project? - spend less money building a huge waterfront 
wall, use more for extant infrastructure remediation? (Huckeby)

Millions were just spent on renovating some ballfields in the park. Now they 
would be completely destroyed, and for what? (Weiss)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to these comments may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives.”

As described in Appendix L of the FEIS, “Eight-Step Decision Making Process,” 
to function as a flood protection system, the proposed project must be sited and 
constructed within the floodplain. Disturbance to the floodplain during 
construction would be temporary. Once implemented, the flood protection system 
is designed to withstand storm surge velocities and wave action for the 100-year-
storm event assuming sea level rise to the 2050s. The Preferred Alternative would 
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therefore minimize the potential effects that could be expected to occur within the 
floodplain. It has been determined that the Preferred Alternative would provide 
flood protection for vulnerable populations and critical city infrastructure and 
amenities located within the floodplain, including East River Park and existing 
neighborhoods adjacent to the park, which are all currently at risk to coastal 
flooding during design storm events. While the Preferred Alternative would 
change the elevation of the floodplain in the vicinity of the proposed project, it 
would not change the occupancy of the floodplain and would not have effects on 
flood velocities upstream or downstream. The Preferred Alternative would result 
in a permanent loss of approximately 29,825 square feet of littoral zone tidal 
wetland habitat. The majority of these effects are the result of filling existing 
embayments in order to accommodate critical active space amenities within East 
River Park. These embayments will be replaced with comparably sized 
embayments within the project area. In addition, these elements would not affect 
the tidal exchange or tidal patterns in the study area. All adverse effects to 
NYSDEC and USACE regulated tidal wetlands would be mitigated for in 
accordance with all NYSDE and USACE permit conditions. Therefore, while 
there would be adverse effects to regulated tidal wetlands resulting from 
construction of the proposed project, the Preferred Alternative would not 
significantly adversely affect tidal wetland resources in the area. Furthermore, the 
project area is already highly developed, and the implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative would not encourage new development within the floodplain or 
wetlands in the proposed project area

The City’s priority is to ensure that flood protection is delivered as quickly as 
possible, so that the tens of thousands of Lower East Side residents are protected 
and the risk of damage from coastal storms in the area proposed for protection is 
reduced. The Preferred Alternative provides the best opportunity to achieve this 
priority and enables the City to deliver the project faster, with fewer construction 
risks to the schedule, less overall disruption to the surrounding community, and 
dramatic enhancements to East River Park – in line with the community’s stated 
goals throughout the design process. In addition, as described in DEIS Chapter 2, 
“Project Alternatives,” with the implementation of the Preferred Alternative, East 
River Park would be reconstructed to protect this valuable resource from flooding 
during coastal storm events as well as inundation from sea level rise and enhance 
its value as a recreational resource in addition to providing flood protection to the 
inland communities. 

Comment 6: The Preferred Alternative appears to have an inadequate drainage plan - it must 
be reviewed via an established rating system such as the Institute for Sustainable 
Infrastructure Envision System. (Brawer)

I am uncertain about the urgency and magnitude of this project for Project Area 
One (Montgomery St to E 13th St), as during the Sandy event most flooding 
seems to have flowed inland from Project Area Two (13th-25th St) along Avenue 
C and Avenue D;  East River Park would seem to me less of a priority, unless 
coupled with wholesale infrastructure upgrades inland, to include Avenues C and 
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D.  Indeed, infrastructure upgrades would seem logically inclusive of the entire 
Design Study Area as shown on  
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/cdbgdr/documents/public-notices/ESCR-
draftscopeofwork.pdf page 14, and the most crucial part of the puzzle appears to 
be the afterthought Alternative Flood Protection System Alignment / Reach Q / 
Asser Levy Park.  I realize discussion of Sandy flooding around 14th Street is 
politically off the table but I do not see upgrades to that location in this plan, so I 
am skeptical that upgrades to Montgomery-13th St will have any beneficial effect.  
For the amount of money budgeted there should be a significant benefit for the 
enormous cost; the plan as presented February 22, 2019 has enormous downsides 
without effectively preventing flooding in perpetuity. (Huckeby)

I live just west of Avenue B and we already have flooded basements during heavy 
rainfall.  Now this plan places an 8-foot, 1.7-mile-long barricade between my 
home and the river, with a concrete wall at the water. How will that affect 
drainage?  What difference will it make to me if my home is destroyed by 
rainwater rather than a storm surge? (Lake)

This proposed plan will not protect the LES, it will turn it into a soup bowl 
creating havoc in our neighborhood. (Ratcliffe)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to these comments may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives” and Chapter 5.8, “Water and Sewer 
Infrastructure.”

Comment 7: I am writing to express my opposition to the ESCR Plan for 4 years which would 
cause the destruction of 50 protected wildlife and plant species and would close 
the East River Park with no alternatives in recreation for the community. 

Destroying a habitat that has evolved over generations, attracted birds (I see 
crows, geese, bay gulls regularly in the park and in park’s trees) and other living 
things carries a significant environmental and emotional human cost. It is 
demoralizing to us, the adults, children and senior citizens who relax and play in 
the park and have for generations and sometimes just watch the wind in the trees 
and the birds flying by. In this city of concrete and tar it is our neighborhood’s 
one real connection to nature. This park is our neighborhood’s treasure. A treasure 
to approximately the 163,000 people living in Community Board 3. It is 
impossible to accept a plan that completely destroys nature (our park) in the name 
of nature (climate change). It is in fact an oxymoron. (Hirshorn)

With the Preferred Alternative, the loss of habitat in the East River Park will be 
profound. Year round there is always abundant wildlife living in the Park, from 
beautiful wild birds that overwinter in the densely planted areas of Holly and 
Dawn Redwood trees in the ball fields; the fascinating hawks that make the park 
their home; and the aquatic birds feeding in the river. In the fall, there is an 
amazing amount of migrating birds and butterflies that visit the Park while 
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traveling on The Atlantic Flyway. Several times I have observed Monarch 
butterflies which have been tagged by Monarch Watch as part of their Monarch 
migration/tracking program. The world’s leading biologists warn that Earth is 
losing biodiversity at an alarming rate. At the same time, climate scientists 
understand that protecting and sustaining ecosystems is key to fighting climate 
change. (Weidler)

This plan would separate almost 300,000 residents from their waterfront parks for 
a minimum of three years. It would also destroy or displace every living thing that 
makes a home there; over 350 species counted thus far, including wildflowers, 
shrubs and trees, butterflies, bees, and birds. New York constantly reinvents itself, 
but is there any precedent for a city killing or displacing every living thing within 
a large municipal park? If destruction on this massive scale was caused by a 
natural process, we would call it a natural disaster. If it was caused by anyone 
other than ourselves, we would call it an act of war. (Berkov, Billings, Beausoleil, 
and Datz-Romero)

Can you imagine if a fire demolished every living thing, every playground, every 
building, on East River Park, which is the second largest park in Manhattan? It 
would be seen as a major tragedy. Yet that is what the ESCR will do. This plan 
will perpetrate an environmental disaster. (Arnow)

Before blindly accepting this new plan, we need to consider the costs: lost 
educational opportunities, lost ecosystem services, and lost benefits—to people 
and the environment. Our East River parks are the backyards for children of the 
Lower East Side; they learn, play, make observations, ask questions, and even 
transform their attitudes towards nature. Access to green space during childhood 
is associated with a decreased risk of various psychiatric disorders later in life. In 
addition, the vegetation sequesters carbon, purifies air, moderates climate, and 
controls floods. Our waterfront parks also play critical roles in sustaining global 
biodiversity—they are teaming with life. At least eleven animal species included 
in New York’s 2017 Rare Animal Status List have been recorded in the East River 
Park. Urban open spaces can be refuges because we plant for diversity and 
minimize pesticide use; our urban parks give native species a fighting chance. 
(Berkov, Billings, Beausoleil, and Datz-Romero)

The plan entails not only razing the park, but closing it for a scheduled 3 1/2 years. 
Judging from other rebuilding projects in the city, it’s likely to be much longer. 
Here are the horrible consequences of completely bulldozing our park: more than 
100,000 children, adults, and old people will be deprived of space to play, run, 
walk dogs, see green space and our East River, and to get fresh air for years; trees, 
gardens, and wildlife including Monarch butterflies, which are returning after 
years of decline, will be gone. New trees and gardens will take years to grow, 
provide shade, and attract habitat; the park does provide some storm protection. 
While our neighborhoods sustained widespread damage from Hurricane Sandy, it 
would be much worse if another storm comes along while the park is flattened. 
(Arnow)
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Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional  project information related to these comments may be found in in 
Chapter 5.6 of the FEIS, “Natural Resources,” Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Open Space”, and Chapter 6.5 of the FEIS, “Construction – 
Natural Resources.”

Comment 8: ERA strongly objects to entire Parks being closed for the duration of any 
construction. - See "Construction" section on ERA Opposition paper with all 
positions! (Bina)

Concerning project mitigation, the East River Alliance’s positions are: at least 
five percent (5%) of the budget for the ESCR project must be dedicated towards 
the mitigation of the project's impact for the lifetime of the project; a Mitigation 
Task Force should be formed to coordinate a plan and provide oversight. The Task 
Force should be made up of community representatives and city agencies; keep 
the 6th Street bridge which provides access to the running track area, and the 
running track, open as long as possible; utilize additional neighborhood spaces 
and provide transportation to alternative recreation areas; and provide safe access 
to the Park across the FDR Drive ramps at Houston St. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

What is the city doing to mitigate the loss of the park during construction—and 
loss of usable space afterward if this Preferred Alternative is eventually 
completed? (Dahl)The following park stewardship items should be provided: 
sufficient funding, staff, and training for sustainable park maintenance; funding 
for the formation of an ESCR-wide park stewardship organization; permitting that 
provides priority and equity to community schools, leagues and groups; and 
additional space for programming and flexible community space. (Avila-
Goldman/ERA)

The East River Park is an essential place in our community because it is where 
our friends, families, and neighbors enjoy free outdoor recreational space in a 
beautiful setting with beloved plants, trees and historic structures like the 
amphitheater. We must have access to sections of the park during construction. In 
addition, we must have meaningful alternative park spaces–playgrounds, 
ballfields, picnic areas, and more green space–during construction. (Wolf and 
Williamson) (Kitnick) (Nasatir)

I hope the city can think creatively about ways to allow people to still use the park 
while construction is in progress. (Greer)

LESPP advocates that the City contact the various youth leagues that use the 
fields, alternate sites should be identified, and the City should provide local 
residents assistance with access in the form of MetroCard, shuttle bus, or other 
form of transportation and financial support. (LESPP)
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The current plan calls for the closure of East River Park for the entire duration of 
construction. Residents of Community Board 3 are underserved in terms of open 
space, with 1.2 acres of open space per 1,000 residents, half of the citywide 
average of 2.5 acres. Youth leagues in the community, from Little Leagues to 
Soccer Clubs, are even now hard pressed to secure permits for their members. The 
closure of the Park will eliminate 8 ball fields, 2 soccer fields, as well the recently 
renovated track and field facilities and the tennis courts and will deprive 
community residents, young and old, from recreational resources that cannot be 
replaced easily for the duration of the construction. (Datz-Romero)

I understand the importance of this project but downtown Manhattan already 
affords little green space. I believe the East River Park is critical to the mental 
and physical well-being of the millions of people who use it throughout the year. 
(Greer)

We would not be able to use the parks for years during the construction. We don’t 
have much parkland in our neighborhood, please don’t destroy it! (Kuhn)

East River Park bordered by NYCHA developments, functions as the back yard 
for families to do picnics in the warmer months, and provides youth growing up 
in the urban setting with exposure to the natural environment. The Ecology Center 
uses the Park as an outdoor classroom, where interactions between species can be 
observed and documented by students, emphasizing a science-based hands on 
approach to teaching and learning. (Datz-Romero)

As a member of the Lower East Side community for over 30 years I have utilized 
East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park in multiple ways. My children were 
on sports teams and used the ball fields, I have attended numerous birthday 
parties, picnics and BBQ’s there, as an educator the Lower East Side Ecology 
Center and surrounding park has served as an important learning lab for my 
students, I use the bike path as a commuter and document avian diversity in East 
River and Stuyvesant Cove Park. (Beausoleil)

The ‘upland’ green infrastructure and storm water control work that was indicated 
in the prior plan, which included planting hundreds of street trees, should've began 
already. Not only it hasn't started, but also why has this been eliminated in the 
Preferred Alternative when this is so obviously necessary? (Ip) (Hirshorn)

The Ecology Center is calling on Parks to provide our center with space for 
educational programming during the construction/closure of the Park to ensure 
that students in the Lower East Side be provided with science-based hands on 
educational programs. (Datz-Romero)

The loss of the park and recreation space for over three years is a huge blow to 
our community.  Nobody would dream of closing Prospect Park or Central Park. 
Why should East River Park be any different? (Lake)
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The park is covered with old trees, grass, flowers, which should be blooming 
soon, recreation areas, including the recently upgraded track near 6th street, the 
Amphitheater, the Lower East Side Ecology Center, etc. The LES has very few 
green spaces, unlike other, wealthier areas of the city, like Brooklyn and Prospect 
Park, UWS and UES with Central Park, Riverside Park, Carl Schurz Park, the 
Greenway near the West Side Highway. I'm not sure if the LES is viewed as 
expendable in terms of providing green areas because of the lower socioeconomic 
status of many of our residents, including our neighbors that reside in NYCHA 
housing that is next to East River Park and our neighbors that live in Chinatown. 
In addition to closing and destroying East River Park, there is discussion of 
closing the Elizabeth Street Garden, one of our few green spaces. (Leverett)

This is not good public policy. The East River Park is a pure City park really well 
used and well loved. Open space, green space is essential for the health and well-
being of our neighborhood; any disruption must be justified. We will not accept 
a plan that hurts us deeply. (Krezell)

Regarding exercise and recreational areas, the following should be provided: 
outdoor workout space; at least some clay tennis courts; at least as many ball 
fields as in existing parks; state-of-the-art playground equipment; skateboarding 
area with structures particular to skateboarders’ needs; more spray showers; and 
dog run and designated off-leash hours. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

As an avid runner and biker, I use the park many times a week. I take it up to 38 
st and catch the 1st Ave bike lane. I bike down to the ferry stops. I run on the 
track, along with my whole running group. I use the outdoor workout space 
adjacent to it and further down the park as well. I run unimpeded and loop through 
battery park over to the west side. I enjoy the sunrises that start my day and the 
fresh air during these outings and especially my view of the water all the time. 
For this I also urge you to maintain a path for walkers, bikers and runners so they 
may continue their healthy habits everyday outdoors during construction. 
(Zaborowski)

The LES Greenway should be rerouted around construction to provide a safe, 
uninterrupted corridor for cyclists, bike commuters, runners, and walkers. (Avila-
Goldman/ERA)

Key areas to be included in the planning should be Pier 42, the Compost area, 
Corlears Hook Park and amphitheater Fireboat House and Ecology Center, 
Stuyvesant Cove Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown walk, Murphy Brothers & 
Asser Levy Parks. (Bina)

Regarding the promenade and bike paths, there should be clearly signed and 
painted bike lanes, and proper visibility for any step ups and step downs to avoid 
cyclist accidents. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
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additional project information related to these comments may be found in Chapter 
5.3 of the FEIS, “Open Space,” and Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, “Construction – 
Open Space.”

Comment 9: Unfortunately, the trust that we have put into this public process has been broken 
when the City decided to announced in the fall of 2018 a major departure from 
the original design concepts for ESCR without communicating or since then 
satisfactorily explaining to the public how these decisions were made. (Datz-
Romero)

As a long-time resident of the Lower East Side who participated in the 
development of the "bermed" East Side Coastal Resilency project, I was floored 
to learn that the plan so many people had worked on for so long had essentially 
been scrapped for what appears to be a hastily conceived alternative. And that the 
community is given just two weeks to comment. It certainly appears that there is 
some big money calling the shots and a lot of money to be made in the churn of 
destruction and construction. (Jensen)

So many things about the revision of this project sound very fishy.  I want to see 
a thorough environmental impact statement before any work begins. (Jensen)

The challenges of mitigating climate change are enormous. To mobilize society 
to address climate change, psychology researchers find that concerned citizens 
who are proactive and involved, can override fears and stresses about the 
uncertain future. Why is the city squandering the local citizens’ energy, 
enthusiasm and expertise that went into developing the original ESCR plan? The 
community’s trust has been eroded and they ask questions as to whether the 
Preferred Alternative has our long-term health and well-being in mind. (Weidler)

The DDC had another, simpler plan in place, of building a wall along the FDR, 
which they suddenly abandoned for this new plan of completely destroying the 
park and then elevating it 8 feet, without any input from the surrounding 
community. They have made it clear that they are really not interested in the 
community's opinion on this project, as they continue to improvise as they give 
reasons for this plan being better than the old one.  (Weiss)

As you know a plan that was developed in concert with the community over years 
was totally abandoned and a totally new and different plan was put  forward by 
the City. (Loeb) 

These and other issues raised in comments submitted by other local residents must 
be seriously considered and negotiated with the community if this project is going 
to move forward rapidly, be successful and avoid potential litigation. (Loeb)
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We believe that a flood protection and resiliency plan is necessary to safeguard 
our community. The East River Alliance, a coalition of community stakeholders, 
is opposed to the current, fast-tracked ESCR plan proposed by the New York City 
Department of Design and Construction. This plan calls for the complete 
destruction of East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park, including all of their 
natural resources. It bars access to the parks for at least 3.5 years, creates 
significant health risks associated with living in a construction zone, and impacts 
a protected environmental justice community. This is unacceptable. The Mayor’s 
lack of transparency in discarding the previous community-led plan has eroded 
our trust with the City.  After five years of community-based planning sessions, 
we insist that design, construction and long-term management of the ESCR plan 
be transparent, collaborative and inclusive. The plan must reflect the diverse 
needs and values of our community, protect our environment, provide meaningful 
alternatives for green space access during construction, and create the most 
resilient waterfront possible. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to these comments may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives”, Chapter 5.11 of the FEIS, “Environmental 
Justice,” Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, “Construction – Open Space,” and Chapter 6.13 
of the FEIS, “Construction – Public Health.”

Comment 10: The City’s preferred Alternative violates the conditions of the HUD funding, 
which stipulates community process and engagement. We need to get this plan 
right, creating flood protection and a resilient open space, which can only happen 
through a transparent process where stakeholders and community members have 
a voice, which is not something we currently experiencing. We are calling for a 
stop in the design process to re-evaluate all options that would provide us with 
flood protection and create a resilient park.  (Datz-Romero)

Since the release of your plan, the city has been trying to play catch up and instead 
of being transparent about your process, we, the neighborhood, are left to piece 
together information and intent based on what trickles out of various 
"stakeholder" meetings. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to these comments may be found in Chapter 
3.0 of the FEIS, “Process, Agency Coordination, and Public Participation.” 

Comment 11: There are Con Edison power lines depicted in the East River Park towards the 
East River Drive. Concerns about loss of power for residents of the Lower East 
Side with mobility challenges and the issues this may present for entering or 
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leaving dwellings with no working elevators. I am advocating for the least 
possible risk of a Con Edison power outage. (Jones)

Con Edison power lines have been identified as running a specific course in East 
River Park (page 4 of February 3 presentation). LESPP advocates a Flood 
Protection plan with limited, minimal or no manipulation of Con Edison power 
lines. (LESPP)

The City must provide the public with a construction plan and timeline. (Avila-
Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to these comments may be found in Chapter 
6.0 of the FEIS, “Construction Overview.”

Comment 12: I generally go into the East River Park via Corlears Hook Park and the crossover 
bridge from Corlears Hook Park to East River Park.  I am uncomfortable with the 
dimness and traffic at Montgomery and South Street. I am advocating for better 
lighting and something to slow traffic at Montgomery and South Street. (Jones)

Given that the City plans to close East River Park for several years, creating 
increased use of Pier 42 and increased foot traffic to Montgomery Street, LESPP 
advocates for better lighting on Montgomery St under the FDR Drive. (LESPP)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to these comments may be found in Chapter 
5.9 of the FEIS, “Transportation.”

Comment 13: Meaningful engagement includes clear and empowering presentations, 
opportunity for questions and answers at presentations, response to engagement 
session and respectful communication. LESPP advocates that presentations 
include: Goals & Origin; What was heard from the community and how this input 
was and will be integrated into the design; comparison of previous and current 
plan. LESPP advocates that presentations and meaningful engagement continue 
with Lower East Side residents, especially developments that have buildings on 
the FDR Drive. Access needs to be further discussed with the community as plans 
to close the entire park for several years has led to public statements of distrust, 
with siting of at least one prior unkept timeline. People have expressed a desire 
for portions of the park to be available for community use throughout. (LESPP)

Flood protection is necessary. Please understand that the East River Park area 
expected to be in closure for 3+ years in the current plan is THE neighborhood 
park for exercise and family gatherings for thousands of residents of the Lower 
East Side. It is not viable, meaning not livable, for us to lose the little strip of 
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green and trees and soil that provide us so much for that length of time. I beg you 
to listen to my neighbors of the East River Alliance and consider the community's 
alternative proposal. (Schaal)

I urge you and your team to really think through what is best for the community 
here, not what is expedient for a bunch of transient drivers. The goal is 
safeguarding the community and protecting our investment in it. I am sure there 
is a bolder, more creative plan out there that can give the families of the area what 
they need and deserve. (Dishongh)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” and Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Open Space.”

Comment 14: East River Park features a number of historic structures. At the southern end the 
Amphitheater was the birth-place of Shakespeare in the Park. The tennis court 
building and track building are additional structures that were build in the 1940s, 
with whimsical design elements referencing the East River and distinct ornate 
chimneys. (Datz-Romero)

The Fire Boat House, which sits at the foot of Grand Street, and is closest to the 
water’s edge, is the headquarter of the Lower East Side Ecology Center and 
accessible to the public for educational programs. During Sandy, the building took 
on a few inches of water on the ground floor, largely due to the fact that the water 
could flow in the empty crawlspace under the building and drain into the park. 
With an 8’ wall surrounding the building, it is hard to image how this structure 
will fare in the next major storm. There is no indication from the design team how 
this building will be readied to be resilient. (Datz-Romero)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
5.4 of the FEIS, “Historic and Cultural Resources.”

Comment 15: As a longtime resident of the Lower East Side and a regular user of East River 
Park (the Park), I was shocked to hear about the Preferred Alternative proposal 
for the ESCR selected by the City of New York (the City). After approximately 
10 years of renovations, I was very dismayed to find out that, looking at the 
proposed Preferred Alternative, it sounds like the Park will close for another 10 
years; thereby making the Park inaccessible longer than it was accessible. There 
is no way a project of this magnitude would only take 3 years. Why were the 
necessary steps, such as informing the community as well as accepting 
community input, not taken prior to the selection of this Preferred Alternative? 
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Moreover, why the change of plans to begin with? Especially when the option 
that was agreed upon would restore more wetlands and create a new floodplain 
that would benefit the community at large. (Ip) (Hirshorn)

As a resident of the Lower East Side and daily visitor to East River Park for over 
20 years, I'm distressed about the revised plans, without community input, to the 
East Side Coastal Resiliency Project to include closing and destroying our world 
class East River Park for 3.5 years (which will probably be much longer than that 
if the East Houston Street Reconstruction project is any indicator of timely 
completion of reconstruction projects). (Leverett)

I personally, have concerns about the resiliency of the new design and the total 
cost for the project. Additionally, based on the city's track record with developing 
parks on the LES, your estimation of 3-1/2 yrs leaves me understandably cautious. 
I am not convinced that any waterlogged track fields (as would be the case from 
the previous design) is any reason to double our taxpayer's monies which isn't 
even guaranteed in the first place. I'm also not appreciative of the city's efforts to 
scare people with images of flood waters. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

LUNGS (Loisaida United Neighborhood Gardens) would like to register our 
opposition to the newly proposed plan by for the East Side Coastal Resiliency 
Project for East River Park. Specifically, we question the procedure by which this 
new plan was adopted, the disregard of community involvement in its 
development and the lack of transparency in the construction plans. (Krezell)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to these comments may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” Chapter 3.0 of the FEIS, “Process, 
Coordination, and Public Participation,” and Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS, 
“Construction Overview.”  

As described in Appendix L of the FEIS, “Eight-Step Decision Making Process,” 
to function as a flood protection system, the proposed project must be sited and 
constructed within the floodplain. Disturbance to the floodplain during 
construction would be temporary. Once implemented, the flood protection system 
is designed to withstand storm surge velocities and wave action for the 100-year-
storm event assuming sea level rise to the 2050s. The Preferred Alternative would 
therefore minimize the potential effects that could be expected to occur within the 
floodplain. It has been determined that the Preferred Alternative would provide 
flood protection for vulnerable populations and critical city infrastructure and 
amenities located within the floodplain, including East River Park and existing 
neighborhoods adjacent to the park, which are all currently at risk to coastal 
flooding during design storm events. While the Preferred Alternative would 
change the elevation of the floodplain in the vicinity of the proposed project, it 
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would not change the occupancy of the floodplain and would not have effects on 
flood velocities upstream or downstream. The Preferred Alternative would result 
in a permanent loss of approximately 29,825 square feet of littoral zone tidal 
wetland habitat. The majority of these effects are the result of filling existing 
embayments in order to accommodate critical active space amenities within East 
River Park. These embayments will be replaced with comparably sized 
embayments within the project area. In addition, these elements would not affect 
the tidal exchange or tidal patterns in the study area. All adverse effects to 
NYSDEC and USACE regulated tidal wetlands would be mitigated for in 
accordance with all NYSDE and USACE permit conditions. Therefore, while 
there would be adverse effects to regulated tidal wetlands resulting from 
construction of the proposed project, the Preferred Alternative would not 
significantly adversely affect tidal wetland resources in the area. Furthermore, the 
project area is already highly developed, and the implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative would not encourage new development within the floodplain or 
wetlands in the proposed project area

The City’s priority is to ensure that flood protection is delivered as quickly as 
possible, so that the tens of thousands of Lower East Side residents are protected 
and the risk of damage from coastal storms in the area proposed for protection is 
reduced. The Preferred Alternative provides the best opportunity to achieve this 
priority and enables the City to deliver the project faster, with fewer construction 
risks to the schedule, less overall disruption to the surrounding community, and 
dramatic enhancements to East River Park – in line with the community’s stated 
goals throughout the design process. In addition, as described in DEIS Chapter 2, 
“Project Alternatives,” with the implementation of the Preferred Alternative, East 
River Park would be reconstructed to protect this valuable resource from flooding 
during coastal storm events as well as inundation from sea level rise and enhance 
its value as a recreational resource in addition to providing flood protection to the 
inland communities.

Comment 16: I write to say that our community, as evidenced by a sampling of submissions, 
will not be overlooked. We believe in democratic participation concerning matters 
sponsored by a government entity that affect the health and wellbeing of 
communities. The original project, not the East River Park, should be elevated to 
its prior status and the city's proposal not receive any additional government 
funds. I write as a nearly daily user of the East River Park, as Vice-President of 
the Board of Directors of Village East Towers, located a few hundred yards from 
the Park, and as a founding member of the East River Alliance. I write in 
agreement with the many who have voiced strong opposition to the city's $1.45 
billion proposal to demolish the East River Park, including the natural habitats. 
Contrary to the prior design, which has community support, the city will cause 
the construction of an environmentally destructive 8-10 foot "sea wall." In 
September 2018 the newly invented city $1.45 billion proposal was publicly 
revealed by a DDC representative before a CB-3 meeting. It was shocking to be 
told that people's years of input into the design of an environmentally sensitive 
flood protection barrier system, which reached the final development stage "was 
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scrapped" at more than twice the cost. I attended the meeting and heard the city 
representative say there was no need for community participation in the proposal, 
all that was required was for his department to review two years of past comments. 
A statement of bold disregard for the vibrancy of community from a city official 
must be repudiated and the project he sponsors. (Meyers)

As a longtime resident of the East Village, I was pleased to see the city's 
involvement of the community in creating new plans for the East River Park. The 
park's disrepair and extremely slow repair in past decades was atrocious, 
especially considering the wide use of the park. It was with great disbelief to find 
that the city did a turnaround and discarded the community led plan. And then to 
no longer be transparent, collaborative and inclusive about the major changes. I 
urge you to share the data and reports that made such drastic changes and instead 
make this again, a community involved plan. Please reconsider the path you are 
on. (Zaborowski)

Where is the data to support the constructability of this project? (Krezell)

The constructability study that DDC asserts led to the change of design must be 
immediately made public. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

I hope you will see this is an opportunity to course correct and start engaging the 
community as a whole in order for us to come to a consensus with understanding 
what is best for the neighborhood. Not what is best for the legacy or career 
advancement of a few at the expense of the many. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

The costs of the City’s “fast-track” plan, to both human and other residents of 
East River parks, could only be justified by exceptional benefits. The rationales 
for burying our parks under eight feet of fill, rather than creating more natural 
wetlands habitats that would act as sponges, change from one meeting to the next. 
The “fast-track” plan would minimize future maintenance costs of the athletic 
fields. It would speed construction of an already delayed project. It would avoid 
nighttime closures of one lane on the FDR and require less interference with Con 
Ed infrastructure. The City has provided no documentation to support any of these 
claims. (Berkov, Billings, Beausoleil, and Datz-Romero)

We are being steamrolled by a new plan devised in less than 60 days that is being 
fast-tracked. Is the goal of this plan to save property? To save Con Ed? To save 
the FDR? What is the real goal? (Krezell)

I am a resident of the Lower East Side at 504 Grand Street and I am part of the 
community coalition united in demanding that the East Side Coastal Resiliency 
project reflect our needs and values while providing flood protection from the 
Lower East Side at Montgomery Street to 23rd Street. That includes East River 
Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park with more than 100,000 people living nearby. The 
sudden change of plans initiated by the city after years of community input is 
shocking, upsetting, and unfair. We demand The City returns to a transparent, 
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collaborative, and inclusive process to build a resilient waterfront that meets the 
diverse needs and values of our community without destroying the unique 
character of this wonderful park. Thank you for considering our community’s 
needs and we urge you to restore trust by seeking community input. (Wolf and 
Williamson) (Kitnick) (Nasatir)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” and Chapter 3.0 of the FEIS, “Process, 
Coordination, and Public Participation.”

Comment 17: I’m a resident near the ERP and don’t agree with the city’s latest plan to destroy 
and bury it.  Community groups have been working alongside the Big U for the 
past several years to come up with a sustainable solution that benefits all residents. 
That was suddenly ditched last year and a new plan without community 
engagement hustled to the community. The price tag with the new plan is now 
$1.45 billion. Double the amount of the community referenced plan. There’s no 
justification to cut down trees, plants, destroy ball fields, buildings and shut down 
the park for what the city claims “3 1/2 years.” That’s an unrealistic amount of 
time for a proposed project of this size. Local residents do not want their park 
buried! (Hospodar)

I understand there is a deadline to use the money being supplied by the federal 
government, however, it seems there is plenty of work to be done building gates 
at the south and north ends, and the "flyover" over the FDR above 13th street, 
without even touching the current park. And then in the meantime, the city 
government must really include the city residents in a productive, transparent, 
discussion and plan for how to best create stormwater mitigation for the East 
River Park, and the neighborhood it serves, my neighborhood. This includes 
budgeting for the project before it is built, not asking for concessions from our 
neighborhood after the unwanted project is begun and when we have no park 
access and desperate for open space. Thank you for your attention to my concerns. 
I look forward to another, city resident-approved Preferred Alternative for the 
East River Park than the one currently being considered. (Dahl)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” Chapter 3.0 of the FEIS, “Process, 
Coordination, and Public Participation,” and Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Open Space.”
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Comment 18: I am writing regarding the Community Development Block Grant – Disaster 
Recovery (CDBG-DR) East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) partially released 
Preferred Alternative. I am a resident of the East Village, one who experienced 
flooding and loss in my own home during Hurricane Sandy. Therefore, I am eager 
for disaster stormwater mitigation and sea level rise! I am also a runner who takes 
advantage of the unobstructed length of East River Park boardwalk and roadway. 
I have dogs that I take for walks there. I love the access to the waterfront and am 
there regularly spring, summer, fall, and winter. Over the years that I have lived 
in the neighborhood (more than a dozen), I have seen more and more people use 
this park. I participated in many of the ESCR public comment meetings, 
beginning in May 2015. I know what people from the neighborhood—from Stuy 
Town to Alphabet City to Nycha residents to those in the Grand St Co-ops—asked 
for, and this Preferred Alternative is NOT what they asked for. The number one 
request was to INCREASE the size of the park by decking over the FDR and 
adding more open space/floodplain/beach access to the waterfront. I feel, my 
neighbors feel, that we are being ignored and information hidden from us. Telling 
us that moving construction a few hundred yards to the waterside with no 
obstruction is going to be significantly quieter is simply deceiving. Raising the 
park 8 feet will require more construction over the entire width of the park, for an 
extended period of time (no one believes the timeline that's been floated, 
considering it took 10 years to complete a minor reconstruction of the current 
park). (Dahl)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” Chapter 3.0 of the FEIS, “Process, 
Coordination, and Public Participation,” and Chapter 5.3 of the FEIS, “Open 
Space.”

Comment 19: Based on a presentation to LESPP on January 19, 2019 we understand that there 
are drains at the bottom/end of the slope of East River Park down towards the East 
River Drive in the depiction of the current plan (page 4 of the February 3, 2019 
presentation at the NYCHA Resident Leaders Meeting). LESPP advocates for 
flood protection of Lower East Side residents. Does the current plan improve 
protection from flooding of the residential developments near the East River 
Park? (LESPP)

The new proposed design takes about 100 feet off East River Park by having it 
slope down to the FDR, rather than having the park slope up to FDR which would 
create more usable space for residents to enjoy as well absorb water from storm 
surges  The new design creates a hazard for the LES if we experience intense 
rainfall as well as storm surge such as happened with Harvey in Houston which 
saw 40" of rain in 4 days. The proposed drainage system with its two underground 
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reservoirs and pump stations is not sufficient to handle intense rain as well as a 
storm surge. According to what DDC has told me a 9"sewer pipe that is 40' below 
the surface is supposed to be able to adapt and handle the increased flow of water 
with the addition of the reservoirs and pumps. This sewer could have only been 
laid when they were building the projects and Grand Street as it runs underneath 
Columbia St. and Ave. D. from the way it is drawn on the DDC presentation. 
(Ratcliffe)

I rise in strong opposition to ESCR plan as presented on February 22, 2019.  From 
a “big picture” perspective, the theory of building a large vertical concrete wall 
on the water is completely wrongheaded: attempting to keep the water out is a 
fool’s errand.  Instead of spending hundreds of millions of dollars on a wall, 
please spend the money upgrading the already deficient infrastructure of water 
diversion / interceptor / storm water drains / sewers.  The literature of post-Katrina 
New Orleans is especially relevant. (Huckeby)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
5.8 of the FEIS, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure.”

Comment 20:  I would like to point out, that in this time of rapid environmental change, many 
forward thinking waterfront parks incorporate resilient design elements that let 
the water come in, to absorb the water. Why can’t we have a truly resilient park 
that does not fight nature, but incorporates natural systems in the design to protect 
our community from the next damaging flood. Why do we have to destroy East 
River Park to save it? It’s time to go back to the drawing board! (Datz-Romero)

Destroying all of the trees and other flora would actually do away with any 
absorption that would be provided in the event of a major storm. The DDC has 
shown that they do not care about destroying 59 acres of trees and other flora 
(there is not even the tiniest sense of regret on their part), and there is absolutely 
no mention of all the animals that would be harmed, or at the very least displaced. 
(Weiss)

Like most other opponents of the city's Preferred Alternative, I heartily endorse 
the idea of flood protection and resiliency. But I can't see how burying all the 
living things in the East River Park under 8-10 feet of fill will solve the problems. 
(Jensen)

Also, I know that land is often created from fill, but I've never heard of burying 
an existing ecosystem and starting over. It doesn't seem like whoever designed 
this scheme had much knowledge of ecosystems. (Jensen)
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I use the East River Park & Stuyvesant Cove Park frequently & believe the latest 
plan to completely destroy them & raise them up is unnecessary. (Kuhn)

Besides losing the amenities of the park which are heavily used by many 
residents, it destroys habitats for wildlife. The planting of saplings to replace 
mature trees is not going to create shade or habitat or remove carbon dioxide from 
the air for a long time. The park needs to be developed in stages as a soft absorbent 
surface that will mitigate the impact of the surge and rising sea levels, not act as 
water slide into the LES. (Ratcliffe)

I am currently working on a biology degree, focused on the effects of climate 
change and avian populations. I understand the need to protect our city from sea 
level rise and plan for coastal resiliency. Unfortunately the current ESCR plan 
does not suffice for multiple reasons including the reliance on a hard structure 
protection instead of soft structures to accommodate the river. (Beausoleil)

There is no question that climate change needs to be addressed, but this project 
has gotten off to a bad start. (Loeb)

I understand the need to address the potential for another flood like Super storm 
Sandy, I lived in the neighborhood that was impacted by the storm and and 
worked as a nurse at NYU during that storm. I know how destructive these storms 
can be, but it seems that the current plan is not the proper one for the 
neighborhood. This project could be an example of bold changes, such as 
reducing vehicles in Manhattan, Solar powered projects, etc, but it's current 
version is a disservice to the residents of the Lower East Side. (Leverett)

Where does the water go if this 8-10 elevated 'park' is created and another storm 
hits? Wouldn't the water hit the wall and be displaced to our neighbors in 
Brooklyn, like Williamsburg, the Navy Yards, Downtown Brooklyn, DUMBO, 
instead of being absorbed by the park and the trees, grass, etc. (Leverett)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” and Chapter 5.6 of the FEIS, “Natural 
Resources.”

Comment 21: I can also understand that you may have run up against hurdles rendering the 
initial plan difficult to construct and that it would be easier to bring in barges.  
Why not move the berm to the river's edge, thereby limiting the inconvenience to 
the local residents, that you assert is such an important rationale for the new 
design? (Jensen)
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There appears to be no plan at all for protection from storm surge during 
construction. With no trees, buildings, or soil, and a bulkhead under construction, 
what will stop a surge if that 100-year storm occurs in September 2020 instead of 
waiting until you're finished?  What will happen to that exposed coastline and 
those of us who live right next to it, or near it? (Lake)

Provide temporary emergency storm barriers now and during construction. We 
need protection! (Arnow)

During construction which is scheduled for many years. won’t our community be 
more vulnerable to flooding since all our current flood plains are going to be 
destroyed? (Krezell)

We don't even understand what the city has planned should a 100-yr storm occur 
in the next four years. The loss of all-natural barriers during this construction 
period makes our community more vulnerable to increased flooding and 
destruction. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” and Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS, 
“Construction Overview.”

Comment 22: I am ecstatic to see a flyover for the multi-use path at the Pinch Point (danger 
zone for pedestrians/cyclists at ConEd) at 15th St., except the graphic labeled 
Pinch Point Flyover Bridge Conceptual Plan has no detail, it’s just an arrow.  This 
is crucial no matter flood prevention.  Please fill in the details, I will help. 
(Huckeby)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives” and Chapter 5.9 of the FEIS, 
“Transportation.”

Comment 23: Do these studies include noise mitigation to prevent traffic noise in the park – 
currently the FDR is in some places elevated and raising the park would make the 
park facilities at grade with the road. And what about noise mitigation for the 
residents on the west side of the FDR who have noise all day every day?  Wouldn’t 
it be more efficient to raise the FDR and use it as a flood wall, and the redesign 
could include noise mitigation!? (Huckeby)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
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“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
6.12 of the FEIS, “Construction – Noise and Vibration.”

Comment 24: Parkland is being REDUCED in this Preferred Alternative by the fact that there 
will now be a slope going toward the FDR. And how is this not going to impact 
flooding on the FDR? Again, another reason to deck OVER the FDR. Why not 
close half the FDR, run busses and emergency vehicles exclusively during the day 
on the open half? The reduction in CO2 from cars would make up for the increase 
from construction of an overhead deck. (Dahl)

Why is there no discussion of reducing the lanes of the FDR to reduce the carbon 
dioxide produced by the vehicles that use the FDR, instead of public transit. Trees 
and flowers do not increase global warming, which can lead to Super Storms, like 
Sandy in 2012, but cars and trucks do. (Leverett)

Other key areas to be considered in planning include: Pier 42; compost area; 
Corlears Hook Park; Amphitheater; Fire Boat House and Ecology Center; 
Stuyvesant Cove Park and Capt’n Patrick J Brown Walk; and Murphy Brothers 
and Asser Levy Parks. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives”, and Chapter 5.3 of the FEIS, “Open 
Space.”

Comment 25: I live near East River Park and use it regularly. I was here in 2003 when the City 
closed the park for repairs that were supposed to take 18 months but stretched into 
10 years. Now, how credible is the City’s estimated 42 months of alienating 
closure? (Brawer)

As a resident of the East Village living just 5 minutes from East River Park, which 
I visit every weekend, I am very concerned about the new plan for construction 
in the park. The entire stretch of park being closed the for the duration of the 
construction might make it slightly faster overall, but you're leaving local 
residents without any park space for quite a long time. Given how long 
previous/ongoing projects for that park have taken under di Blasio (things that 
were supposed to be completed by 2017 have not even begun), I do not trust that 
any part of the new park will be complete on time either. (Dishongh)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
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2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS, “Construction 
Overview”, and Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, “Construction – Open Space.”

Comment 26: The Preferred Alternative, created without community input, is retrogressive, 
pouring in tons of concrete (high CO2 burden unless manufactured with fly ash) 
and without study on the impacts of imported dirt blowing into homes and the 
river, as well as the years of emissions and particulate matter from barges and 
construction vehicles, creating an environmental injustice. (Brawer)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
5.11 of the FEIS, “Environmental Justice,” Chapter 6.10 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Air Quality,” and Chapter 6.11 of the FEIS, “Construction – 
Greenhouse Gas.”

Comment 27: Its construction and the materials involved will participate in the problem it is 
supposed to address: climate change. (Cenival)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” and Chapter 6.11 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Greenhouse Gas.”

Comment 28: Losing all these services the Park is currently providing for the entire duration of 
construction is unreasonable and a hard ship for the community. Will a whole 
generation of kids growing up on the Lower East Side be denied the experience 
of playing ball or exploring nature in their Park? No matter what design plan will 
be implemented in the end, a phased approach to construction, and the immediate 
reopening of completed sections is imperative for the social well being of our 
community. (Datz-Romero)

The ESCR project should be done in phases to allow the community partial access 
to the Park. Separating the local community from the Park for three years or more 
will be detrimental to the residents’ physical health and psychological well-being. 
(Weidler)

The staging of this project, regardless of which plan is chosen must be done so 
that the entire park is not closed at once. Thousands of people have no alternative 
open space. We need independent review of your construction timetable since the 
last renovation, much more limited in scale closed the park for 10 years. (Loeb)

Do not close the entire park during construction. Work in sections and leave the 
rest available for people and flora and fauna. (Arnow)
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Why can’t the construction be done in phases? (Krezell)

ERA strongly objects to entire parks being closed for the duration of construction. 
Construction should be phased. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Don't pretend you can get the entire park area done at the same time. Please, create 
manageable sections, such as the equivalent of ten or 15 blocks, to be destroyed 
and then rebuilt before moving on to the next section. In that way most of the park 
will remain available throughout the time of your project to the thousands of LES 
residents who love and use the park every day. (Byington)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS, “Construction 
Overview,” and Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, “Construction – Open Space.”

Comment 29:  The EIS for the proposed plan has not been published, but here is just one 
environmental impact number to think about: it will take 764,844 cubic yards of 
soil to raise the park by 8’. Assuming that all the soil will be delivered by barge, 
it still will take 25,494 30 yard containers to transport the soil within the 
construction area, or in the worst case scenario over 25,000 additional truck trips 
into the Lower East Side will be made to just bring in the soil for this project. This 
is just one of the many adverse construction impacts this project will impose on 
our already overburdened community. (Datz-Romero)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
6.0 of the FEIS, “Construction Overview,” and Chapter 6.9 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Transportation.”

Comment 30: Another selling point for this revised design is the promise from DDC to get 
construction done in 3.5 years, which is touted as a full year shorter than the 
previous plan. However the track record of City agencies to deliver any waterfront 
project on time in recent history is dismal. Considering the extra ordinary scope 
of this project construction duration of 3.5 years is utterly unrealistic. (Datz-
Romero)

The City intends to close the entire park for at least 3 1/2 years beginning next 
Spring. In NEW YORK CITY YEARS that probably means 10 years of 
construction. That means no baseball, no running, no dog walking, no people 
walking, no barbeques, soccer, frisbee, tennis, bicycling, no nothing. This will 
disrupt our entire community. Kids, the elderly, families, schools, everyone's life 
will be impacted by the shutdown. (Krezell)
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What construction or flood protection precedents can you point to that assure us 
you can really finish this incredibly ambitious project within 3.5 years?  The last 
ERP project was scheduled for 2 years and took 10. (Lake)

What I haven’t heard articulated from anyone related to this project is why the 
entire park needs to close for 3.5 years.  How can this not be done in phases? 
(Greer)

I am writing to ask you to PLEASE reconsider the implementing of this disastrous 
plan for East River Park. Besides the prospect of me and thousands of others 
having to give this area of enjoyment and fulfillment (and health) up for God 
knows how many years (3 1/2 years is a joke, especially considering how long it 
took just to re-do the walkway from 10th St. to Jackson St. a few years ago), 
consider the impact it would have on the environment, and the entire community. 
(Weiss)

The current plan also shows disregard for all living things, human and otherwise, 
that use the parks. Completely demolishing and closing the entire area for years 
will be disruptive on multiple levels and is unnecessary. (Beausoleil)

We are requesting that the City slowdown this process and examine other ways 
that flood protection can be attained without destroying our well being. (Krezell)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, “Construction – 
Open Space,” and Chapter 6.5 of the FEIS, “Construction – Natural Resources.”

Comment 31: What will our air quality be like during years without ground cover or trees, and 
with construction equipment fumes, dust, and dirt constantly present? (Lake)

Air quality would be severely impacted during construction. (Kuhn)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
6.10 of the FEIS, “Construction – Air Quality.”

Comment 32: There will be extra emissions coming from the barges and construction vehicles 
for many years to come; destroying all of the carbon sequestering trees will 
definitely be detrimental our residents' health. (Ip) (Hirshorn)

Not only is there no discussion of environmental mitigation steps to reduce causes 
of global warming during this project, just a reactive redesign that does not tackle 



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

32

the larger issue of Resiliency, there is also the public health concern of eliminating 
a green area for an extended amount of time. As a registered nurse that works in 
an Emergency Department and treats patients with asthma, diabetes, other obesity 
related health issues, what studies have been conducted regarding the public 
health concerns of the potential increase in Asthma, from the increase in Carbon 
Dioxide from the FDR with no trees along the East River to absorb it, and obesity 
if green spaces that provide recreation are removed for 3.5 years? Has anyone 
from the Mayor's office visited East River park to see the children playing soccer, 
football, baseball, track and field, etc.?  To the see the people riding bikes, 
running? (Leverett)

The local residents must now be concerned about the impacts of years of 
emissions and particulate matter from barges and construction vehicles creating 
an environmental injustice. (Weidler)

The use of concrete produces a high rate of carbon dioxide emissions, again, with 
hardly any carbon sequestering trees left, our residents' health will be at risk. (Ip) 
(Hirshorn)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
6.10 of the FEIS, “Construction – Air Quality,” Chapter 6.11 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Greenhouse Gas,” and Chapter 6.13 of the FEIS, “Construction 
– Public Health.”  

Comment 33: Imported soil blowing into residents’ home during construction is a huge concern. 
(Ip) (Hirshorn)

The local residents must now be concerned about the impacts of imported dirt 
blowing into their homes creating an environmental injustice. (Weidler)

We of course are also concerned about the pollution created from the demolition, 
as well as the toxicity of any landfill and soil that would be brought in (we didn't 
even get an answer to where this is all coming from). (Weiss)

The “City’s Preferred Alternative plan” includes decimating all flora and fauna in 
the East River Park and burying the majority of the 57.5 acres under landfill and 
includes using a significant amount of concrete. No one from either the Parks 
Department nor the Department of Design and Construction have ever answered 
the question what material will fill the entire park nor where this fill would be 
sourced. It has been referred to alternately as, “landfill, infill and soil,” and this is 
of deep concern to any citizen living in this neighborhood. What is it that will be 
trucked and barged in by the tons and poured onto our park? (Hirshorn)
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Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
6.6 of the FEIS, “Construction – Hazardous Materials,” and Chapter 6.10 of the 
FEIS, “Construction – Air Quality.”

Comment 34: We have flourishing Ecology Center in the park that has developed many 
programs I could highlight. Particularly destructive of their work is the 
annihilation of the native and saltwater resistant plants and all the attendant 
wildlife they attract if this fast track plan is adopted, not to mention the killing of 
every tree. (Boster)

The Lower East Side Power Partnership advocates for low allergen & asthma 
friendly plants & trees throughout the East River Park. (LESPP)

Since Sandy, when trees and shrubs were lost, the Ecology Center restocked 
planting beds with thousands of native plants selected for saltwater tolerance. We 
raise money from foundations and corporations and volunteers do the planting, 
instilling a sense of ownership in the park, and do not wish to see all these 
investments destroyed and disrespected. (Datz-Romero)

I also understand that the East Side Ecology Center has gotten a grant to plant 
grasses and shrubs that are resistant to flooding. (Jensen)

By ‘elevating’ the park 8’ the entire eco-system of East River Park is destroyed 
in one fell scoop. We have counted over 350 species – both plants and animals – 
that make their home in the Park. Stretching for 2 miles along the estuary, East 
River Park plays a role in supporting biodiversity in our urban setting and beyond. 
There are over 700 trees in East River Park, some of them mature trees that were 
planted when the Park was created in the 1940s that will be obliterated. Losing 
the environmental and social benefits, such as removing air pollution, providing 
shade for Park users and shelter and food to wildlife, will be a blow to the 
community and the natural system that will have impacts for a generation. (Datz-
Romero)

Think of all the mature trees that would be sacrificed. There has to be a better 
way. (Kuhn)

The park we will get at the end of construction will be shiny and new, but we lose 
all of those precious old trees. Where else downtown can anyone enjoy mature 
trees like that in a park that size? Nowhere! The saplings in the Hudson River 
Park are just sad landscaping. (Dishongh)
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In addition to increasing the amount of carbon dioxide on the LES by destroying 
the trees and not decreasing the volume of vehicles in the area, closing and 
destroying the park will eliminate the pollinators, which are already under threat, 
that are in East River Park. (Leverett)

The Environmental Impact Statement must include plans to reduce/mitigate 
effects on the species of wildlife and plants inhabiting East River and Stuyvesant 
Cove Parks. All recognized Ecological Complexes and natural and wild areas. 
New York Harbor's tributaries, wetlands, and estuarine ecology. To prevent 
flooding of the riverine habitat, the coastal shoals, bars and mudflats, the littoral 
zone tidal wetlands. One should read about the destruction of "Salt Marsh 
Sparrows Fight to Keep Their Heads Above Water" which relates to all this - by 
James Gorman, The N.Y.Times, Sept 17, 2018. Fast tracking could cause the 
demise of Species. (Bina)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
5.6 of the FEIS, “Natural Resources,” and Chapter 6.5 of the FEIS, “Construction 
– Natural Resources.”

As described in Appendix L of the FEIS, “Eight-Step Decision Making Process,” 
to function as a flood protection system, the proposed project must be sited and 
constructed within the floodplain. Disturbance to the floodplain during 
construction would be temporary. Once implemented, the flood protection system 
is designed to withstand storm surge velocities and wave action for the 100-year-
storm event assuming sea level rise to the 2050s. The Preferred Alternative would 
therefore minimize the potential effects that could be expected to occur within the 
floodplain. It has been determined that the Preferred Alternative would provide 
flood protection for vulnerable populations and critical city infrastructure and 
amenities located within the floodplain, including East River Park and existing 
neighborhoods adjacent to the park, which are all currently at risk to coastal 
flooding during design storm events. While the Preferred Alternative would 
change the elevation of the floodplain in the vicinity of the proposed project, it 
would not change the occupancy of the floodplain and would not have effects on 
flood velocities upstream or downstream. The Preferred Alternative would result 
in a permanent loss of approximately 29,825 square feet of littoral zone tidal 
wetland habitat. The majority of these effects are the result of filling existing 
embayments in order to accommodate critical active space amenities within East 
River Park. These embayments will be replaced with comparably sized 
embayments within the project area. In addition, these elements would not affect 
the tidal exchange or tidal patterns in the study area. All adverse effects to 
NYSDEC and USACE regulated tidal wetlands would be mitigated for in 
accordance with all NYSDE and USACE permit conditions. Therefore, while 
there would be adverse effects to regulated tidal wetlands resulting from 
construction of the proposed project, the Preferred Alternative would not 



 Comments on the Early Notice of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland

35

significantly adversely affect tidal wetland resources in the area. Furthermore, the 
project area is already highly developed, and the implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative would not encourage new development within the floodplain or 
wetlands in the proposed project area

The City’s priority is to ensure that flood protection is delivered as quickly as 
possible, so that the tens of thousands of Lower East Side residents are protected 
and the risk of damage from coastal storms in the area proposed for protection is 
reduced. The Preferred Alternative provides the best opportunity to achieve this 
priority and enables the City to deliver the project faster, with fewer construction 
risks to the schedule, less overall disruption to the surrounding community, and 
dramatic enhancements to East River Park – in line with the community’s stated 
goals throughout the design process. In addition, as described in DEIS Chapter 2, 
“Project Alternatives,” with the implementation of the Preferred Alternative, East 
River Park would be reconstructed to protect this valuable resource from flooding 
during coastal storm events as well as inundation from sea level rise and enhance 
its value as a recreational resource in addition to providing flood protection to the 
inland communities.

Comment 35: The City has yet to begin the ‘upland’ work in the original plan, which included 
planting hundreds of street trees in the surrounding neighborhood (page 196 of 
Big U Plan, 10/2014 - http://www.rebuildbydesign.org/data/files/675.pdf). 
Alienation, resiliency and common sense should have made this tree planting a 
priority! I am tired of waiting for this and promulgated a Street Tree and 
Stewardship Resolution, passed by CB3 in February 2019 
(http://bit.ly/CB3trees19). (Brawer) 

Regarding the Natural Areas: "Ecology Center and Solar One should have the 
contract to rebuild, plant, and maintain all-natural areas in ESCR area for long-
term resiliency, adequately funded by the city." Catalogue of Biodiversity should 
be used to reconstruct all the new park plantings in partnership with stewardship 
organizations. We should "Respect the natural shoreline areas space at 6th St. and 
Stuyvesant Cove." Construction should be phased. Green-Decking over FDR. 
(Boster)

If we have to lose our park for years, and we have to lose our trees - the need for 
which I do understand in terms of sea level rise - we should use that time and 
investment to really build a better park for the area. BURY THE FDR! Imagine 
how beautiful the space could be, how much additional investment it will bring 
to the area, to have a fabulous park instead of a toxic, dangerous highway running 
through our neighborhood. I'm not talking a big dig - I'm talking about the creation 
of a land bridge over the FDR. If we have to lose our park for years, drivers can 
also temporarily lose their road - fair is fair, and we shouldn't be the only ones 
who have to pay the price for flood protection. People using that road also rarely 
live here, and do not have to suffer through the pollution they cause. (Dishongh)

http://www.rebuildbydesign.org/data/files/675.pdf
http://bit.ly/CB3trees19
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Look into decking over the FDR drive. It was a plan that was considered earlier 
but rejected as too expensive. With the budget now almost quadrupled, this could 
be a viable—and a wonderful plan. It would protect our neighborhood from 
flooding, provide new park space, and preserve the current park. If the decking 
plan is not viable, do not demolish the entire park and raise it eight feet as planned. 
Maintain sections of the park as it is (with repairs and improvements as needed to 
the promenade and elsewhere), using berms, as in the previous plan. (Arnow)

Why can’t the FDR be decked over to offer more flood protection? (Krezell)

The city’s continuing discounting of resident and neighborhood needs and desires 
in favor of the automobile obviously didn’t end with Robert Moses. Better to 
destroy the park for at least a generation than inconvenience drivers by building 
a barrier that narrows the FDR at all. (Malecki)

I object to this new plan. It is a bad solution to a real problem, a project that will 
destroy more fauna and flora than Sandy ever did. (Cenival)

Planning has to accommodate run-off steep places above and from below. Not 
only should money be put in high visibility areas but in low visibility areas too to 
balance protections. Landscape architecture will help with this too. There could 
be staggered narrow, natural terraces filled with environmentally necessary 
plants. (Bina)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” and Chapter 6.5 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Natural Resources.”

Comment 36: We need to work with nature, not against it. Nature is resilient. Nature, unlike the 
plastic turf proposed for the new athletic fields, can actually use and transform 
water and sludge into plants and habitat. Maybe the park will have to eventually 
become a kind of wetland — at least that would provide habitat from the more 
than 50 protected animal and plant species that rely on Was River and Stuyvesant 
Cove Parks. And serve as a natural sponge to deal with the rising waters. (Jensen)

In this time of rapid environmental change, our waterfront parks should be 
recognized as successional habitats. We want a park, including athletic fields and 
also harboring biodiversity, designed to withstand, absorb and protect from 
occasional flooding. The design should be based on best scientific practices. It 
doesn’t make sense to disregard the Lower East Side community and turn an 
entire waterfront park into a flood wall. A plan to bury Riverside Park would sink 
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like a lead balloon. It’s time to go back to the drawing board! (Berkov, Billings, 
Beausoleil, and Datz-Romero)

As part of the public comment on the proposed ESCR plan I am submitting 
findings from a bird survey conducted for East River Park (including Corlears 
Hook Park), initiated in December 2018, beginning with the Audubon Christmas 
Day Bird Count. For the survey a 1.5 mile transect is used beginning in Corlears 
Hook Park and ending at the North end of East River Park. The survey consists 
of 9 transects and one incidental observation, included for photo documentation. 
Photo documentation is included where possible. Survey dates: 12/16/18 
(Christmas Day Bird Count), 01/05/19 – ERA1, 01/12/19 – ERA2, 01/17/19 – 
ERA3, 01/26/19  - ERA4, 02/03/19 – ERA5, 02/06/19 (incidental), 02/10/19 – 
ERA6, 02/15/19 – ERA7, 03/02/19 – ERA8; Total # of species recorded: 31, Total 
# of individuals recorded: 1,688. This Bird Survey Report surveys the park in 
winter months and does not include migratory birds, which would only be present 
in fall and spring and would increase total # of species and individuals.  Findings: 
- The size of East River Park and Corlears Park combined provides ample space 
for multiple raptors (three different species) to utilize different areas of the park 
at the same time; -On 6 of 10 survey dates at least two raptor individuals were 
identified including at least two individual Cooper’s Hawks, designated as a 
species of special concern by NYS Department of Environmental Conservation; 
-The coastal shoals, bars, and mudflats tidal wetlands at the South end of East 
River Park, as noted in the OMB notice, are important feeding area for multiple 
species. Up to six species of bird have been observed feeding in this area at the 
same time; - Areas of mature trees around the amphitheater, and North and South 
of the track support multiple species; - The compost yard is an important feeding 
area. Up to five species of bird have been observed feeing in this area at the same 
time; - Within ball fields #3,4,5,6 exist densely planted areas with Holly and 
Dawn Redwood trees. These areas support multiple species. Up to six species of 
bird have been observed utilizing these plantings at the same time;  - The lawns 
and plantings North of the boathouse support multiple species; - Introduced 
species are commonly seen in the following survey areas only: Corlears Hook 
park, compost yard, North end of East River Park. Corlears Hook Park and the 
compost yard also support large numbers of individuals of native species.  The 
complete report is available upon request. Documentation: Overview of East 
River Park (53 documented species, 32 with photographic evidence): 
https://ebird.org/hotspot/L872559/media?yr=all&m=; Overview of Stuyvesant 
Cove Park (56 documented species, 22 with photographic evidence): 
https://ebird.org/hotspot/L1466738/media?yr=all&m=; Report: survey 
transects and incidental observation: 
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S53392329; 
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52795691; 

https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52794377; 
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52458715; 

https://ebird.org/hotspot/L872559/media?yr=all&m=
https://ebird.org/hotspot/L1466738/media?yr=all&m=
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S53392329
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52795691
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52794377
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52458715
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https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52444307; 
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52116526; 

https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S51778183; 
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S51623683; 

https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S51330978; 
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S50718331; (Beausoleil)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” Chapter 5.6 of the FEIS, “Natural 
Resources,” and Chapter 6.5 of the FEIS, “Construction – Natural Resources.”

Comment 37: Regarding natural areas, the following should be provided: award community 
based stewardship organizations contracts to plant and maintain all natural areas 
in the ESCR area for long-term resiliency, adequately funded by the City; use a 
catalogue of biodiversity to reconstruct all the new park plantings in partnership 
with stewardship organizations; respect and expand the natural shoreline areas at 
both East 6th St and Stuyvesant Cove. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
2.0 of the FEIS, “Project Alternatives,” Chapter 5.6 of the FEIS, “Natural 
Resources,” Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS, “Construction Overview,” and Chapter 6.5 
of the FEIS, “Construction – Natural Resources.”

Comment 38: I am writing to express my opposition to the ESCR Plan for 4 years which would 
cause the destruction of 50 protected wildlife and plant species and would close 
the East River Park with no alternatives in recreation for the community. The 
ESCR project constitutes a substantial intrusion on municipal parkland use for 
non-park purposes and should be subject to a park alienation vote. (Bina)

The current ESCR plan constitutes substantial intrusion on municipal parkland 
and must be subject to park alienation law. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Alternative plans must be made to accommodate the communities open space 
needs during construction. As you are aware local Elected Officials have already 
pointed out State Legislation regarding alienation of parkland. We need serious 
alternative plans like free ferry service to Governors Island. The City has failed 
to provide an adequate alternative plan to replace alienated parkland during 
construction. (Loeb)

https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52444307
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S52116526
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S51778183
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S51623683
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S51330978
https://ebird.org/view/checklist/S50718331
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Make sure that there are lovely alternatives when parts of the park are disrupted. 
We live in a densely populated place and we need places to play, bike, walk, and 
admire nature. (Arnow)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
3.0 of the FEIS, “Process, Coordination, and Public Participation,” Chapter 5.1 of 
the FEIS, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” and Chapter 6.2 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Open Space.”

Comment 39: Concerning community improvements, the East River Alliance’s positions are: 
make improvements and provide resources to existing parks; coordinate 
mitigation with residents living in NYCHA and provide them with resources and 
access to NYCHA green spaces; establish both pedestrian and play streets; 
provide additional support for community gardens; and rescue and transfer plants 
from parks under construction to nearby green spaces including in NYCHA, 
community and school gardens, and parks. (Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
6.2 of the FEIS, “Construction – Open Space,” and Chapter 6.5 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Natural Resources.”

Comment 40: The Preferred Alternative will destroy all the carbon-sequestering trees in the 
park. Mature trees are 70 times more absorbent of GHGs and emissions than 
saplings, thus reducing the Park’s capacity as a carbon sink for decades to come. 
The loss of habitat will be profound! What is the plan for mitigating this? 
(Brawer)

I'm not sure if there has been an environmental impact study of destroying all of 
the trees, grass and flowers which absorb carbon dioxide that is produced from 
the overcrowded, over used FDR. In fact, what are the environmental mitigation 
steps that will be taken during this project? (Leverett)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
6.11 of the FEIS, “Construction – Greenhouse Gas.”

Comment 41: The Environmental Impact Statement must include plans to reduce/mitigate 
effects on: an environmental justice community protected by state and federal 
law; all species (at least 11) inhabiting East River and Stuyvesant Cove Parks that 
are included in the NY State Rare Animal Status List, birds covered by the 
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and protected plants inhabiting East River and 
Stuyvesant Cove Parks; all Recognized Ecological Complexes and natural and 
wild areas; and New York Harbor’s tributaries, wetlands, and estuarine ecology. 
(Avila-Goldman/ERA)

Response: Many of the DEIS comments are comparable to those received on the Early 
Notice. For the comments listed above, please refer to Chapter 10 of the FEIS, 
“Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” to view responses to these comments; 
additional project information related to this comment may be found in Chapter 
5.11 of the FEIS, “Environmental Justice,” and Chapter 6.5 of the FEIS, 
“Construction – Natural Resources.”



  

New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 

New York City Department of Parks and Recreation 

Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) 

East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project 

Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland 

 

To:  All interested Agencies, Groups, and Individuals 

 

This is to give notice that the City of New York (the City) is proposing to undertake activities within both 

the 100-year floodplain and a wetland, relating to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development’s (HUD) Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program. 

President Obama signed the “Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013” (Public Law 113-2) into law on 

January 29, 2013. Among other appropriations, the Act included $16 billion in CDBG-DR funds for 

“necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, restoration of infrastructure and 

housing, and economic revitalization in the most impacted and distressed areas resulting from Hurricane 

Sandy.” Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 58, the City, as the subrecipient of the grant funds, has identified its 

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as the Responsible Entity for maintaining the CDBG-DR 

Environmental Review Record. This notice is required by Section 2(a)(4) of Executive Order (EO) 11988 

for Floodplain Management, and by Section 2(b) of EO 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands and is 

implemented by HUD Regulations found at 24 CFR 55.20(b) for the HUD action that is within and/or 

affects a floodplain or wetland.  

 

Since the proposed project is federally funded and requires approvals from various City, State and Federal 

agencies, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared pursuant to the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to examine the potential environmental and social impacts of the 

project. HUD has allocated CDBG-DR funds, which would be dispersed through OMB as the 

Responsible Entity (RE) for the proposed project; therefore, OMB is the Lead Agency for the NEPA 

review. The proposed project is also primarily located in City parkland and requires approvals from the 

New York City Department of Parks & Recreation (NYC Parks); therefore, NYC Parks is the Lead 

Agency for review pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and 

New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR). 

 

There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, people who may be affected by activities in 

floodplains and / or wetlands, and those who have an interest in the protection of the natural environment, 

should be given an opportunity to express their concerns and provide information about these 

areas. Second, an adequate public notice program can be an important public educational tool. 

Commenters are encouraged to offer alternate methods to serve the same project purpose and methods to 

minimize and mitigate impacts. The dissemination of information and request for public comment about 

floodplains and wetlands can facilitate and enhance federal efforts to reduce the risks associated with the 

occupancy and modification of these special areas. Third, as a matter of fairness, when the federal 

government determines it will participate in actions taking place in floodplains and wetlands, it must 

inform those who may be put at greater or continued risk.     

 

In October 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall, greatly impacting the east side of Manhattan between 

East 42nd Street and the Brooklyn Bridge and highlighting existing deficiencies in the City’s ability to 

adequately protect vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure during major storm events. Hurricane 

Sandy, a presidentially declared disaster, caused extensive inland flooding, resulting in significant 

damages to residential and commercial property, transportation, power, parklands including East River 

Park, and water and sewer infrastructure, which in turn affected medical and other critical services. To 

address the vulnerability of this area, the City is proposing to install and operate a flood protection 

system, along a portion of the east side of Manhattan between Montgomery Street and East 25th Street as 



  

part of the East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project. This flood protection system would be primarily 

integrated to City parkland and streets while reducing coastal flood hazards and protecting a diverse and 

vulnerable residential population and safeguarding critical housing, energy, infrastructure, recreational, 

natural and transportation systems. It is also an objective of the proposed project to enhance access to 

waterfront parkland, including East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park. An early floodplain notice for 

the ESCR Project was previously published on February 5, 2016 and public comments were accepted 

through February 22, 2016. 

 

Since the publication of the original notice, the design of the proposed project has advanced, and the City 

has identified a project alternative, which has been selected as the City’s Preferred Alternative. This 

Preferred Alternative proposes to situate the line of flood protection in East River Park, thereby protecting 

both the community and the park from design storm events as well as increased tidal inundation resulting 

from sea level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise East River Park between the amphitheater and 

East 13th Street by approximately eight-feet and install the floodwall below-grade to meet the design 

flood elevation criteria. This plan would reduce the length of wall between the community and the 

waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood connectivity and integration. In addition to the 

Delancey Street and East 10th Street Bridges, the Corlears Hook Bridge would be reconstructed to be 

universally accessible under the modified design. The park’s underground water and sewer infrastructure, 

bulkhead and esplanade, and additional existing park structures and recreational features, including the 

amphitheater, track facility, and tennis house, would also be reconstructed. Relocation of two existing 

embayments along the East River Park esplanade is also proposed under this plan to allow for siting of 

active recreation fields within the park. In addition, a shared-use flyover bridge would be built 

cantilevered over the northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway near the Con Edison 

facility between East 13th and East 15th Streets, thus providing a more accessible connection between 

East River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk. The design for the proposed project was 

conceptualized to be between Montgomery and Cherry Streets and between East 13th and East 23rd 

Streets.  However, as design for this compartment advanced, the project area was extended north to East 

25th Street and included the historic Asser Levy Recreational Center. Assuming all approvals are issued, 

project construction is anticipated to commence in 2020. 

 

The area that would be protected under the ESCR Project includes land within the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA)-designated special flood hazard area (SFHA) for the 100-year flood event.  

The East River is mapped as estuarine subtidal wetlands with an unconsolidated bottom (E1UBL) on 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. The project area also 

includes Littoral Zone tidal wetland regulated by the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC) and wetlands that are regulated by the United States Army Corps of Engineers 

as Waters of the United States. In addition, there are three areas classified by NYSDEC as coastal shoals, 

bars, and mudflats tidal wetlands—located where Pier 42 meets East River Park, at the southern extent of 

Stuyvesant Cove Park, and approximately at the middle of Stuyvesant Cove Park. 

 

All interested persons, groups, and agencies are invited to submit written comments regarding the 

proposed use of federal funds to support the construction of the proposed project in a floodplain and / or 

wetland. The City is interested in alternatives and public perceptions of possible adverse impacts that 

could result from the project as well as potential mitigation measures. Maps of the proposed project area, 

schematic design plans, and maps of the proposed location of activities within a 100-year floodplain and 

wetland are available at: https://www1.nyc.gov/site/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-records.page 

 

Written comments should be sent to OMB at 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New York 

10007, Attention: Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director CDBG-DR or via email at CDBGDR-

Enviro@omb.nyc.gov. The minimum 15 calendar day comment period will begin the day after 

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-records.page


  

publication and end on the 16th day after publication. Such comments should be received by OMB on or 

before March 11, 2019. 

 

City of New York: Bill de Blasio, Mayor 

City of New York, Office of Management and Budget, Melanie Hartzog, Director 

Date:  February 22, 2019 
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Legal 2146790901

New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
New York City Department of Parks and Recreation

Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR)
East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project

Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland

To: All interested Agencies, Groups, and Individuals
This is to give notice that the City of New York (the City) is proposing to undertake activities within both the 100-year floodplain
and a wetland, relating to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developmentʼs (HUD) Community Development Block
Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program. President Obama signed the “Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013” (Public
Law 113-2) into law on January 29, 2013. Among other appropriations, the Act included $16 billion in CDBG-DR funds for
“necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, restoration of infrastructure and housing, and economic
revitalization in the most impacted and distressed areas resulting from Hurricane Sandy.” Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 58, the City,
as the subrecipient of the grant funds, has identified its Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as the Responsible Entity for
maintaining the CDBG-DR Environmental Review Record. This notice is required by Section 2(a)(4) of Executive Order (EO)
11988 for Floodplain Management, and by Section 2(b) of EO 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands and is implemented by HUD
Regulations found at 24 CFR 55.20(b) for the HUD action that is within and/or affects a floodplain or wetland.
Since the proposed project is federally funded and requires approvals from various City, State and Federal agencies, an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to examine
the potential environmental and social impacts of the project. HUD has allocated CDBG-DR funds, which would be dispersed
through OMB as the Responsible Entity (RE) for the proposed project; therefore, OMB is the Lead Agency for the NEPA review.
The proposed project is also primarily located in City parkland and requires approvals from the New York City Department of
Parks & Recreation (NYC Parks); therefore, NYC Parks is the Lead Agency for review pursuant to the New York State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR).
There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, people who may be affected by activities in floodplains and / or wetlands,
and those who have an interest in the protection of the natural environment, should be given an opportunity to express their
concerns and provide information about these areas. Second, an adequate public notice program can be an important public
educational tool. Commenters are encouraged to offer alternate methods to serve the same project purpose and methods to
minimize and mitigate impacts. The dissemination of information and request for public comment about floodplains and wetlands
can facilitate and enhance federal efforts to reduce the risks associated with the occupancy and modification of these special
areas. Third, as a matter of fairness, when the federal government determines it will participate in actions taking place in
floodplains and wetlands, it must inform those who may be put at greater or continued risk.
In October 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall, greatly impacting the east side of Manhattan between East 42nd Street and
the Brooklyn Bridge and highlighting existing deficiencies in the Cityʼs ability to adequately protect vulnerable populations and
critical infrastructure during major storm events. Hurricane Sandy, a presidentially declared disaster, caused extensive inland
flooding, resulting in significant damages to residential and commercial property, transportation, power, parklands including East
River Park, and water and sewer infrastructure, which in turn affected medical and other critical services. To address the
vulnerability of this area, the City is proposing to install and operate a flood protection system, along a portion of the east side of
Manhattan between Montgomery Street and East 25th Street as part of the East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project. This
flood protection system would be primarily integrated to City parkland and streets while reducing coastal flood hazards and
protecting a diverse and vulnerable residential population and safeguarding critical housing, energy, infrastructure, recreational,
natural and transportation systems. It is also an objective of the proposed project to enhance access to waterfront parkland,
including East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park. An early floodplain notice for the ESCR Project was previously published
on February 5, 2016 and public comments were accepted through February 22, 2016.
Since the publication of the original notice, the design of the proposed project has advanced, and the City has identified a project
alternative, which has been selected as the Cityʼs Preferred Alternative. This Preferred Alternative proposes to situate the line of
flood protection in East River Park, thereby protecting both the community and the park from design storm events as well as
increased tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise East River Park between the
amphitheater and East 13th Street by approximately eight-feet and install the floodwall below-grade to meet the design flood
elevation criteria. This plan would reduce the length of wall between the community and the waterfront to provide for enhanced
neighborhood connectivity and integration. In addition to the Delancey Street and East 10th Street Bridges, the Corlears Hook
Bridge would be reconstructed to be universally accessible under the modified design. The parkʼs underground water and sewer
infrastructure, bulkhead and esplanade, and additional existing park structures and recreational features, including the
amphitheater, track facility, and tennis house, would also be reconstructed. Relocation of two existing embayments along the
East River Park esplanade is also proposed under this plan to allow for siting of active recreation fields within the park. In addition,
a shared-use flyover bridge would be built cantilevered over the northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway near
the Con Edison facility between East 13th and East 15th Streets, thus providing a more accessible connection between East
River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk. The design for the proposed project was conceptualized to be between
Montgomery and Cherry Streets and between East 13th and East 23rd Streets. However, as design for this compartment
advanced, the project area was extended north to East 25th Street and included the historic Asser Levy Recreational Center.
Assuming all approvals are issued, project construction is anticipated to commence in 2020.

The area that would be protected under the ESCR Project includes land within the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA)-designated special flood hazard area (SFHA) for the 100-year flood event.

The East River is mapped as estuarine subtidal wetlands with an unconsolidated bottom (E1UBL) on United States Fish and
Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. The project area also includes Littoral Zone tidal wetland regulated by
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and wetlands that are regulated by the United States
Army Corps of Engineers as Waters of the United States. In addition, there are three areas classified by NYSDEC as coastal
shoals, bars, and mudflats tidal wetlands—located where Pier 42 meets East River Park, at the southern extent of Stuyvesant
Cove Park, and approximately at the middle of Stuyvesant Cove Park.
All interested persons, groups, and agencies are invited to submit written comments regarding the proposed use of federal funds
to support the construction of the proposed project in a floodplain and / or wetland. The City is interested in alternatives and
public perceptions of possible adverse impacts that could result from the project as well as potential mitigation measures. Maps
of the proposed project area, schematic design plans, and maps of the proposed location of activities within a 100-year floodplain
and wetland are available at: https://www1.nyc.gov/site/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-records.page
Written comments should be sent to OMB at 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New York 10007, Attention: Calvin
Johnson, Assistant Director CDBG-DR or via email at CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov. The minimum 15 calendar day comment
period will begin the day after publication and end on the 16th day after publication. Such comments should be received by OMB
on or before March 11, 2019.
City of New York: Bill de Blasio, Mayor
City of New York, Office of Management and Budget, Melanie Hartzog, Director
Date: February 22, 2019

Legal Notice # 21459116
Notice of formation of S & L
SHI LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy of State of NY
(SSNY) on 1/7/19. Office lo-
cation: Queens County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to:55-10
98th St., Corona, NY 11368.
Purpose: any lawful act.

Legal Notice # 21458766
NOTICE OF FORMATION of
Department of Sweat LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy.
of State of NY (SSNY) on 4/
16/18. Office location:
Queens County. SSNY desig-
nated agent upon whom proc-
ess may be served and shall
mail copy of process against
LLC to principal business ad-
dress: 1503 Jordan Ct., #103,
Bayside, New York 11360.
Purpose: any lawful act.

LEGAL NOTICES

Legal Notice # 21465303
3225 FULTON LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
01/15/19. Office: Queens
County. SSNY designated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 8565
116th Street, Floor 3, Rich-
mond Hill, NY 11418. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

Legal Notice # 21461790
Notice of Formation of
Nocelie LLC, Articles of Or-
ganization Filed with the Sec-
retary of State of New York
(SSNY) on 10/19/2018. Of-
fice location: Queens, NY.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
Nocelie LLC,144-15 123RD
Avenue Jamaica NY 11436.
Purpose: Any lawful purpose.

Legal Notice # 21468500
American Virgin Enterprises,
Ltd. (AVE), a dissolved NY
corporation, that previously
did business in the U.S. Vir-
gin Islands, is winding up its
affairs. It hereby notifies any
person or entity with out-
standing business with AVE,
Ltd. to contact corporate
counsel at (516) 635-7295.

Legal Notice # 21466483
Notice of Formation of Alaba-
ma Avenue Developer LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with Secy.
of State of NY (SSNY) on 1/
28/19. Office location:
Queens County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it
may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to: c/o CB Em-
manuel, 221-10 Jamaica Ave,
Lower Level, Queens Village,
NY 11428. Purpose: any law-
ful activity. Legal Notice # 21462816

Notice of Formation of
TALUSH LLC. Arts of Org.
filed with New York Secy of
State (SSNY) on 1/24/19. Of-
fice location: Queens County.
SSNY is designated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
2723 Tammy Dr., Far Rock-
away, NY 11691. Purpose:
any lawful activity.

Legal Notice # 21459043
Notice of Formation: Splen-
did Realty LLC. Arts. Of Org.
filed with the Sec. of State
NY (SSNY) on 6/7/2018. NY
Office Location: Queens Cou
nty. SSNY has been Desig-
nated for service of Process.
SSNY shall mail a copy of
process to LLC at 133-26 Av-
ery Ave. 4A, Flushing, NY
11355. Purpose: any lawful
purpose.

Legal Notice # 21455825
SHERIFF’S SALE

BY VIRTUE OF AN EXECUTION ISSUED OUT OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK, KINGS COUNTY, in favor of the judgment creditor Amethyst ALT Asset Fund
2016, LLC ( Amethyst ) successor in interest to the claims of plaintiff DLJ Mortgage Capital,
Inc. and against LORING ESTATES LLC judgment debtor, to me directed and delivered, I WILL
SELL AT PUBLIC AUCTION, by Dennis Alestra DCA#0840217., auctioneer, as the law directs,
FOR CASH ONLY, on the 13th day of March 2019 at 11:00 o’clock in the forenoon, at: Kings
County Sheriff’s Office- 210 Joralemon Street, Room 909, Brooklyn NY 11201 in the county of
Kings, all the right, title and interest which LORING ESTATES LLC, the judgment debtor, had
on the 2 day of May, 2011, or at anytime thereafter, of, in and to the following proper-
ties:

METES AND BOUNDS DESCRIPTIONS
(1) ADDRESS: 438 Sapphire Street, Brooklyn, New York 11208
SECTION/BLOCK/LOT: 14-4519-119
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land situated, lying and being in
the Borough of Brooklyn, County of Kings, City and State of New York bounded and described
as follows:
BEGINNING at the point on the Westerly side of Sapphire Street, distant 214.00 feet Northerly
from the corner formed by the intersection of the Northerly side of Stanley Avenue with the
Westerly side of Sapphire Street;
RUNNING THENCE Northerly along the Westerly side of Sapphire Street, 31.00 feet to a point;
RUNNING THENCE Westerly parallel with the Northerly side of Stanley Avenue part of the dis-
tance through a party wall, 100.00 feet to a point;
RUNNING THENCE Southerly parallel with the Westerly side of Sapphire Street, 31.00 feet to
a point;
RUNNING THENCE Easterly parallel with the Northerly side of Stanley Avenue part of the dis-
tance through a party wall, 100.00 feet to the Westerly side of Sapphire Street the point or
place of BEGINNING.
(2) ADDRESS: 76-05 151st Street a/k/a 1389 Stanley Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11208
SECTION/BLOCK/LOT: 14-4518-128
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land situated, lying and being in
the bourough of Brooklyn, the County of Kings, City and State of New York, bounded and descri-
bed as follows:
BEGINNING at the point on the northerly side of Stanley Avenue distant 50.00 feet easterly
from the corner formed by the intersection of the northerly side of Stanley Avenue with the
easterly side of Emerald Street;
RUNNING THENCE easterly along the northerly side of Stanley Avenue 20.00 feet to a point;
RUNNING THENCE northerly parallel with the easterly side of Emerald Street 94.00 feet to a
point;
RUNNING THENCE westerly parallel with the northerly side of Stanley Avenue 20.00 feet to a
point;
RUNNING THENCE southerly parallel with the easterly side of Emerald Street 94.00 feet to
the point or place of Beginning.
(3) ADDRESS: 1391 Stanley Avenue, Brooklyn, New York 11208
SECTION/BLOCK/LOT: 14-4518-127
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land situated, lying and being in
the bourough of Brooklyn, the County of Kings, City and State of New York, bounded and descri-
bed as follows:
BEGINNING at the point on the northerly side of Stanley Avenue distant 70.00 feet easterly
from the corner formed by the intersection of the northerly side of Stanley Avenue with the
easterly side of Emerald Street;
RUNNING THENCE easterly along the northerly side of Stanley Avenue 20.00 feet to a point;
RUNNING THENCE northerly parallel with the easterly side of Emerald Street 94.00 feet to a
point;
RUNNING THENCE westerly parallel with the northerly side of Stanley Avenue 20.00 feet to a
point;
RUNNING THENCE southerly parallel with the easterly side of Emerald Street 94.00 feet to
the point or place of Beginning.
(4) ADDRESS: 1429 Stanley Avenue, Brooklyn, New York 11208
SECTION/BLOCK/LOT: 14-4519-126
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: ALL that certain plot piece or parcel of land situated lying and being in
the Borough of Brooklyn, County of Kings, City and State of New York bounded and described
as follows:
BEGINNING at the corner formed by the intersection on the northerly side of Stanley Avenue
with the westerly side of Sapphire Street;
RUNNING THENCE westerly along the northerly side of Stanley Avenue, 30.00 feet to a point;
RUNNING THENCE northerly parallel with the westerly side of Sapphire Street part of the dis-
tance through a party wall, 94.00 feet to a point;
RUNNING THENCE easterly parallel with the northerly side of Stanley Avenue, 30.00 feet to
the westerly side of Sapphire Street;
RUNNING THENCE southerly along the westerly side of Sapphire Street, 94.00 feet to the cor-
ner the point or place of Beginning.
(5) ADDRESS: 1432 Loring Avenue, Brooklyn, New York 11208
SECTION/BLOCK/LOT: 14-4518-101
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: ALL that certain plot piece or parcel of land situated lying and being in
the Borough of Brooklyn, County of Kings, City and State of New York bounded and described
as follows:
BEGINNING at the point on the southerly side of Loring Avenue, distant 30.00 feet easterly
from the corner formed by the intersection of the southerly side of Loring Avenue with the
easterly side of Emerald Street;
RUNNING THENCE easterly along the southerly side of Loring Avenue, 20.00 feet to a point;
RUNNING THENCE southerly parallel with the easterly side of Emerald Street 94.00 feet to a
point;
RUNNING THENCE westerly parallel with the southerly side of Loring Avenue 20.00 feet to a
point;
RUNNING THENCE northerly parallel with the easterly side of Emerald Street 94.00 feet to the
southerly side of Loring Avenue the point or place of Beginning.
JOSEPH FUCITO
Sheriff of the City of New York
DEPUTY McCosker
CASE# 18053314
718-488-3545

Legal Notice # 21460683
NOTICE OF SALE

SUPREME COURT COUNTY
OF QUEENS
Nationstar Mortgage LLC d/
b/a Champion Mortgage Com-
pany, Plaintiff
AGAINST
Shirley Turner; et al.,
Defendant(s) Pursuant to a
Judgment of Foreclosure and
Sale duly dated December
13, 2018 I, the undersigned
Referee will sell at public auc-
tion at the Queens County
Supreme Courthouse, Court-
room #25, 88-11 Sutphin Bou-
levard, Jamaica, New York
on March 1, 2019 at 10:00
AM, premises known as 105-
27 132nd Street a/k/a 105-
27 Van Siclen Street, South
Richmond Hill, NY 11419. All
that certain plot piece or par-
cel of land, with the build-
ings and improvements erect-
ed, situate, lying and being
in the Borough and County of
Queens, City and State of
NY, Block 9591 & 9592 Lot :
70. Approximate amount of
judgment $323,654.76 plus in-
terest and costs. Premises
will be sold subject to provi-
sions of filed Judgment
Index# 704892/2017. Rita So-
lomon, Referee Shapiro,
DiCaro& Barak, LLC Attorney
(s) for the Plaintiff 175 Mile
Crossing Boulevard Roches-
ter, New York 14624 (877)
430-4792 Dated: January 8,
2019 60439

Legal Notice # 21465684
NOTICE OF SALE SUPREME
COURT COUNTY OF QUEENS
HSBC BANK USA, NATION-
AL ASSOCIATION, AS
TRUSTEE FOR THE HOLD-
ERS OF NOMURA HOME
EQUITY LOAN, INC. HOME
EQUITY LOAN TRUST, SER-
IES 2007-1, Plaintiff
AGAINST RIGOBERTO PER-
EZ, et al., Defendant(s) Pur-
suant to a Judgment of Fore-
closure and Sale duly dated
January 22, 2018 I, the under-
signed Referee will sell at
public auction at the Queens
County Courthouse in Court-
room #25, 88-11 Sutphin Bou-
levard, Jamaica, New York,
on March 15, 2019 at
10:00AM, premises known as
87-43 109TH STREET, JA-
MAICA, NY 11418. All that
certain plot piece or parcel of
land, with the buildings and
improvements erected, sit-
uate, lying and being in the
Borough and County of
Queens, City and State of
New York, BLOCK 9299, LOT
55. Approximate amount of
judgment $600,969.92 plus in-
terest and costs. Premises
will be sold subject to provi-
sions of filed Judgment for
Index# 8388/13. ANTHONY
L. MASCOLO, ESQ., Referee
Gross Polowy, LLC Attorney
for Plaintiff 1775 Wehrle
Drive, Suite 100
Williamsville, NY 14221
60823

Legal Notice # 21466736
NOTICE OF SALE SUPREME
COURT COUNTY OF QUEENS
We l l s Fa r g o Ba n k , N.A. ,
Plaintiff AGAINST Stephanie
Jones a/k/a Stephanie Mi-
chelle Jones, Individually and
on behalf of the Estate of
Norma Jones a/k/a Norma E.
Jones; Anthony Jones;
T a y l o r B e r j o t ; e t a l . ,
Defendant(s) Pursuant to a
Judgment of Foreclosure and
Sale duly dated January 19,
2016 I, the undersigned Ref-
eree will sell at public auc-
tion at the Queens County
Courthouse, Courtroom #25,
88-11 Sutphin Boulevard, Ja-
maica, New York on March
22, 2019 at 10:00AM, prem-
ises known as 177-41 Ursina
Road, Jamaica, NY 11434. All
that certain plot piece or par-
cel of land, with the build-
ings and improvements erect-
ed, situate, lying and being
in the Borough and County of
Queens, City and State of
NY, Block: 12482 Lot: 162.
Approximate amount of judg-
ment $288,115.45 plus inter-
est and costs. Premises will
be sold subject to provisions
of filed Judgment Index# 103
64/2013. William L. Sena,
Esq., Referee Shapiro, DiCaro
& Barak, LLC Attorney(s) for
the Plaintiff 175 Mile Cross-
ing Boulevard Rochester,
New York 14624 (877) 430-
4792 Dated: January 24,
2019 61010

Legal Notice # 21463360
Notice of Formation of Child-
rens Lifeskills Development,
LLC. Arts of Org. filed with
NY Secy of State (SSNY) on
1/18/19. Office location:
Queens County. SSNY is des-
ignated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 91-12 175th St,
Ste 2B, Jamaica, NY 11432.
Purpose: any lawful activity.

Legal Notice # 21466425
NOTICE OF SALE OF COOP-

ERATIVE APARTMENT
SECURITY BY VIRTUE OF A
DEFAULT under the terms of
a Security Agreement dated
June 6, 2006 executed by Ja-
net Tsivgoulis, debtor(s), to
BNY Mortgage Company,
LLC, secured party, in accord-
ance with its rights as holder
of the Security, Deutsche
Bank National Trust Compa-
ny as Trustee for Residential
Asset Securitization Trust
Series 2006-A14CB Mortgage
Pass-Through Certificates
Series 2006-N by Jessica
Prince-Clateman, DCA # 1097
640 and/or Vincent DeAnge-
lis, DCA # 1127571 and/or Ka-
ren Loiacano, DCA #1435601
will conduct a public foreclo-
sure sale of the security con-
sisting of 284 shares of stock
of Bay Terrace Cooperative
Section X, Inc., all right, title
and interest in and to a Pro-
prietary Lease between said
Corporation and debtor for
apartment 2A, in building
known as 1870 211th Street,
Bayside, NY 11360 together
with all fixtures and articles
of personal property now or
hereafter affixed to or used
in connection with said apart-
ment on March 15, 2019, at
12:00 PM On the front steps
of the Queens County Court-
house, 88-11 Sutphin Blvd.,
Jamaica, NY 11435 in satis-
faction of an indebtedness in
the principal amount of $139
,691.45 plus interest, late
fees, attorney fees, mainte-
nance in arrears and all other
advanced charges. Apart-
ment is sold "AS IS" and pos-
session to be obtained by
the purchaser. Said sale is
subject to: payment of all
sums due, if any, to Bay Ter-
race Cooperative Section X,
Inc. and the consent if neces-
sary, of said corporation; any
existing tenancy; payment of
all expenses and fees of the
secured party with respect
thereto; terms of the sale
and auctioneer’s fees. The se-
cured party reserves the
right to bid. A 10% down pay-
ment in certified funds or
bank check payable to Sha-
piro, DiCaro & Barak, LLC is
required at sale with a bal-
ance of bid due within thirty
(30) days. File No. 18-077474
#96481

Legal Notice # 21461361
SUPREME COURT – COUNTY
OF QUEENS
DEUTSCHE BANK NATION-
AL TRUST COMPANY, AS
TRUSTEE UNDER THE POOL-
ING AND SERVICING AGREE-
MENT RELATING TO IMPAC
SECURED ASSETS CORP.,
MORTGAGE PASS-
THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2006-1, Plaintiff
against
JENNIFER IWUMUNE, et al
Defendant(s).
Pursuant to a Judgment of
Foreclosure and Sale entered
on May 4, 2018.
I, the undersigned Referee
will sell at public auction at
the Queens County Supreme
Courthouse, 88-11 Sutphin
Boulevard, Court Room # 25,
Jamaica, N.Y. on the 8th day
of March, 2019 at 10:00 a.m.
premises described as fol-
lows: All that certain plot,
piece or parcel of land, with
the building and improve-
ments thereon erected, sit-
uate, lying and being in the
Borough and County of
Queens, City and State of
New York.
Said premises known as 106-
43 156th Avenue, Jamaica,
N.Y. 11433.
(Block: 10124, Lot: 39).
Approximate amount of lien
$ 912,125.68 plus interest
and costs.
Premises will be sold subject
to provisions of filed judg-
ment and terms of sale.
Index No. 32432-09. Barry S.
Seidel, Esq., Referee.
McCabe, Weisberg, & Con-
way, LLC
Attorney(s) for Plaintiff
145 Huguenot Street - Suite
210, New Rochelle, New York
10801
(914) 636-8900
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New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
New York City Department of Parks and Recreation

Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR)
East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project

Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland

To: All interested Agencies, Groups, and Individuals
This is to give notice that the City of New York (the City) is proposing to undertake activities within both the 100-year
floodplain and a wetland, relating to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Community
Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program. President Obama signed the “Disaster Relief
Appropriations Act, 2013” (Public Law 113-2) into law on January 29, 2013. Among other appropriations, the Act
included $16 billion in CDBG-DR funds for “necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery,
restoration of infrastructure and housing, and economic revitalization in the most impacted and distressed areas
resulting from Hurricane Sandy.” Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 58, the City, as the subrecipient of the grant funds, has
identified its Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as the Responsible Entity for maintaining the CDBG-DR
Environmental Review Record. This notice is required by Section 2(a)(4) of Executive Order (EO) 11988 for
Floodplain Management, and by Section 2(b) of EO 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands and is implemented by
HUD Regulations found at 24 CFR 55.20(b) for the HUD action that is within and/or affects a floodplain or wetland.

Since the proposed project is federally funded and requires approvals from various City, State and Federal agencies,
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
to examine the potential environmental and social impacts of the project. HUD has allocated CDBG-DR funds, which
would be dispersed through OMB as the Responsible Entity (RE) for the proposed project; therefore, OMB is the
Lead Agency for the NEPA review. The proposed project is also primarily located in City parkland and requires
approvals from the New York City Department of Parks & Recreation (NYC Parks); therefore, NYC Parks is the Lead
Agency for review pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and New York City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR).

There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, people who may be affected by activities in floodplains and /
or wetlands, and those who have an interest in the protection of the natural environment, should be given an
opportunity to express their concerns and provide information about these areas. Second, an adequate public notice
program can be an important public educational tool. Commenters are encouraged to offer alternate methods to
serve the same project purpose and methods to minimize and mitigate impacts. The dissemination of information
and request for public comment about floodplains and wetlands can facilitate and enhance federal efforts to reduce
the risks associated with the occupancy and modification of these special areas. Third, as a matter of fairness, when
the federal government determines it will participate in actions taking place in floodplains and wetlands, it must inform
those who may be put at greater or continued risk.

In October 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall, greatly impacting the east side of Manhattan between East 42nd
Street and the Brooklyn Bridge and highlighting existing deficiencies in the City’s ability to adequately protect
vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure during major storm events. Hurricane Sandy, a presidentially
declared disaster, caused extensive inland flooding, resulting in significant damages to residential and commercial
property, transportation, power, parklands including East River Park, and water and sewer infrastructure, which in
turn affected medical and other critical services. To address the vulnerability of this area, the City is proposing to
install and operate a flood protection system, along a portion of the east side of Manhattan between Montgomery
Street and East 25th Street as part of the East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project. This flood protection system
would be primarily integrated to City parkland and streets while reducing coastal flood hazards and protecting a
diverse and vulnerable residential population and safeguarding critical housing, energy, infrastructure, recreational,
natural and transportation systems. It is also an objective of the proposed project to enhance access to waterfront
parkland, including East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park. An early floodplain notice for the ESCR Project was
previously published on February 5, 2016 and public comments were accepted through February 22, 2016.

Since the publication of the original notice, the design of the proposed project has advanced, and the City has
identified a project alternative, which has been selected as the City’s Preferred Alternative. This Preferred Alternative
proposes to situate the line of flood protection in East River Park, thereby protecting both the community and the
park from design storm events as well as increased tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The Preferred
Alternative would raise East River Park between the amphitheater and East 13th Street by approximately eight-feet
and install the floodwall below-grade to meet the design flood elevation criteria. This plan would reduce the length
of wall between the community and the waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood connectivity and
integration. In addition to the Delancey Street and East 10th Street Bridges, the Corlears Hook Bridge would be
reconstructed to be universally accessible under the modified design. The park’s underground water and sewer
infrastructure, bulkhead and esplanade, and additional existing park structures and recreational features, including
the amphitheater, track facility, and tennis house, would also be reconstructed. Relocation of two existing
embayments along the East River Park esplanade is also proposed under this plan to allow for siting of active
recreation fields within the park. In addition, a shared-use flyover bridge would be built cantilevered over the
northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway near the Con Edison facility between East 13th and East
15th Streets, thus providing a more accessible connection between East River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown
Walk. The design for the proposed project was conceptualized to be between Montgomery and Cherry Streets and
between East 13th and East 23rd Streets. However, as design for this compartment advanced, the project area was
extended north to East 25th Street and included the historic Asser Levy Recreational Center. Assuming all approvals
are issued, project construction is anticipated to commence in 2020.

The area that would be protected under the ESCR Project includes land within the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA)-designated special flood hazard area (SFHA) for the 100-year flood event.

The East River is mapped as estuarine subtidal wetlands with an unconsolidated bottom (E1UBL) on United States
Fish andWildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. The project area also includes Littoral Zone tidal
wetland regulated by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and wetlands that
are regulated by the United States Army Corps of Engineers as Waters of the United States. In addition, there are
three areas classified by NYSDEC as coastal shoals, bars, and mudflats tidal wetlands—located where Pier 42
meets East River Park, at the southern extent of Stuyvesant Cove Park, and approximately at the middle of
Stuyvesant Cove Park.

All interested persons, groups, and agencies are invited to submit written comments regarding the proposed use of
federal funds to support the construction of the proposed project in a floodplain and / or wetland. The City is interested
in alternatives and public perceptions of possible adverse impacts that could result from the project as well as
potential mitigation measures. Maps of the proposed project area, schematic design plans, and maps of the
proposed location of activities within a 100-year floodplain and wetland are available at:
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-records.page

Written comments should be sent to OMB at 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New York 10007, Attention:
Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director CDBG-DR or via email at CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov. The minimum 15
calendar day comment period will begin the day after publication and end on the 16th day after publication. Such
comments should be received by OMB on or before March 11, 2019.

City of New York: Bill de Blasio, Mayor
City of New York, Office of Management and Budget, Melanie Hartzog, Director
Date: February 22, 2019

Cactus 605 Woodfield LLC Arts
of Org. filed SSNY 4/3/18. Office:
Queens Co. SSNY design agent of
LLC upon whom process may be
served & mail to 47-05 Metropolitan
Ave Ridgewood, NY 11385 General
Purpose

Notice of formation of Black Star
Marketing Group LLC. Articles
of Org. filed with the Secretary
of State of New York (SSNY) on
10/15/2018. Office located in Queens
County. SSNY has been designated
for service of process. SSNY shall
mail copy of any process served
against the LLC to: 98- 23 HH
expwy Unit #4E Corona, NY 11368.
Purpose: Any lawful activity or
purpose.

Legal Notices

Cactus Forest Associates LLC Arts
of Org. filed SSNY 1/7/19. Office:
Queens Co. SSNY design agent of
LLC upon whom process may be
served & mail to 47-05 Metropolitan
Ave Ridgewood, NY 11385 General
Purpose

Cactus 733 Amsterdam LLC Arts
of Org. filed SSNY 11/14/18. Office:
Queens Co. SSNY design agent of
LLC upon whom process may be
served & mail to 47-05 Metropolitan
Ave Flushing, NY 11385 General
Purpose

Legal Notices

Notice of Formation of Chris Chris
Kelly LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY) on
9/12/18. Office location: Richmond
County. SSNY designated as agent
of LLC upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 462 Villa
Avenue, Staten Island, NY 10302.
Purpose: any lawful activity.

Notice of Formation of 64-17
Central Ave LLC. Arts. of Org. filed
with Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 11/21/18. Office location: Queens
County. SSNY designated as agent
of LLC upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 64-17 Central Ave,
Glendale, NY 11385. Purpose: any
lawful activity.

Legal Notices

Anyone knowing the whereabouts
of VICTOR MANUEL MORA
GARCIA, last known address,
somewhere in the Bronx, New
York, please contact R. Michael
McHale, McHale Law Firm, 631
Kirby Street, Lake Charles, LA
70601, phone (337) 990-0093.

MARY WALTON (Plaintiff)
against JOSEPH PLAZA

(Defendant) Index No.: 13570/2014
Let all persons interested in the
estate of MARY WALTON, the
deceased plaintiff, or her attorneys
show cause at Part 97, Room
775, located at 360 Adams Street,
Brooklyn, New York, on the 20th
day of March, 2019 at 9:30 a.m.,
why an Order should not be made
pursuant to C.P.L.R. 1021 dismiss-
ing the complaint of plaintiff
MARY WALTON, for failure to
make timely substitution in the
place and stead of the deceased
plaintiff.

Notice of formation of Kristen
Riani Movement LLC. Articles
of Org. filed with the Secretary
of State of New York (SSNY) on
01/03/2019. Office located in Queens
County. SSNY has been designated
for service of process. SSNY shall
mail copy of any process served
against the LLC to: 88-10 Whitney
Avenue, Apt 6-A, Elmhurst, New
York 11373. Purpose: Any lawful
activity or purpose.

Notice of Formation of Keystone
Assets 1 LLC. Art. of Org. filed
Sec’y of State (SSNY) 1/25/19.
Office location: Richmond Co.
SSNY designated as agent of LLC
upon whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail process
to: 1911 Richmond Ave, Ste 200,
Staten Island, NY 10314. Purpose:
any lawful activities.

JJ WORLDWIDE REALTY LLC.
Filed 12/4/18. Office: Queens Co.
SSNY designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: Jin Chi,
3940 64th St, Woodside, NY 11377.
Purpose: General.

Jing Song Property LLC, Arts of
Org. filed with Sec. of State of NY
(SSNY) 5/17/2018. Cty: Queens.
SSNY desig. as agent upon whom
process against may be served &
shall mail process to 73-14 178th St.,
Fresh Meadows, NY 11366. General
Purpose.

Notice of Formation of Have U
Covered, LLC. Arts. of Org. filed
with Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 1/8/19. Office location: Queens
County. SSNY designated as agent
of LLC upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to: P.O. Box 610528,
Bayside, NY 11361. Purpose: any
lawful activity.

Notice of Formation of God’s
Little Angels by Faith LLC. Arts.
of Org. filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 1/18/19. Office
location: Richmond County. SSNY
designated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail process
to: Faith Bernal, 157 Harbor Road,
Staten Island, NY 10303. Purpose:
any lawful activity.

Global Relations And Development,
LLC Arts of Org. filed SSNY 11/13/18.
Office: Queens Co. SSNY design
agent of LLC upon whom process
may be served & mail to Kory Cai
67-57 170 St Fresh Meadows, NY
11365 General Purpose

Emvee Productions, LLC Arts of
Org. filed SSNY 12/11/18. Office:
Queens Co. SSNY design agent of
LLC upon whom process may be
served & mail to 41-41 38 St Long
Island City, NY 11101 General
Purpose

Notice of Formation of Elite Test
Prep of Staten Island LLC. Art. of
Org. filed Sec’y of State (SSNY)
2/6/19. Office location: Richmond
Co. SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 122 Eylandt St, Staten
Island, NY 10312. Purpose: any
lawful activities.

East Coast Horizon, LLC Arts of
Org. filed SSNY 12/21/18. Office:
Queens Co. SSNY design agent of
LLC upon whom process may be
served & mail to Registered Agents
90 State St #700-40 Albany NY 12207
General Purpose

CJD REALTY CONSULTANTS
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with SSNY
on 08/21/18. Off. Loc.: Queens Co.
SSNY desig. as agt. upon whom
process may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to: The LLC, 9921
67th Rd. Apt. 1B Forest Hills, NY
11375. The reg. agt. is US Corp.
Agents, Inc. at 7014 13th Ave. Ste.
202 Brooklyn, NY 11228. General
Purposes

Legal Notices

Notice of formation of LITTLE
HIKES CO LLC. Articles of Org.
filed with the Secretary of State
of New York (SSNY) on 2/14/2019.
Office located in Richmond County.
SSNY has been designated for
service of process. SSNY shall
mail copy of any process served
against the LLC to: 461 GREELEY
AVE, STATEN ISLAND, NY 10306.
Purpose: Any lawful activity or
purpose.

Notice of formation of E- BORGE
CAPITAL LLC. Articles of Org.
filed with the Secretary of State of
New York (SSNY) on 3/6/2018. Office
located in Queens County. SSNY
has been designated for service
of process. SSNY shall mail copy
of any process served against the
LLC to: 115-12 125th Street, South
Ozone Park, NY 11420. Purpose:
Any lawful activity or purpose.

31-51 33rd Street LLC Arts of Org
filed with NY Sec of State (SSNY)
on 12/3/18. Office: Queens County.
SSNY designated as agent of LLC
upon whom process may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to: 72 E
Old Country Rd, Mineola, NY 11501.
General Purposes.

Notice of formation of HOUSE
OF VIRASAT. Articles of Org.
filed with the Secretary of State of
New York (SSNY) on LLC. Office
located in Queens County. SSNY
has been designated for service of
process. SSNY shall mail copy of
any process served against the LLC
to: NO SERVICE CO. Purpose:
Any lawful activity or purpose.

MEDKON 27, LLC, Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on 01/11/2019.
Office loc: Queens County. SSNY
has been designated as agent upon
whom process against the LLC
may be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: David Zhang, PO Box
543, Hicksville, NY 11802. Purpose:
Any Lawful Purpose.

HOWARD BEACH MEDICAL OF
NEW YORK LLC Articles of Org.
filed NY Sec. of State (SSNY)
3/19/18. Office in Queens Co. SSNY
design. Agent of PLLC upon whom
process may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to Corporate
Creations Network Inc 15 North
Mill ST Nyack, NY 10960. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.

Notice and Summons in a
Civil Action

United States District Court
for the Eastern District of New
York, Civil Action No. 18-cv-5650
(JBW) (RER), Allstate Insurance
Company, et al. Plaintiffs, v.
Khotenok et. al, Defendants.
To: Grace Ragues Maisel, M.D., 3
Old Phillips Hill Road, New City,
New York 10956.
Within 21 days after service of this
summons upon you by publication
in this newspaper (not counting
the day you received it), you
are hereby summoned to serve
an answer upon Plaintiffs to the
Complaint or file a motion under
Rule 12 of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure. The answer or mo-
tion must be served on Plaintiffs’
attorneys, whose name and address
are: Robert Stern, Esq., Morrison
Mahoney LLP, 120 Broadway, Suite
1010, New York, NY 10271. If you
fail to respond, judgment by default
will be entered against you for the
relief demanded in the Complaint.
You must also file your answer or
motion with the court.
Nature of the Action and Relief
Sought: The lawsuit alleges, among
other things, violations of the
United States Racketeer Influenced
and Corrupt Organizations Act
(“RICO”), 18 U.S.C.A. § 1961 et seq.
and New York State common law,
resulting from your participation in
a scheme to defraud in which you,
through Performance Plus Medical
P.C., submitted and/or participated
in the submission of fraudulent
insurance claims for medical
services to Plaintiffs for reimburse-
ment under the New York No-fault
Law. As a result of your alleged
participation in the fraud alleged
in the Complaint, the lawsuit seeks
damages in excess of $398,000.00,
which may be trebled as a result
of the violation of the RICO statute.
The foregoing summons is served
upon you by publication pursuant to
an Order of the Honorable Ramon
E. Reyes, Jr., dated January 22,
2019, filed along with supporting
papers with the Clerk of the Court,
in the District Court, of and for the
Eastern District of New York.

PUBLIC NOTICE
J. H. Greer, III or anyone knowing
the whereabouts of Mr. Greer, last
known address was New haven, CT.
Please contact Jordiene Williams
at 917-891-5121. Ref Divorce.

Legal Notices

TJAJPCB LLC, Arts of Org. filed
with Sec. of State of NY (SSNY)
1/4/2019. Cty: Queens. SSNY desig.
as agent upon whom process
against may be served & shall mail
process to 23-15 121st St., College
Point, NY 11356. General Purpose.

Notice of formation of The Little
Design Shoppe LLC. Articles of
Org. filed with the Secretary of
State of New York (SSNY) on
02/01/2017. Office located in Queens
County. SSNY has been designated
for service of process. SSNY shall
mail copy of any process served
against the LLC to: 90 State Street,
STE 700, Office 40 Albany, NY
12207. Purpose: Any lawful activity
or purpose.

Tfit Nyc LLC Arts of Org. filed
SSNY 12/14/18. Office: Queens Co.
SSNY design agent of LLC upon
whom process may be served &
mail to 5025 65 Pl Woodside, NY
11377 RA: US Corp Agents, Inc.
7014 13 Ave #202 Brooklyn, NY 11228
General Purpose

Sleep Comfy LLC, Arts of Org. filed
with Sec. of State of NY (SSNY)
1/11/2019. Cty: Queens. SSNY
desig. as agent upon whom process
against may be served & shall mail
process to 104-15 116th St., South
Richmond Hill, NY 11419. General
Purpose.

SI DREAM HOMES LLC Art.
Of Org. Filed Sec. of State of NY
10/9/2018. Off Loc.: Richmond Co.
SSNY designated as agent upon
whom process against it may be
served. SSNY to mail copy of
process to The LLC, 27 White Oak
Lane, Staten Island, NY 10309.
Purpose: Any lawful act or activity.

Pwd-Nj/Ny, LLC Authority filed
SSNY 12/21/18 Office: Richmond
Co LLC formed IA 7/18/17 exists 80
State St Albany, NY 12207 SSNY
design agent for process & shall
mail to same address Cert of Regis
Filed IA SOS 1007 East Grand Ave
#105 State Capitol Des Moines, IA
50319 General Purpose

PFC & SRJ Foundation LLC Arts
of Org filed with NY Sec of State
(SSNY) on 1/2/19. Office: Queens
County. SSNY designated as agent
of LLC upon whom process may be
served. SSNY shall mail process
to: 136-33 37th Ave, #8B, Flushing,
NY 11354. General Purposes.

Pearson Assemblage LLC Arts
of Org. filed SSNY 6/22/18. Office:
Queens Co. SSNY design agent
of LLC upon whom process may
be served & mail to Incorp Srvcs,
Inc. One Commerce Plaza 99
Washington Ave #805a Albany, NY
12210-2822 General Purpose

Notice of Formation of P & H Jung
Holdings, LLC. Arts. of Org. filed
with Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 1/17/19. Office location: Queens
County. SSNY designated as agent
of LLC upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 31-01 21st St.,
Astoria, NY 11106. Purpose: any
lawful activity.

METROLUX LIVING LLC. Arts.
of Org. filed with SSNY on 12/01/16.
Off. Loc.: Queens Co. SSNY desig.
as agt. upon whom process may be
served. SSNY shall mail process
to: The LLC, 5821 256th St. Little
Neck, NY 11362. The reg. agt. is
Posh Living LLC. at the same ad-
dress. General Purposes.

Martian Poets LLC Authority filed
SSNY 10/15/18 Office: Queens Co
LLC formed DE 10/9/18 exists 16192
Coastal Hwy Lewes, DE 19958.
SSNY design agent upon whom
process against the LLC may be
served & mail to 36-14 165 St #5 Bs
Flushing, NY 11358 Cert of Regis
Filed DE SOS 401 Federal St #4
Dover DE 19901 General Purpose

LLTTF BARD, LLC Art. Of Org.
Filed Sec. of State of NY 1/23/2019.
Off. Loc. : Richmond Co. SSNY
designated as agent upon whom
process against it may be served
and shall mail process to: c/o
Patrice Buffaloe, 264 Bard Avenue,
Staten Island, NY 10310. Purpose:
Any lawful act or activity.

SAL JAVA LLC, Arts. of Org. filed
with the SSNY on 01/23/2019. Office
loc: Queens County. SSNY has
been designated as agent upon
whom process against the LLC
may be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 148-29 Cross
Island Pkwy, Whitestone, NY 11357.
Purpose: Any Lawful Purpose.

Legal Notices
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EMPLOYMENT

GENERAL HELP WANTED

SCHOOL BUS DRIVERS WANTED!
(BROOKLYN)

Start your career as a School Bus
Driver! We need people interested in

launching a Driving Career as a
School Bus Driver to New York City

public school students.

School Bus Drivers provide safe,
reliable, and efficient public

transportation to school
children every day.

WE OFFER:
μ Starting Pay up to $20/hr
• Full and Part time positions
• Full Benefits Available

REQUIREMENTS:
• Must be at least 21 years of age
• Must hold a current NY, NJ, CT, or
PA CDL (Commercial Driver’s
License)
• CDL-B or A must have passenger
endorsement (no restrictions) and
an "S" endorsement or be willing to
obtain an "S" endorsement
• CDL-C applicants must have a
passenger endorsement (N2
Restriction will NOT be considered)
• Must not exceed 5 points on
driving record.
• Able to pass a DOT Physical,
Drug Screen and a criminal
background check.
Note: Please check your license
to be sure that you do NOT have
an "N2" restriction

Reply by email with your contact
information/or resume attached or...

APPLY IN PERSON AT:
1 Coffey St., Brooklyn, NY 11231

OR Call 929-270-2560
Monday - Friday 9:00am-4:00pm

www.jofaztrans.com
We are an equal

opportunity/affirmative
action employer.

TRUCKER HELPERS & WAREHOUSE
WORKERS PART TIME:

Accepting applications on Wed.,
from 9:30-11AM. Call 718-383-5500

x 9653 for further details

PROFESSIONAL

Marketing: AlixPartners, LLP (New
York, NY) seeks Thought Leadership
Vice President, Marketing w/master’s
in Journalism, Communications or
Media Studies and 1 yr. of exp. in
writing, editing and publishing
business-related content (or BS+5).
Must have some work experience in
each of the following: 1) developing
compelling short- and long-form
content integrating journalistic tech-
niques with print and digital media;
2) coordinating writing, editorial and
publishing teams with a focus on
technology and financial topics;
3) interfacing with teams at multiple
organizational levels including C-
Suite executives. This position quali-
fies for the AlixPartners employee re-
ferral program. Send cover letter and
resume to klongo@alixpartners.com.
No calls. EOE.

Too cute!
Puppies, Kittens, Dogs, and Cats

Sell them in the
New York Post Classifieds
Call 212-930-8100 today

PET PLACE

DOGS

MALTESE PUPPIES
Adorable males and females, toy or

teacup sizes, shots and papers.
Call 718-614-3968

SHIH-TZU PUPPIES
Beautiful Males & Females

Price to $ell
Call 718-887-5433

YORKIE PUPPIES
ADORABLE, pure bred,

toy & teacup sizes.
Call 718-306-4136

List your property for sale!
Place an ad in the NYP Home section,

the weekly real estate guide
running on Thursdays

Call 212-930-8100 today!

GENERAL HELP WANTED

Looking For A New Career?
Check Out Your Options in the

Career Training Listings

$731 
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MECHANIC - DIESEL/GAS
School Bus Company

DIESEL & GAS TECHNICIAN

JOB DUTIES INCLUDE:
• Repairs and maintains school buses
and school bus equipment.
• Test drives repaired equipment.
• Notifies supervisor of potentially
dangerous equipment and takes
corrective action.
• Performs all other duties as
assigned.

DIESEL TECHNICIAN/MECHANIC
JOB REQUIREMENTS:
• Be at least 18 years old
• Have a valid driver’s license
• Able to obtain a CDL license
• Must be able to pass a background
check and drug test
• Possess a combination of
education and technical experience
including a minimum of 2 years
diesel service and fleet experience

WE OFFER:
• Competitive compensation (paid
weekly) μ Job stability μ Uniforms
• Paid holidays μ Sick time
• Vacation time μMedical benefits
• Union shop μ Full time and part
time positions available
*Willingness to work flexible hours,
weekends and holidays is a must*

APPLY IN PERSON AT:
1 Coffey St., Brooklyn, NY 11231

OR Call 929-270-2560
Monday - Friday 9:00am-4:00pm

www.jofaztrans.com

DISPATCHER/SUPERVISOR
(School Bus Company)

(BROOKLYN)
Long established School Bus Co.
serving the five boroughs of New

York City is currently looking to fill a
Full-Time DISPATCHER position.
LOCATION: IN BROOKLYN, NY.

REQUIREMENTS:
• Prior dispatch experience required
• Knowledge of five boroughs a plus
• Professional team player
• Excellent communications,
organizational, and customer
service skills.
• Being able to effectively
communicate with drivers,
attendants, parents,
school administrators on
a professional level.

OTHER QUALIFICATIONS:
• Multi-tasking capability
• Composure under pressure
• Detail Oriented
• Knowledge of computer
dispatching software preferred/
willing to train right candidate.
• Computer literate.
*Willingness to work flexible hours,
weekends and holidays is a must*

APPLY IN PERSON AT:
1 Coffey St., Brooklyn, NY 11231

OR Call 929-270-2560
Monday - Friday 9:00am-4:00pm

www.jofaztrans.com
We are an equal opportunity/
affirmative action employer.

LEGAL NOTICES

NOTICES

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK

COUNTY OF RICHMOND

SUPPLEMENTAL SUMMONS AND
NOTICE
Index No. 135041/2018
Date Filed: 2/7/2019

JPMorgan Chase Bank, National
Association,

Plaintiff,
-against-
Betty Harville a/k/a Betty M.
Harville; Dary Harville a/k/a Darin
Harville, if he be living or dead, his
spouse, heirs, devisees,
distributees and successors in
interest, all of whom and whose
names and places of residence are
unknown to Plaintiff; New York
State Affordable Housing
Corporation;
Neighborhood Housing Services of
Staten Island, Inc.; Criminal Court
of the City of New York; Richmond
Supreme Court; City of New York
Environmental Control Board; City
of New York Parking Violations
Bureau; City of New York Transit
Adjudication Bureau; State of New
York; and "JOHN DOE", said name
being fictitious, it being the
intention of Plaintiff to designate
any and all occupants of premises
being foreclosed herein, and any
parties, corporations or entities, if
any, having or claiming an interest
or lien upon the mortgaged
premises,

Defendants.

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 73 De Groot
Place, Staten Island, NY 10310
TO THE ABOVE NAMED
DEFENDANTS:
YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED to
answer the complaint in this action
and to serve a copy of your answer,
or a notice of appearance on the
attorneys for the Plaintiff within
thirty
(30) days after the service of this
summons, exclusive of the day of
service. The United States of
America, if designated as a
defendant in this action, may
appear within sixty (60) days of
service hereof. In case of your
failure to appear or answer,
judgment will be taken against you
by default for the relief demanded
in the complaint.
TO THE ABOVE NAMED
DEFENDANTS: The foregoing
Summons is served upon you by
publication pursuant to an Order of
the Hon. Desmond Green, a Justice
of the Supreme Court, Richmond
County, entered Feb. 6, 2019 and
filed with the complaint and other
papers in the Richmond County
Clerk’s Office.
NOTICE OF NATURE OF ACTION
AND RELIEF SOUGHT THE OBJECT
of the above captioned action is to
foreclose a Consolidation and/or
Modified Mortgage (hereinafter
"the Mortgage") to secure
$243,173.17 and interest, covering
premises known as 73 De Groot
Place, Staten Island, NY 10310 a/k/a
Block 201, Lot 77.
The relief sought in the within
action is a final judgment directing
the sale of the premises described
above to satisfy the debt secured
by the Mortgage described above.
Plaintiff designates Richmond
County as the place of trial. Venue
is based upon the County in which
the mortgaged premises is
situated.
NOTICE
YOU ARE IN DANGER OF LOSING
YOUR HOME
IF YOU DO NOT RESPOND TO THIS
SUMMONS AND COMPLAINT BY
SERVING A COPY OF THE ANSWER
ON THE ATTORNEY FOR THE
MORTGAGE COMPANY WHO FILED
THIS FORECLOSURE PROCEEDING
AGAINST YOU AND FILING THE
ANSWER WITH THE COURT, A
DEFAULT JUDGMENT MAY BE
ENTERED AND YOU CAN LOSE
YOUR HOME.
SPEAK TO AN ATTORNEY OR GO TO
THE COURT WHERE YOUR CASE IS
PENDING FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION ON HOW TO
ANSWER THE SUMMONS AND
PROTECT YOUR PROPERTY.
SENDING A PAYMENT TO YOUR
MORTGAGE COMPANY WILL NOT
STOP THIS FORECLOSURE ACTION.
YOU MUST RESPOND BY SERVING
A COPY OF THE ANSWER ON THE
ATTORNEY FOR THE PLAINTIFF
(MORTGAGE COMPANY) AND
FILING THE ANSWER WITH THE
COURT.

Dated: August 3, 2018
Frank M. Cassara, Esq.

Senior Associate Attorney
SHAPIRO, DICARO & BARAK, LLC

Attorneys for Plaintiff
175 Mile Crossing Boulevard

Rochester, New York 14624
(585) 247-9000

Fax: (585) 247-7380
our File No. 17-068381

#96489
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Notice of Formation of 129-24 Mer-
rick Blvd LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY) on
8/30/18. Office location: Queens
County. SSNY designated as agent
of LLC upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 77-11 164th St,
2nd Fl., Flushing, NY 11366.  Pur-
pose: any lawful activity. #2019-033,
6x 2/8-3/15/19.

3636 Main Street 2SE LLC, Arts of
Org. filed with Sec. of State of NY
(SSNY) 1/18/2019. Cty: Queens.
SSNY desig. as agent upon whom
process against may be served &
shall mail process to 3636 Main
Street, Flushing, NY 11354. General
Purpose. #2019-035, 6x 2/8-3/15/19.

Danata Realty LLC, Arts of Org. filed
with Sec. of State of NY (SSNY)
1/16/2019. Cty: Queens. SSNY desig.
as agent upon whom process
against may be served & shall mail
process to 19-19 24th Ave., #L510,
Astoria, NY 11102. General Purpose.
#2019-036, 6x 2/8-3/15/19.

Notice of Formation of PROGRES-
SIVE INVESTORS LLC Arts. of Org.
filed with Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 01/30/19. Office location: Queens
County.  Princ. office of LLC: 22-15
43rd Ave., Ste. 300, Long Island City,
NY 11101. SSNY designated as
agent of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to the LLC at the addr.
of its princ. office. Purpose: Any law-
ful activity. #2019-037, 6x 2/15-
3/22/19.

Notice of formation of JASKIRT
MANDAHAR DESIGNS, LLC, Articles
of Organization filed with the Secre-
tary of State of New York (SSNY) on
1/23/2019. Office located in Queens
County. SSNY has been designated
for serving of process. SSNY shall
mail copy of any process served
against the LLC to 80-45 Little Neck
Parkway, Floral Park, NY 11004. Pur-
pose: any lawful purpose.  #2019-
039, 6x 2/15-3/22/19.

File No.:  2017-2892/A CITATION THE
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW
YORK BY THE GRACE OF GOD,
FREE AND INDEPENDENT To:
Michael Todd Klafter, Bennet Klafter,
Attorney General of the State of
New York The unknown distributees,
legatees, devisees, heirs at law and
assignees of MITCHELL KLAFTER
A/K/A MITCHELL DAVID KLAFTER,
deceased, or their estates, if  any
there be, whose names, places of
residence and post office addresses
are unknown to the petitioner and
cannot with due diligence be ascer-
tained. Being the persons interested
as creditors, legatees, distributees
or otherwise in the Estate of
MITCHELL KLAFTER A/K/A
MITCHELL DAVID KLAFTER, de-
ceased, who at the time of death
was a resident of 53-01 72nd Street,
Ridgewood, NY 11385, in the County
of Queens, State of New York.  SEND
GREETING: Upon the petition of
LOIS M. ROSENBLATT, Public Ad-
ministrator of Queens County, who
maintains her office at 88-11 Sutphin
Boulevard, Jamaica, Queens
County, New York 11435, as Admin-
istrator of the Estate of MITCHELL
KLAFTER A/K/A MITCHELL DAVID
KLAFTER, deceased, you and each
of you are hereby cited to show
cause before the Surrogate at the
Surrogate’s Court of the County of
Queens, to be held at the Queens
General Courthouse, 6th Floor, 88-
11 Sutphin Boulevard, Jamaica, City
and State of New York, on the 28th
day of March, 2019 at 9:30 o’clock in
the forenoon, why the Account of
Proceedings of the Public Adminis-
trator of Queens County, as Admin-
istrator of the Estate of said
deceased, a copy of which is at-
tached, should not be judicially set-
tled, and why the Surrogate should
not  fix and allow a reasonable
amount of compensation to GER-
ARD J. SWEENEY, ESQ., for legal
services rendered to petitioner
herein in the amount of $2,722.56

and that the Court fix the fair and
reasonable additional fee for any
services to be rendered by GERARD
J. SWEENEY, ESQ., hereafter in con-
nection with proceedings on kinship,
claims etc., prior to entry of a final
Decree on this accounting in the
amount of 6% of assets or income
collected after the date of the within
accounting; and why the Surrogate
should not fix and allow an amount
equal to one percent on said Sched-
ules of the total assets on Schedules
A, A1, and A2 plus any additional
monies received subsequent to the
date of this account, as the fair and
reasonable amount payable to the
Office of the Public Administrator for
the expenses of said office pursuant
to S.C.P.A. §1106(3); and why each
of you claiming to be a distributee of
the decedent should not establish
proof of your kinship; and why the
balance of said funds should not be
paid to said alleged distributees
upon proof of kinship, or deposited
with the Commissioner of Finance of
the City of New York should said al-
leged distributees default herein, or
fail to establish proof of kinship.
Dated, Attested and Sealed 5th day
of February, 2019 HON. PETER J.
KELLY Surrogate, Queens County
JAMES LIM BECKER Clerk of the
Surrogate’s Court GERARD J.
SWEENEY, ESQ. (718) 459-9000
1981 Marcus Avenue, Suite 200 Lake
Success, New York 11042 This cita-
tion is served upon you as required
by law.  You are not obliged to appear
in person.  If  you fail to appear it will
be assumed that you do not object to
the relief requested unless you file
formal legal, verified objections.  You
have a right to have an attorney-at-
law appear for you. Accounting Cita-
tion. #2019-043, 4x 2/15-3/8/19.

Notice of formation of SHERMAN’S
CONSTRUCTION & RENOVATION,
LLC, Articles of Organization filed
with the Secretary of State of New
York (SSNY) on 11/01/2018. Office lo-
cated in Queens County. SSNY has
been designated for serving of
process. SSNY shall mail copy of any
process served against the LLC to
14914 125TH Street, South Ozone
Park, NY 11420. Purpose: any lawful
purpose. #2019-045, 6x 2/22-3/29/19.

Notice is hereby given that a license,
with a pending Ser No., has been ap-
plied for by, to sell wine, beer and
cider at retail in a restaurant under
the ABC Law at 110-64 Queens
Boulevard, Forest Hills, NY 11375 for
on-premises consumption. #2019-
046, 2x 2/22-3/1/19.

Collins Cab LLC, Arts of Org. filed
with Sec. of State of NY (SSNY)
1/31/2019. Cty: Queens. SSNY desig.
as agent upon whom process
against may be served & shall mail
process to 5411 Queens Blvd.,
Woodside, NY 11377.General Pur-
pose. #2019-047, 6x 2/22-3/29/19.

LYNX TRANSPORTATION LLC Arti-
cles of Org. filed NY Sec. of State
(SSNY) 9/23/15. Office in Queens Co.
SSNY design. Agent of LLC upon
whom process may be served. SSNY
shall mail copy of process to The
LLC 133-12 84th ST Ozone Park
Queens, NY 11417. Purpose: Any
lawful activity. #2019-048, 6x 2/22-
3/29/19.

Notice is hereby given that a license,
number (PENDING) for on-premises
Liquor has been applied for by the
undersigned to sell liquor at retail in
a Hotel under the Alcoholic Bever-
age Control Law at 37–06 36th
Street, Long Island City, NY 11101
for on premises consumption. The
Collective Paper Factory LLC (The
Collective (Living) Inc as Manager)
d/b/a Paper Factory #2019-049, 2x
2/22-3/1/19.

Kabashi 3 LLC, Arts of Org. filed with
Sec. of State of NY (SSNY) 2/1/2019.
Cty: Queens. SSNY desig. as agent
upon whom process against may be
served & shall mail process to 41-42
42nd St., #1K, Long Island City, NY
11104.General Purpose. #2019-050,
6x 2/22-3/29/19.

New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
New York City Department of Parks and Recreation 

Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) 
East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project 

Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland 

 

To:  All interested Agencies, Groups, and Individuals 
This is to give notice that the City of New York (the City) is proposing to undertake activities within 
both the 100-year floodplain and a wetland, relating to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development’s (HUD) Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) 
program. President Obama signed the “Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013” (Public Law 113-
2) into law on January 29, 2013. Among other appropriations, the Act included $16 billion in CDBG-
DR funds for “necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, restoration of 
infrastructure and housing, and economic revitalization in the most impacted and distressed areas 
resulting from Hurricane Sandy.” Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 58, the City, as the subrecipient of the 
grant funds, has identified its Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as the Responsible Entity 
for maintaining the CDBG-DR Environmental Review Record. This notice is required by Section 
2(a)(4) of Executive Order (EO) 11988 for Floodplain Management, and by Section 2(b) of EO 
11990 for the Protection of Wetlands and is implemented by HUD Regulations found at 24 CFR 
55.20(b) for the HUD action that is within and/or affects a floodplain or wetland.  
 

Since the proposed project is federally funded and requires approvals from various City, State 
and Federal agencies, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared pursuant to 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to examine the potential environmental and social 
impacts of the project. HUD has allocated CDBG-DR funds, which would be dispersed through 
OMB as the Responsible Entity (RE) for the proposed project; therefore, OMB is the Lead Agency 
for the NEPA review. The proposed project is also primarily located in City parkland and requires 
approvals from the New York City Department of Parks & Recreation (NYC Parks); therefore, 
NYC Parks is the Lead Agency for review pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) and New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR). 

 

There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, people who may be affected by activities in 
floodplains and / or wetlands, and those who have an interest in the protection of the natural 
environment, should be given an opportunity to express their concerns and provide information 
about these areas. Second, an adequate public notice program can be an important public 
educational tool. Commenters are encouraged to offer alternate methods to serve the same project 
purpose and methods to minimize and mitigate impacts. The dissemination of information and 
request for public comment about floodplains and wetlands can facilitate and enhance federal efforts 
to reduce the risks associated with the occupancy and modification of these special areas. Third, as 
a matter of fairness, when the federal government determines it will participate in actions taking 
place in floodplains and wetlands, it must inform those who may be put at greater or continued risk.  

 

In October 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall, greatly impacting the east side of Manhattan 
between East 42nd Street and the Brooklyn Bridge and highlighting existing deficiencies in the 
City’s ability to adequately protect vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure during major 
storm events. Hurricane Sandy, a presidentially declared disaster, caused extensive inland 
flooding, resulting in significant damages to residential and commercial property, transportation, 
power, parklands including East River Park, and water and sewer infrastructure, which in turn 
affected medical and other critical services. To address the vulnerability of this area, the City is 
proposing to install and operate a flood protection system, along a portion of the east side of 
Manhattan between Montgomery Street and East 25th Street as part of the East Side Coastal 
Resiliency (ESCR) Project. This flood protection system would be primarily integrated to City 
parkland and streets while reducing coastal flood hazards and protecting a diverse and 
vulnerable residential population and safeguarding critical housing, energy, infrastructure, 
recreational, natural and transportation systems. It is also an objective of the proposed project to 
enhance access to waterfront parkland, including East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park. An 
early floodplain notice for the ESCR Project was previously published on February 5, 2016 and 
public comments were accepted through February 22, 2016. 
 

Since the publication of the original notice, the design of the proposed project has advanced, and 
the City has identified a project alternative, which has been selected as the City’s Preferred 
Alternative. This Preferred Alternative proposes to situate the line of flood protection in East River 
Park, thereby protecting both the community and the park from design storm events as well as 
increased tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise East 
River Park between the amphitheater and East 13th Street by approximately eight-feet and install 
the floodwall below-grade to meet the design flood elevation criteria. This plan would reduce the 
length of wall between the community and the waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood 
connectivity and integration. In addition to the Delancey Street and East 10th Street Bridges, the 
Corlears Hook Bridge would be reconstructed to be universally accessible under the modified 
design. The park’s underground water and sewer infrastructure, bulkhead and esplanade, and 
additional existing park structures and recreational features, including the amphitheater, track 
facility, and tennis house, would also be reconstructed. Relocation of two existing embayments 
along the East River Park esplanade is also proposed under this plan to allow for siting of active 
recreation fields within the park. In addition, a shared-use flyover bridge would be built cantilevered 
over the northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway near the Con Edison facility 
between East 13th and East 15th Streets, thus providing a more accessible connection between 
East River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk. The design for the proposed project was 
conceptualized to be between Montgomery and Cherry Streets and between East 13th and East 
23rd Streets.  However, as design for this compartment advanced, the project area was extended 
north to East 25th Street and included the historic Asser Levy Recreational Center. Assuming all 
approvals are issued, project construction is anticipated to commence in 2020. 

 

The area that would be protected under the ESCR Project includes land within the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-designated special flood hazard area (SFHA) for the 
100-year flood event.  
 

The East River is mapped as estuarine subtidal wetlands with an unconsolidated bottom (E1UBL) 
on United States Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. The project 
area also includes Littoral Zone tidal wetland regulated by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and wetlands that are regulated by the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers as Waters of the United States. In addition, there are three areas 
classified by NYSDEC as coastal shoals, bars, and mudflats tidal wetlands—located where Pier 
42 meets East River Park, at the southern extent of Stuyvesant Cove Park, and approximately at 
the middle of Stuyvesant Cove Park. 
 

All interested persons, groups, and agencies are invited to submit written comments regarding 
the proposed use of federal funds to support the construction of the proposed project in a 
floodplain and / or wetland. The City is interested in alternatives and public perceptions of 
possible adverse impacts that could result from the project as well as potential mitigation 
measures. Maps of the proposed project area, schematic design plans, and maps of the 
proposed location of activities within a 100-year floodplain and wetland are available at: 
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-records.page 

 

Written comments should be sent to OMB at 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New 
York 10007, Attention: Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director CDBG-DR or via email at CDBGDR-
Enviro@omb.nyc.gov. The minimum 15 calendar day comment period will begin the day after 
publication and end on the 16th day after publication. Such comments should be received by 
OMB on or before March 11, 2019. 
 

City of New York: Bill de Blasio, Mayor 
City of New York, Office of Management and Budget, Melanie Hartzog, Director 
Date:  February 22, 2019 

LEGAL NOTICESLEGAL NOTICES
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布朗表示，教育工作者工會認為這次罷工是為
屋崙37000名學生創造更美好未來的鬥爭，而

不是為傳統認為的僅僅是給予教工更好的薪資和福
利。讓我們重新回到談判桌的前提涉及縮小班級規
模，給予學生應得的足夠資源，例如輔導員，學校
護士，圖書管理員和學校心理輔導員。現狀是，目
前每600名學生中只有一名輔導員，每1750名學生
只有一名護士。阿拉米達勞工委員會、加州護士協
會、國家教育協會（National Education Association）
均派代表到場支持。

大部隊隨後聲勢浩蕩地一路步行至位於百老匯
街1000號的聯合校區總部辦公室進行示威，一直持
續到下午。教工們在2時30分繼續回到各自學校的
警戒線，示威抗議。

據悉，就像本周在西維珍尼亞州舉行的全州教

師罷工一樣，特許學校（charter school）被認為是造
成校區財務危機的重要問題。老師們質疑為甚麼屋
崙聯合學區簽署了富有政治關聯的協議，每年向不
必為校區負責的特許學校撥款5700萬元，但卻對公
立學校說沒錢並計劃關閉一些學校。屋崙校區董事
會已提議關閉該區86所學校中的24所，目標學校的
學生主要以非裔和拉美裔為主，其中魯特國際學校
已確定在今年年底關閉。

雖然漲薪資在過去一年的其他教師罷工中一直
主題之一，但屋崙教師的要求卻因生活成本的急劇
增加有別於其他地區。由於灣區的科技繁榮，使得
屋崙迅速的高端化，生活成本的增加遠超過教育工
作者的薪資增長。據房地產網站Zillow統計，屋崙
一居室公寓每月租金為2680美元，這將佔初始教師
薪資的60%。目前，屋崙教育工作者的薪資是阿拉
米達縣最低的，OEA要求在三年內增漲薪資12%。

受惠於墨爾本樓價下滑、澳元匯
率低，內城區3間大宅本周在24小時
內便被中國人買下。這些中國買家是
澳洲永久居民，雖在海外居住，但獲
准按澳洲公民享有的權利置業。

其中一組買家來自澳門，早上視
察了位於Kew市Burke Rd的1207號大
宅，12小時後，便一口氣買下該處及
隔壁1209號的房屋，然後翌日凌晨1
時半乘飛機回澳門。新業主的子女現
正就讀市內的私立學校，一家人打算
在6至12個月內遷回澳洲定居。

上述兩間房屋均具近一世紀歷
史，其中1209號住宅後院有一個室外
游泳池，兩處地皮面積合共2,400平
方米。這兩屋原定於本周末進行拍
賣，但賣家擔心拍賣市場不明朗，於
是決定提早接受出價達成交易。

負責這次交易的地產公司Kay 
& Burton Hawthorn經紀Rebecca 
Edwards稱，中國買家在農曆新年一
般置業氣氛熾熱，但少有交投，然而

「因為我們的樓價調整，澳洲被視為
避風港，尤其是中國人，他們認為現
在是入市好時機。他們多數只逗留4
至5日，是旋風式之旅。」

第三間被中國人買下的住宅位於
Wimba Ave，它以私人形式約500萬
元售予一名來自中國大陸的買家。

地產搜尋網站realestate.com.au首
席經濟師Nerida Conishbee稱，一半
搜索澳洲物業的中國買家都覤覦墨爾
本，近日以Glen Waverley及較多華人
聚居的博士山（Box Hill）等富裕地區
最受歡迎。「為了投資以外目的買屋
的人們頗活躍。」

另一地產公司Biggin & Scott的徐
姓（音譯，Ming Xu）經紀稱，一些在
澳洲臨時居留、房貸申請被拒絕的中
國人，考慮提出以現金一次性買下百
萬元水平的住宅。

他預計，外國人對澳洲住宅的需
求會持續至本月底。� 本報墨爾本訊

墨爾本富裕區受歡迎
中國人一日掃三豪宅

特朗普政府宣布，再次修改從敍
利亞撤軍的方案，將安排200名美軍暫
時留守當地。白宮並透露，國防部與
軍方高層本周將與土耳其會談。

美聯社報道，白宮發言人桑德斯
21日發表簡短聲明，表示「現階段」將
讓大約200名官兵留在敍國，而不是像
總統特朗普早前宣稱般，全面撤離當
地。與特朗普同一陣線的共和黨參議

員格雷厄姆（Lindsey Graham）隨後讚揚
白宮的決定，形容這批美軍將成為「國
際穩定力量」，協助控制區內局勢。格
雷厄姆說，美軍劃定安全區後，既能
約束伊朗，又能遏止伊斯蘭國死灰復
燃，同時保護土耳其以及固守土耳其
與敍利亞之間的邊界。 

特朗普月前突然宣布撤軍後，時
任國防部長馬蒂斯立即辭職抗議，朝

野及國際盟友也紛紛批評，輿論擔心
美軍在當地留下真空後，不但讓伊朗
以至俄羅斯有機可乘，也將離棄身為
盟友的庫爾德武裝組織。

土耳其長期視庫爾德民兵為恐怖
份子，或將在美軍離開後藉機打壓對
方。 

對於土耳其在區內影響的問題，
白宮表示特朗普21日已與土國總統埃

爾多安（Tayyip Erdogan）通話，兩國
同意「繼續協調」創建安全區，此外代
理國防部長沙納漢（Patrick Shanahan）
及參謀長聯席會議主席鄧福德（Joseph 
Dunford）本周也會與土方會晤。

美方在敍利亞駐有2000名官兵，
在當地東北部設有多個小型基地，也
在南部的坦夫（al-Tanf）地區協助訓練
敍國武裝力量對抗伊斯蘭國。坦夫是
交通要衝，連結德黑蘭和南黎巴嫩，
伊朗一旦貫通之後可以直達以色列邊
界。� 本報訊

三藩公校教師罷工
呼籲提高薪資福利

在屋崙教師工會的組織
下，21日公校教師罷工正式

爆發。全市86所學校的教職工、學生和
家長在早上6時30分就拉起警戒線，手
持標語和牌子，為罷工拉開序幕。屋崙
教師工會（OEA）主席布朗（Keith Brown）
來 到 曼 薩 尼 塔 社 區 學 校（ M a n z a n i t a 
Community School）為大家打氣加油。
11時30分，數千名教師在屋崙市政府的
小川廣場（Frank Ogawa Plaza）集結，並
展開集體抗議。

本報記者馬欣屋崙報道

手持標語抗議
籲縮班級規模
工會主席打氣

■屋崙爆發歷史性教師罷工，數千名教育工作者參與。� 記者馬欣攝

■澳門買家考慮半日，一口氣買
下Kew市Burke Rd的1209號（圖）
及1207號大宅。	�  REA

星島環球直擊

敍撤兵方案再調整  白宮稱暫留200美軍

2019年2月22日 星期五 A7廣告。爆料。查詢
212-699-3800

Manhattan
Sing Tao Office 188 Lafayette St.
嘉利五金店 49 Bayard Street
佳佳商店  81 Bayard Street
葉氏報攤  34 Bowery St. & Bayard St
星星髮廊雜貨店 34  Canal Street
劉成報攤  230 Canal St. & Baxter St.
中央街報攤 238 Canal St. & Centre St.
曹伯報攤  240 Canal St. & Centre St. 
東方書局  29 East Broadway
鑫鑫商店  99 East Broadway
東方海味  205 Grand Street
Grand Newsstand 240 Grand St. & Bowery St.
明輝書局  42 Mott Street 
JJ 精品店                   121 Mott Street

Brooklyn
Sing Tao Brooklyn Office 5510 8 Av. Rm 202
百業  4516 8 Ave. 
Great Eagle Photo Co. 5123 8 Ave.
蘴澤參茸  5213 8 Ave.
蘴澤參茸  6001 8 Ave.
蘴澤參茸  6010 8 Ave.
中原  5411 8 Ave.
Fu Xing Market 5822 8 Ave.
Yomin Inc  6016 8 Ave.

Queens
Sing Tao Queens Office 135-27 38th Ave. Suite 115
維康药房  136-10 38 Ave.
勝利藥房  44-45 Kissena Blvd
安康宁药房 41-15 Kissena Blvd..
萬康西藥房                133-38 41st Rd
君康药房  39-07 Prince St. #1E
健富药房  42-13 Main St.
德星市場  135-05 Roosevelt Ave.
嘉和堂  135-30 Roosevelt Ave.
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New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
New York City Department of Parks and Recreation

Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR)
East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project

Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain and Wetland

To:  All interested Agencies, Groups, and Individuals
This is to give notice that the City of New York (the City) is proposing to undertake activities within both the 100-year floodplain and 
a wetland, relating to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Community Development Block Grant-
Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program. President Obama signed the “Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013” (Public Law 113-2) 
into law on January 29, 2013. Among other appropriations, the Act included $16 billion in CDBG-DR funds for “necessary expenses 
related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, restoration of infrastructure and housing, and economic revitalization in the most 
impacted and distressed areas resulting from Hurricane Sandy.” Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 58, the City, as the subrecipient of the 
grant funds, has identified its Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as the Responsible Entity for maintaining the CDBG-DR
Environmental Review Record. This notice is required by Section 2(a)(4) of Executive Order (EO) 11988 for Floodplain Management, 
and by Section 2(b) of EO 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands and is implemented by HUD Regulations found at 24 CFR 55.20(b) 
for the HUD action that is within and/or affects a floodplain or wetland. 

Since the proposed project is federally funded and requires approvals from various City, State and Federal agencies, an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to examine the 
potential environmental and social impacts of the project. HUD has allocated CDBG-DR funds, which would be dispersed through 
OMB as the Responsible Entity (RE) for the proposed project; therefore, OMB is the Lead Agency for the NEPA review. The proposed 
project is also primarily located in City parkland and requires approvals from the New York City Department of Parks & Recreation 
(NYC Parks); therefore, NYC Parks is the Lead Agency for review pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQRA) and New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR).

There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, people who may be affected by activities in floodplains and / or wetlands, and 
those who have an interest in the protection of the natural environment, should be given an opportunity to express their concerns and 
provide information about these areas. Second, an adequate public notice program can be an important public educational tool. 
Commenters are encouraged to offer alternate methods to serve the same project purpose and methods to minimize and mitigate 
impacts. The dissemination of information and request for public comment about floodplains and wetlands can facilitate and enhance 
federal efforts to reduce the risks associated with the occupancy and modification of these special areas. Third, as a matter of fairness, 
when the federal government determines it will participate in actions taking place in floodplains and wetlands, it must inform those 
who may be put at greater or continued risk.   

In October 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall, greatly impacting the east side of Manhattan between East 42nd Street and the
Brooklyn Bridge and highlighting existing deficiencies in the City’s ability to adequately protect vulnerable populations and critical 
infrastructure during major storm events. Hurricane Sandy, a presidentially declared disaster, caused extensive inland flooding, 
resulting in significant damages to residential and commercial property, transportation, power, parklands including East River Park, 
and water and sewer infrastructure, which in turn affected medical and other critical services. To address the vulnerability of this area, 
the City is proposing to install and operate a flood protection system, along a portion of the east side of Manhattan between 
Montgomery Street and East 25th Street as part of the East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project. This flood protection system 
would be primarily integrated to City parkland and streets while reducing coastal flood hazards and protecting a diverse and vulnerable 
residential population and safeguarding critical housing, energy, infrastructure, recreational, natural and transportation systems. It is 
also an objective of the proposed project to enhance access to waterfront parkland, including East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove 
Park. An early floodplain notice for the ESCR Project was previously published on February 5, 2016 and public comments were
accepted through February 22, 2016.

Since the publication of the original notice, the design of the proposed project has advanced, and the City has identified a project 
alternative, which has been selected as the City’s Preferred Alternative. This Preferred Alternative proposes to situate the line of flood 
protection in East River Park, thereby protecting both the community and the park from design storm events as well as increased
tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise East River Park between the amphitheater and 
East 13th Street by approximately eight-feet and install the floodwall below-grade to meet the design flood elevation criteria. This plan 
would reduce the length of wall between the community and the waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood connectivity and 
integration. In addition to the Delancey Street and East 10th Street Bridges, the Corlears Hook Bridge would be reconstructed to be 
universally accessible under the modified design. The park’s underground water and sewer infrastructure, bulkhead and esplanade, 
and additional existing park structures and recreational features, including the amphitheater, track facility, and tennis house, would 
also be reconstructed. Relocation of two existing embayments along the East River Park esplanade is also proposed under this plan 
to allow for siting of active recreation fields within the park. In addition, a shared-use flyover bridge would be built cantilevered over 
the northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway near the Con Edison facility between East 13th and East 15th Streets, 
thus providing a more accessible connection between East River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk. The design for the 
proposed project was conceptualized to be between Montgomery and Cherry Streets and between East 13th and East 23rd Streets. 
However, as design for this compartment advanced, the project area was extended north to East 25th Street and included the historic 
Asser Levy Recreational Center. Assuming all approvals are issued, project construction is anticipated to commence in 2020.

The area that would be protected under the ESCR Project includes land within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-
designated special flood hazard area (SFHA) for the 100-year flood event. 

The East River is mapped as estuarine subtidal wetlands with an unconsolidated bottom (E1UBL) on United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. The project area also includes Littoral Zone tidal wetland regulated by the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and wetlands that are regulated by the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers as Waters of the United States. In addition, there are three areas classified by NYSDEC as coastal shoals, bars, and 
mudflats tidal wetlands—located where Pier 42 meets East River Park, at the southern extent of Stuyvesant Cove Park, and 
approximately at the middle of Stuyvesant Cove Park.

All interested persons, groups, and agencies are invited to submit written comments regarding the proposed use of federal funds to 
support the construction of the proposed project in a floodplain and / or wetland. The City is interested in alternatives and public 
perceptions of possible adverse impacts that could result from the project as well as potential mitigation measures. Maps of the 
proposed project area, schematic design plans, and maps of the proposed location of activities within a 100-year floodplain and 
wetland are available at: https://www1.nyc.gov/site/cdbgdr/documents/environmental-records.page

Written comments should be sent to OMB at 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New York 10007, Attention: Calvin Johnson, 
Assistant Director CDBG-DR or via email at CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov. The minimum 15 calendar day comment period will 
begin the day after publication and end on the 16th day after publication. Such comments should be received by OMB on or before 
March 11, 2019.

City of New York: Bill de Blasio, Mayor
City of New York, Office of Management and Budget, Melanie Hartzog, Director
Date:  February 22, 2019

Lawyers for El Chapo 
Concerned by Juror 
Misconduct Claims

By Jim Mustian And 
Michael R. Sisak
The Associated Press

El Chapo’s lawyers raised 
concerns of potential juror 
misconduct and were review-
ing their options Wednesday 
after a member of the jury at 
the Mexican drug lord’s trial 
told a news website that sever-
al jurors looked at media cov-
erage of the case.

The juror told VICE News 
that at least five members of 
the jury at Joaquin Guzman’s 
trial followed news reports 
and Twitter feeds about the 
case, against a judge’s orders, 
and were aware of potentially 
prejudicial material that jurors 
weren’t supposed to see.

Guzman, 61, was convict-
ed Feb. 12 on drug and con-
spiracy charges that could put 
him behind bars for the rest of 
his life. Jurors deliberated for 
six days after three months of 
testimony. He is set to be sen-
tenced in June.

Guzman’s lawyer, Eduar-
do Balarezo, said the issues 
of potential juror misconduct 
raised in the VICE article “are 
deeply concerning and dis-
tressing.”

“The juror’s allegations of 
the jury’s repeated and wide-
spread disregard and contempt 
for the Court’s instructions, if 
true, make it clear that Joa-
quin did not get a fair trial,” 

Balarezo said in a statement. 
“We will review all available 
options before deciding on a 
course of action.”

The U.S. Attorney’s Office 
in Brooklyn declined to com-
ment.

Members of the non-se-
questered jury, whose names 
were never released, were 
warned repeatedly not to look 
at news coverage of the case, 
including “anything on TV, 
radio, newspaper, websites, 
blogs or social media.”

Legal experts say that 
while it’s too early to talk 
about potentially throwing 
out the verdict, this could at 
least lead the defense to ask 
for a chance to question jurors 
about their exposure to news 
coverage and whether it affect-
ed their decisions. And it starts 
with the juror who spoke out 
to VICE.

“This person has got to 
come in and answer some 
questions,” said former feder-
al prosecutor David S. Wein-
stein.

University of Dayton law 
professor Thaddeus Hoffmeis-
ter said Guzman’s lawyers 
will have to demonstrate not 
only that there was juror mis-
conduct but that it had a prej-
udicial impact. “The challenge 
now becomes for the court to 
determine whether this some-
how influenced their decision 
making.”

VICE reported that the ju-
ror requested anonymity and 
would not provide a name to 
the reporter. But the jury spoke 
to the reporter via video chat 
for two hours, and the report-
er said he recognized the juror 
from the trial.

The juror told VICE at 
least five jurors involved in 
deliberations and two alter-
nates heard about allegations 
that Guzman drugged and 
raped underage girls, even 
though that evidence was kept 
out of the trial because it was 
seen as prejudicial.

The allegations, made 
public on the eve of delibera-
tions, appeared in news cover-
age and tweets about the case. 
The juror said the revelations 
didn’t seem to factor into Guz-
man’s guilty verdict, VICE re-
ported.

“That didn’t change no-
body’s mind for sure,” the ju-
ror said, according to VICE. 
“We weren’t really hung up on 
that. It was just like a five-min-
ute talk and that’s it, no more 
talking about that.”

Asked why the judge 
wasn’t told about jurors look-
ing at news reports, the ju-
ror told VICE: “I thought we 
would get arrested. I thought 
they would hold me in con-
tempt... I didn’t want to say 
anything or rat out my fellow 
jurors. I didn’t want to be that 
person. I kept it to myself.”

In this Feb. 4 courtroom sketch, Judge Brian Cogan (upper right) gives instructions to ju-
rors in the trial of Joaquin “El Chapo” Guzman in New York. On Wednesday, El Chapo’s 
lawyers raised concerns of potential juror misconduct and said they were reviewing “all 
available options” after a juror at the notorious Mexican drug lord’s trial told a news 
website that several jurors looked at media coverage of the case against a judge’s orders. 
� Elizabeth Williams via AP



 

  

City of New York 

Office of Management and Budget 

New York City Department of Parks and Recreation 

 

 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT – DISASTER RECOVERY PROGRAM 

EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY (ESCR) PROJECT 

 

Early Notice and Public Review of a Proposed  

Activity in a 100-Year Floodplain  

 

 

To:  All interested Agencies, Groups, and Individuals 

 

This is to give notice that the City of New York (the City) is proposing to undertake activities within the 

100-year floodplain relating to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) 

Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program. President Obama 

signed the “Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013” (Public Law 113-2) into law on January 29, 2013. 

Among other appropriations, the Act included $16 billion in CDBG-DR funds for “necessary expenses 

related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, restoration of infrastructure and housing, and economic 

revitalization in the most impacted and distressed areas resulting from Hurricane Sandy.” Pursuant to 24 

CFR Part 58, the City, as the subrecipient of the grant funds, has identified its Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB) as the Responsible Entity for maintaining the CDBG-DR Environmental Review Record. 

This notice is required by Section 2(a)(4) of Executive Order (EO) 11988 for Floodplain Management, 

and by Section 2(b) of EO 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands, and is implemented by HUD 

Regulations found at 24 CFR 55.20(b) for the HUD action that is within and/or affects a floodplain or 

wetland.     

 

In October 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall, greatly impacting the east side of Manhattan between 

East 42nd Street and the Brooklyn Bridge and highlighting existing deficiencies in the City’s ability to 

adequately protect vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure during major storm events. Hurricane 

Sandy caused extensive inland flooding, resulting in significant damages to residential and commercial 

property, transportation, critical power, and water and sewer infrastructure, which in turn affected 

healthcare and other critical services. To address the vulnerability of this area, the City is proposing to 

construct a flood protection system along a portion of the east side of Manhattan between Montgomery 

Street and East 23rd Street (with an alternative alignment to East 25th Street) as part of the East Side 

Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project. In addition to providing a reliable flood protection system for this 

area, the ESCR Project also aims to improve and enhance access to the waterfront. 

 

Within this proposed project area, the City is proposing to install and operate a significant flood 

protection system that would be integrated to City parkland and streets while reducing coastal flood 

hazards and protecting a diverse and vulnerable residential population and safeguarding critical housing, 

energy, infrastructure, and transportation systems. It is also an objective of the ESCR Project to enhance 

access to waterfront parkland, including East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park. The proposed flood 

protection system would be comprised of a combination of elevated berms, structures, and deployable 

systems that would be integrated into the parkland and streets. Assuming all approvals are issued, project 

construction is anticipated to commence in summer 2017. 

 

Since the ESCR Project is federally funded and requires approvals from various City, State and federal 

agencies, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared pursuant to the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to examine the potential environmental and social impacts of the 



 

  

project. HUD has allocated CDBG-DR funds for the ESCR Project, which would be dispersed through 

OMB; therefore, OMB is the Lead Agency for the NEPA review. The ESCR Project is also primarily 

located in City parkland and requires approvals from the New York City Department of Parks & 

Recreation (DPR); therefore, DPR is the Lead Agency for review pursuant to the New York State 

Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and New York City Environmental Quality Review 

(CEQR). 

 

The FEMA Revised Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Maps for New York City are available at 

http://apps.femadata.com/preliminaryviewer. 

 

There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, people who may be affected by activities in 

floodplains and those who have an interest in the protection of the natural environment should be given an 

opportunity to express their concerns and provide information about these areas. Second, an adequate 

public notice program can be an important public educational tool. The dissemination of information 

about floodplains can facilitate and enhance Federal efforts to reduce the risks associated with the 

occupancy and modification of these special areas. Third, as a matter of fairness, when the Federal 

government determines it will participate in actions taking place in floodplains, it must inform those who 

may be put at greater or continued risk. 

 

All interested persons, groups, and agencies are invited to submit written comments regarding the 

proposed use of federal funds to support the construction of the ESCR Project in a floodplain. Written 

comments should be sent to OMB at 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New York 10007, 

Attention: Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director CDBG-DR or via email at CDBGDR-

Enviro@omb.nyc.gov. The minimum 15 calendar day comment period will begin the day after 

publication and end on the 16th day after publication. Such comments should be received by OMB on or 

before February 22, 2016. 

 

City of New York, Office of Management and Budget, Dean Fuleihan, Director 

Date:  February 5, 2016 

http://apps.femadata.com/preliminaryviewer
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NOTICES

FORECLOSURE NOTICES FORECLOSURE NOTICES

SUPREME COURT
COUNTY OF QUEENS

U.S. BANK TRUST, N.A., AS TRUSTEE
FOR LSF8 MASTER PARTICIPATION
TRUST, Plaintiff against
DEREK SUTTON, ERICKA SUTTON, et
al Defendant(s).
Pursuant to a Judgment of
Foreclosure and Sale entered on
September 1, 2015.
I, the undersigned Referee will sell at
public auction at the Queens County
Supreme Court, 88-11 Sutphin
Boulevard, Court Room # 25,
Jamaica, N.Y. on the 4th day of
March, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.
Said premises known as 114-36
198th Street, Saint Albans, N.Y.
11412.
Tax account number: SBL #: 11014-
23.
Approximate amount of lien
$ 407,431.46 plus interest and costs.
Premises will be sold subject to
provisions of filed judgment and
terms of sale.
Index No. 705474-2014.

Susan L. Borko, Esq., Referee.
Fein Such & Crane, LLP
Attorney(s) for Plaintiff

28 East Main Street, Suite 1800
Rochester, New York 14614

(585) 232-7400

NOTICE OF PUBLIC SALE OF
COOPERATIVE APARTMENT

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, by virtue of
the uncured default under the
Proprietary Lease between
WINDSOR OWNERS CORP., as Lessor
and CARMELO CRUZ as Proprietary
Lessee/Shareholder of Apartment
No. 1819, in the building known as
and located at 5 Tudor City Place,
New York, New York 10017, and in
accordance with rights pursuant to
the terms of the Proprietary Lease
and under applicable law, the
Apartment Corporation, by William
E. Mannion, licensed Auctioneer,
D.C.A. #796322, shall sell at a Public
Sale to be held on February 16,
2016, at 11:00 A.M. in the Rotunda
of the New York County Supreme
Courthouse, located at 60 Centre
Street, New York, New York:
1. The share certificate of the
Apartment Corporation
representing the 316 shares of the
Apartment Corporation allocated to
Apartment 1819 and to all rights,
title and interest in, to, and under
the Lease appurtenant to the
apartment, to the highest bidder,
subject to a minimum bid for the
apartment as determined by the
Apartment Corporation, subject
further to the terms of this Notice,
subject further to the terms of sale
of the Lessors, and subject further to
the terms and conditions
announced at such Auction. A
minimum bid of $18,967.74 is
required to purchase the shares.
This minimum bid is subject to
change. 2. Upon information and
belief, Apartment 1819 is a one (1)
bedroom apartment with a
bathroom and current maintenance
per month is $1,225.04 and a capital
assessment of $28.76 per month.
This apartment is presently
unoccupied. 3. Other than the
foregoing, the Apartment
Corporation makes no
representation or warranty with
regard to the condition of, or any
issuance involved in, the apartment
with regard to the Apartment
Corporation with regard to the
building in which the apartment is
located. 4. Please direct all
inquiries:
Mitofsky Shapiro Neville & Hazen,
LLP, Attorneys for Windsor Owners
Corp., 152 Madison Avenue, 3rd
Floor,New York, New York 10016

– (212) 736-0500 -
Attn: Terry L. Hazen, Esq.

by e-mail at thazen@msnhlaw.com.

LEGAL NOTICES

Notice of formation of K a p o k
Development LLC. Arts. of Org filed
with the Sec’y of State of NY (SSNY)
on 02/02/2016. Offce location:
Nassau County. SSNY designated as
agent for LLC upon whom process
against it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the LLC, 45
Longfellow Rd, Great Neck, NY
11023. Purpose: any lawful activity.

Notice of formation of Acuneed LLc.
Arts. of Org. filed with NY Secy. of
State (SSNY) on 09/10/2015. Office
loc: KINGS County. SSNY designated
agent of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served. SSNY will
mail process to Galina S. Anikanova,
392 Flagg Place, Staten Island, NY
10304. Purpose: Any lawful activity.

SUPREME COURT
COUNTY OF QUEENS

MIDFIRST BANK, Plaintiff -against-
MICHAEL JONES, et al Defendant(s).
Pursuant to a Judgment of
Foreclosure and Sale entered herein
and dated October 15, 2015, I, the
undersigned Referee will sell at
public auction at the Queens County
Supreme Courthouse, 88-11 Sutphin
Blvd., in Courtroom # 25, Jamaica,
NY on March 4, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.
premises situate, lying and being in
the Borough and County of Queens,
City and State of New York, known
and designated as Block 11767 Lot
5.Said premises known as

129-11 133RD AVENUE,
SOUTH OZONE PARK, NY

Approximate amount of lien $
392,791.06 plus interest & costs.
Premises will be sold subject to
provisions of filed Judgment and
Terms of Sale.
Index Number 16447/2011.

DAVID FERGUSON, ESQ., Referee
Frenkel Lambert Weiss

Weisman & Gordon, LLP
Attorney(s) for Plaintiff

53 Gibson Street, Bay Shore,
NY 11706

File# 01-042098-F00

NOTICE OF PUBLIC SALE
OF COOPERATIVE APARTMENT

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, by virtue of
the uncured default under the
Proprietary Lease between
WINDSOR OWNERS CORP., as Lessor
and CARMELO CRUZ as Proprietary
Lessee/Shareholder of Apartment
No. 1917, in the building known as
and located at 5 Tudor City Place,
New York, New York 10017, and in
accordance with rights pursuant to
the terms of the Proprietary Lease
and under applicable law, the
Apartment Corporation, by William
E. Mannion, licensed Auctioneer,
D.C.A. #796322, shall sell at a Public
Sale to be held on February 16,
2016, at 11:15 A.M. in the Rotunda
of the New York County Supreme
Courthouse, located at 60 Centre
Street, New York, New York:
1. The share certificate of the
Apartment Corporation
representing the 191 shares of the
Apartment Corporation allocated to
Apartment 1917 and to all rights,
title and interest in, to, and under
the Lease appurtenant to the
apartment, to the highest bidder,
subject to a minimum bid for the
apartment as determined by the
Apartment Corporation, subject
further to the terms of this Notice,
subject further to the terms of sale
of the Lessors, and subject further to
the terms and conditions
announced at such Auction. A
minimum bid of $11,011.34 is
required to purchase the shares.
This minimum bid is subject to
change. 2. Upon information and
belief, Apartment 1917 is a studio
apartment with a bathroom and
current maintenance per month is
$740.15 and capital assessments of
$17.38 per month. This apartment is
presently unoccupied. 3. Other
than the foregoing, the Apartment
Corporation makes no
representation or warranty with
regard to the condition of, or any
issuance involved in, the apartment
with regard to the Apartment
Corporation with regard to the
building in which the apartment is
located. 4. Please direct all inquiries:
Mitofsky Shapiro Neville & Hazen,
LLP, Attorneys for Windsor Owners
Corp., 152 Madison Avenue, 3rd
Floor, New York, New York 10016

– (212) 736-0500 -
Attn: Terry L. Hazen, Esq.

by e-mail at thazen@msnhlaw.com.

LEGAL NOTICES

Notice of formation of R&D LARP,
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with NY Secy.
of State (SSNY) on 08/20/2015.
Location: Nassau County. SSNY
designated for service of process and
shall mail copy of process served
against the LLC to Registered Agent:
c/o United States Corporation
Agents, Inc., 7014 13th Avenue, Ste.
202, Brooklyn, NY 11228. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.

Notice of Formation of P L A Y -
CALLERS, LLC Arts. of Org. filed with
the Secy. of State of NY (SSNY) on
9/14/15. Office Location: Nassau
County. SSNY designated agent of
LLC upon whom process against it
may be served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to c/o US Corporation
Agents, Inc., 7014 13th Ave., Ste 202,
Brooklyn, NY 11228. Purpose: any
lawful purpose.

LEGAL NOTICES
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Notice is hereby given that a
license, serial #1291063 for Beer
and Wine has been applied for by
the undersigned to sell beer &
wine at retail in a restaurant under
the Alcoholic Beverage Control
Law at 2085 Hillside Ave., New
Hyde Park, NY 10040 for on-
premises consumption;
JACK-MARV Inc. dba Previti Pizza
& Papazzio Dining

NOTICE OF DISSOLUTION AND
DISTRIBUTION OF ASSETS

OF
CHRIST FELLOWSHIP

NOTICE is hereby given by Christ
Fellowship Church NY (the
"Church") that the Church intends
to dissolve and the Church intends
to petition the Supreme Court of
New York County at the New York
County Courthouse, 60 Centre St,
New York, NY 10007 on February
22, 2016 at 10:00 AM, or as soon
thereafter as such petition may be
heard, upon the petition of the
majority of the Trustees of the
Church, for an order directing the
disposition of all Church property
and dissolution, pursuant to New
York Religious Corporations Law
Section 18. Any questions or
comments regarding this petition
may be sent to: Christ Fellowship
Church NY, c/o Perlman and
Perlman LLP; 41 Madison Av., Ste
4000; New York, NY 10010. Any
such communications must be
received by February 15, 2015.
Dated at New York, NY on the 11th
day of January, 2016.

Sell your home in the NYP Classifieds
Call 212-930-8100 to place your ad

Notice of formation of 218 Summit
Developments LLC. Arts. of Org filed
with the Sec’y of State of NY (SSNY)
on 01/19/2016. Ofc. location: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as agent
for LLC upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall mail
copy of process to 218 Summit
Developments LLC, 601 Bothner
Street, Oceanside, NY 11572.
Purpose: any lawful activity.

VETERAN
CAREER

FAIR
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 2016

11:00am - 3:00pm
NEW YORKER HOTEL

481 EIGHTH AVENUE NEW YORK, NY 10001
This event is for all who have served in the U.S. Military,

Guard, Reserves and their spouses.
Some of the companies with 100’s of open positions include:

For more details and to register:
RecruitMilitary.com/NewYork

Find Your Next
Career in the

&(%##!"$'
Employment Listings

LEGAL NOTICES

Notice of formation of 1 9 4
Brompton Rd. LLC. Arts. of Org filed
with the Sec’y of State of NY (SSNY)
on 09/10/2015. Ofc. location: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as agent
for LLC upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall mail
copy of process to: Richard Harper,
22 N. 6th St. #10B Brooklyn, New
York 11249. Purpose: any lawful
activity.

Notice of formation of AVE 31 LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with Secy. of State
of New York (SSNY) 01/04/2016.
Office loc: Nassau County. SSNY
designated agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail copy of process to
the LLC, 70 Karol Place, Jericho, NY
11753. Purpose: Any lawful purpose.

FINANCE & BUSINESS
OPPORTUNITIES

BUSINESS
OPPORTUNITIES

MONTHLY INCOME Manufacturer
gives its dealers 180 day payment

terms. We are selling these insured
invoices for 80% of the value.
Invoice purchaser receives 3%

cheque monthly and paid in full on
the 180th day. 616-559-0101 or

john@vspnorthamerica.com

INVESTMENTS

Relieve yourself of the thought of
worldly turmoil regularly impacting
the stock market and your money.
Start enjoying the benefit of secured
and safe returns. We are a real estate
portfolio company specializing in
providing cliens with income pro-
ducing rental properties in Miami
Florida. We provide a safe 10% to
25% yearly return on your invest-
ment. Call Nelson Poll at Life Plus
Relaty at 786-270-8899 to see what
opportunites await you.
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香港人快樂嗎？面對種種
生活壓力，香港人開心指數破
了有紀錄來的新低，今年僅得
六點八三分，較去年低零點
一五分，反觀同是國際大都會
的日本大阪與韓國首爾，則分
別獲得7.41分及7.01分，港人
在三地之中確實「笑不出」。
過去一年股市大起大落，香

港普選方案否決後政治爭拗不
休，社會高度撕裂，而「土地問
題」造成樓價高企，青年人缺乏社
會向上流動機會，成家立室變得
遙不可及，社會困局重重，這些
問題在網上日日「洗版」，人人皆
「知」。今次調查中，香港年輕族
群開心指數遠低於日韓，學者分
析主因是對政局與前途的無助感。
青年人面對無助感只好苦中

作樂，惡搞歌曲大行其道，網民
「有請小鳳姐」調侃政客，博君一
笑。無論你去年是否過得快樂，
新一年不妨提醒自己「放鬆點啦！
香港人！」　 星之語

上海市公辦小學放學時間在
下午2點30分到3點30分之間。
不少政協委員認為這一原意在為
孩子「減負」的做法，反而令他們
一走出校園，就被家長送進各種
社會培訓班，更易導致教育不均
衡。多名委員因此聯名遞交提
案，建議公辦小學統一5點放學，
並安排適當的素質活動。
這項建議依舊迴避了矛盾的

焦點。歸根結底，這與相關教
育改革在決策和推行時，缺乏對
改革效果的綜合評估，或者評估
停留於校園內而未顧及對學生家
庭、學生家長的影響有關。
教改本質上屬社會改革，須

兼顧社會各方的承受力，根據
社會成本的變化關係開展預估分
析。政府在推行改革措施前，有
責任最大限度地預估社會需求、
痛點及改革可能造成的新問題，
提早制定應對方案。 鄭渝川

第一本書是台北論壇基金會董事
長蘇起寫的《兩岸波濤20年紀實》，令
人看到兩岸經濟文化融合擋不住，也
讓人推論兩岸踏入政治深水區、互設
辦事處，是擋不住的趨勢。
目前在中國大陸有30萬台商、85

萬台勞，沒有官方機構仲介協調，何
言對他們的保護？民進黨應顧及這100
多萬人的民意。
蔡英文選後次日，首個公開活動

就是接受加州回台投票者宴會，其中
包括獨派大老、總統府前資政吳澧培
等，令人很難分辨她對獨派的立場。
她不願承認「九二共識」，讓人不易放
心，除非民進黨能出台相當於「九二共
識」內涵的政策，且能得到大陸認同。
第二本書是日裔學者福山的《政治

秩序的起源（下）：從工業革命到民主
全球化的政治秩序與政治衰敗》，詳述
了政府治理的重要。福山認為一個秩
序良好的社會需具備三要素：強政府
（行政部門）、法治和民主問責，三者
缺一不可且順序要擺對，民主排最後。
強政府（行政）非指威權，而指治

理能力。蔡英文競選期間一直說將構
建最會溝通、最懂民意的政府，在福
山眼裏是不夠的。台灣民主之路走了
20多年，但前兩個要素還欠缺。2000
年民進黨執政，很多政務官認為公務
員是國民黨的人馬，不願配合，讓有
心做事的文官失望。期望這次的政府
能先將文官溝通好，以強化治理能力。
第三本書是《默克爾傳：德國首任

女總理與她的權力世界》。默克爾施展

魄力處理歐債與難民危機，強迫希臘
接受歐盟紓困方案，希臘恨之入骨卻
不能不接受。蔡英文對台灣的財政困
境及年金改革都應有此魄力。
局勢動盪不安時，大家更希望領

導人能把穩方向，默克爾有此能力。
她不譁眾取寵，理性、秩序、結構、
可計劃是她的施政主軸；她不矯飾，
言必有物、擲地有聲，希望自己一
出現，就是怒海中安靜、安全的下錨
處。物理學家出身的她，奉行物理學
第一定律「沒有質量便無吃水深度」。
蔡英文以高票當選，但選民對她

還是印象模糊，尤其她言辭模棱兩
可，令人猜不透。默克爾所言所行表
裏如一，你不必猜測，這樣的領導人
可以帶給人們信心。 楊艾俐

台灣的民
進黨主席蔡英

文當選新任總統，未來4年她
擔當重任，台灣及她自己絕
不是「小確幸」就可打發過
去，這兩年出版的3本書，在
她上任以前可作為施政的重
要參考，也是她應該熟讀的
書。

學生培訓熱
促反思教改

北京市政協委員、網上售書平台
「當當」網的董事長俞渝，近日提交了
一份《激發文化活力減免作者稿酬所得
稅》的提案。
中國國內的寫作者（包括翻譯作

者）稿酬低、稅負高，可謂眾所周知。
這回連賣書的老闆都看不下去了。
目前，中國的稿酬徵稅辦法仍沿

用1980年的規定，起徵點為800元人民
幣。正如俞女士所說，制定徵稅辦法
的那個年代，800元相當於高級工程
師的年收入，現在卻連最貧困地區的
最低月薪標準都不如。何況民眾的個
稅免徵額已上調多次，目前達到3500
元，稿酬免徵額一直原地踏步也不公
平。
稿酬稅負高，作者收入減少，創

作積極性就難以提高。不過，寫作者
的困境不止於稿酬稅負高，更在於稿
酬太低。反過來說，如果稿酬高，哪
怕稅負高些，文字工作者也要好受些。
問題是以現行稿酬標準，很少寫

作者能成「萬元戶」。俞女士用當當網
的大資料分析，一個作者從一本書獲
得的稿酬不到1.7萬元，而寫作一本書
大概要1至2年時間。以平

均費時1.5年來計，作家每月稿酬收入
只有900多元，還不如家政鐘點工。有
人說，低稿酬、高稅負「消滅」了中國
的自由撰稿人，這話並不誇張。如果
有人純粹以文學創作為業，多數情況
下連自己都養不活。
低稿酬對文字工作者的影響，以

翻譯領域為甚。原創者還有理想和信
念支撐，哪怕稿酬低，也能從創作中
獲得些滿足感。翻譯者本身就是為他
人作嫁衣，稿酬低了難免濫竽充數。
這些年中國國內翻譯作品品質之差觸
目驚心，與稿酬過低不無相關。可以
說，稿酬低才是阻礙文化進步、打擊
文化活力的大問題。
2014年底，有關部門發布《使用文

字作品支付報酬辦法》，把原創作品稿
酬提高至千字80到300元，翻譯作品稿
酬提高至千字50至200元。即便如此，
許多「寫字的」仍難以擺脫生存困境。
總體而言，一個寫作者要依賴寫

作為生，哪怕是最勤奮的專欄作者，
也步履維艱。所以，只有把低稿酬的
問題解決了，稿酬稅負高的問題，才
能迎刃而解。 顧昀

稿酬太低 文化失活力

熱
點
熱
議

明晰兩岸政策
強化行政魄力 小英應讀三本書

本版言論僅代表作者觀點，與本報立場無關
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爭拗不休
港人「笑不出」

球星梅西近日應邀參加中國某電
視台的一檔綜藝節目時，來到一些中
國小球員的更衣室，主動與他們握手
致意。
而從網上流傳的一分鐘視頻來

看，更衣室裏的8名小球員，沒有一位
站起身來與他面對面接觸，甚至還有
人坐在座位上「拒絕」與梅西握手。對
此，不少中國網友斥責這些小球員「缺
乏教養」。
這樣的結論未免以偏概全。
按電視台的官方宣傳，這是一個

真人秀節目，主要內容是16位中國足
球少年在領隊帶領下，走進巴薩等歐
洲八大豪門俱樂部，由梅西等14位足
球巨星以「言傳身教」的方式對他們進
行訓練。
在這期引發爭議的節目裏，所設

置的情節則是16名中國小球員中，只
有4個人能接受梅西的現場指導，其他
人只能在更衣室裏等待。
可以想像，待在更衣室裏既不能

跟偶像親密接觸，也不能「出去看」，
只能擠在椅子上通過窗戶看，小球員
們的心情是何等的沮喪低落。
幾個小時過去後，領隊王濤進來

烘托氣氛時，這些少年大多在玩手
機，有的則在睡覺。而他們對梅西的
突然進來根本沒有思想準備。
該視頻在網上瘋傳並引起網友指

責後，王濤在微博回應：「其實梅西進
來那一瞬間，所有孩子都嚇傻了，不
知所措。沒有起來握手也許是唐突了
點，但你有沒有想過，你很鬱悶地待
在一個屋裏，突然梅西出現了，你會
不會也被嚇傻？當年我第一次見到偶
像巴喬，也是不知所措，別說起來握
手，啥也不敢做啊！那是偶像啊！」
而且這些小球員只有14歲，心智

尚未成熟，待人接物的應對能力不足
也屬正常現象。僅因視頻內容就給他
們扣上「缺乏教養、丟中國球隊的臉」
等大帽子，確實過了。
何況，既然是電視台製作的真人

秀節目，為收視率考慮，本身就熱衷
搞爭議性的情節。
中國的傳統教育模式缺乏情感培

養，過度強調服從、壓制個性，在體
育界更加凸顯，小球員在鏡頭前未能
釋放真實情感，表情過於僵硬，也跟
教育環境有關係。這些，是否也該反
思一下呢？ 江德斌

莫怪小球員沒教養

廣告。爆料。查詢
212-699-3800

致：所有感興趣的機構，團體與個人

本文通告，紐約市政府（市政府）現建議在百年防洪區內，進行與聯邦房屋城市發展部 (HUD) 有關的社區發展撥款─災難復原計劃工程。奧巴馬
總統在 2013年1月29日簽署「2013年災難救援撥款法案」（公共法例113-2條），在所有的撥款當中，這項法案包括160 億元CDBG-DR 撥款，
專供「受到颶風「桑迪」打擊最嚴重地區的災難援助，長期復原，基本設施與住屋重建，及振興經濟等有關的必要開支」。根據24 CFR 58項法例，
市政府作為收取撥款的一方，已認定管理與財政預算局 (OMB) 為維持 CDBG-DR 環境審核紀錄 (ERR) 的負責機構 (RE)。行政命令 11988 號
2(a)(4) 條防洪區管理規定必須發出本項公告，根據行政命令 11990 號 2(b) 保護濕地規定，執行則是根據 HUD規例 24 CFR 55.20(b) 條，在防
洪區內與 / 或會影響防洪區的 HUD 行動。

2012 年10月，颶風「桑迪」登陸，嚴重打擊曼哈頓東城東 42 街與布碌崙橋之間的地區，暴露在重大風災中，本市充分保護易受害人口與主要基建系
統能力上的嚴重不足。颶風「桑迪」造成嚴重內陸淹水，對住宅與商業樓宇，運輸，電力，會長與排污基建等造成嚴重毀壞，轉而影響到健保與其他服務。
為彌補這個地區的弱點，市政府現建議在曼哈頓東城Montgomery Street 街到東 23 街（另可選擇伸展到東 25 街）之間部分區域，建築一個洪澇保
護系統，作為東城岸邊抗災計劃 (ESCR) 一部分。除了為本區提供一個可靠的洪澇保護系統外，ESCR 工程的目標也包括改善到達河邊的通道。

在這個建議工程區內，市政府提出安裝一個防洪保護系統，與市政府所屬公園區與街道結合，以減少沿岸淹水的危險，保護一個多元化及易受害
的居民人口，保障主要的住屋，能源，基建與運輸系統。ESCR 工程另一個目標是改善到達河邊濕地的通道，包括東河公園與 Stuyvesant Cove
公園。建議的洪澇保護系統將會是加高護堤，興建結構，與裝設移動系統，都會綜合到公園與街道上。假設一切獲得批准，建築工程可望在 2017
年夏季開始。

由於 ESCR 工程是聯邦資助的，它也需要獲得市，州與聯邦政府多個部門批准，因此，根據「全國環境政策法案」(NEPA)，必需編寫一份「環境
影響報告」(EIS)，以檢討這項工程可能造成的環境與社會影響。HUD 撥出社區發展撥款 -災難復原計劃 (CDBG-DR) 資助這項 ESCR 工程，款
項由OMB分配，因此，OMB成為 NEPA 報告的領導級部門。ESCR 工程主要位於於本市公園用地內，需要紐約市公園康樂局 (DPR) 批准，因
此DPR 就成為州環境品質檢討法案 (SEQRA) 與城市環境品質檢討 (CEQR) 進行檢討的領導部門。

參考 FEMA 聯邦緊急事故署修改過的紐約市初步防洪保險地圖，可上網 http://apps.femadata.com/preliminaryviewer

本公告有三個主要目的。第一，防洪區工程活動可能會影響的人士，與有興趣保護自然環境的人士，應獲得機會去表達他們的關注，與獲提供有關
這些地區的資訊。第二，一項充足的公告可以成為一項重要的公共教育工具。散播防洪區的資訊，可以幫助聯邦政府減輕佔用與改善這些特別地區
帶來的風險。第三，根據公平原則，當聯邦政府決定它會參加防洪區工程後，它必須通知那些可能會冒上較高或持續風險的人士。

誠邀所有感興趣的機構，團體與個人，對這項建議使用聯邦資金支援防洪區內 ESCR 工程的建議，提交書面意見，請寄給 OMB的 Calvin Johnson，
Assistant Director CDBG-DR地址是 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New York 10007 或電郵CDBGDR-ENVIRO@omb.nyc.gov。
最低評議期包括 15 個日曆天，在本廣告刊登後第一天開始，在刊登後第16天結束。這些意見應在 2016 年 2月22日或之前收到。

紐約市管理與財政預算局　局長Dean Fuleihan
刊登日期：2016 年 2月 5日

紐約市政府紐約市政府
管理與財政預算局管理與財政預算局
紐約市公園康樂局紐約市公園康樂局

社區發展撥款─災難復原計劃社區發展撥款─災難復原計劃
東城岸邊抗災計劃 (ESCR)東城岸邊抗災計劃 (ESCR)

百年防洪區建議工程早斯通知與公共評議百年防洪區建議工程早斯通知與公共評議
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ЗИКА УЖЕ 
В НЬЮ-ЙОРКЕ

Власти подтвердили, что уже 
5 жителей штата заразились 
вирусом Зика во время поез-
док по Южной и Централь-
ной Америке, и эксперты 
опасаются, что распростра-
нение этого вида лихорадки 
по всей территории США мо-
жет произойти весной, когда 
активизируются москиты.

П
ока информации об уже 
зафиксированных слу-
чаях мало — ее просто 

не сообщают, ссылаясь на феде-
ральные законы о защите частной 
жизни. Однако известно, что ви-
русом заразились, побывав за ру-
бежом, 2 жителя Большого Ябло-
ка и по одному — из округов Нас-
со, Орандж и Монро. Один из них 
уже полностью поправился, еще у 
одного симптомов вообще не 
было — установить наличие виру-
са удалось только с помощью ла-
бораторного анализа.

Среди этих людей нет бере-
менных женщин, что очень важно, 
поскольку Зика может привести к 
рождению ребенка с микроцефа-
лией — серьезным дефектом, при 
котором череп и, соответственно, 
головной мозг меньше обычного, 
что приводит к умственной отста-
лости.

Переносчиками вируса, рас-
пространенного также на многих 
островах Карибского бассейна, 
являются москиты вида Aedes 
aegypti, которых в США пока не об-
наруживали. Однако есть опасе-
ния, что их близкий родственник 
— азиатский тигровый комар, ко-
торый весьма распространен на 
территории Нью-Йорка и его 
окрестностей, — также может быть 
источником заражения. 

«ШАХ И МАТ» ОТ UBER
Анализ, проведенный по за-
казу мэра Билла де Блазио, 
и обошедшийся в $2 млн, воз-
можно, разочарует его. Как 
оказалось, работа Uber и 
других компаний-перевозчи-
ков, принимающих заказы с 
помощью специальных при-
ложений, не приводит к ухуд-
шению качества воздуха в 
Большом Яблоке, следова-
тельно, нет и мотивов ограни-
чивать их темпы роста.

«И
зменения в дан-
ном секторе не 
привели к значи-

тельному загрязнению атмосфе-
ры в Нью-Йорк-Сити благодаря 
существенным повышениям 
стандартов, ограничивающим 
выбросы автомобильного транс-
порта», — говорится в отчете.

Кроме того, его авторы не 
нашли оснований поддержать 
предложение де Блазио о регули-
ровании роста таких компаний, 
поскольку они не являются при-
чиной заторов на дорогах. Ма-
шин, работающих в Uber, дей-
ствительно стало больше, однако 
при этом сократилось количество 
перевозок, осуществляемых 
«желтыми» такси. 

Пробки же в центральном биз-
нес-районе Манхэттена, ниже 
60-й стрит, вызваны, по мнению 
аналитиков, проведением строи-
тельных работ и связанным с этим 
блокированием полос, нарушени-
ем правил парковки грузовиками, 
доставляющими товары, и увели-
чением количества пешеходов, 
из-за чего водителям приходится 
дольше ждать на поворотах.

Нельзя не напомнить, что в 
свое время представители тради-
ционной индустрии таксомотор-
ных перевозок пожертвовали 
свыше 550 тысяч долларов на из-
бирательную кампанию де Бла-
зио. Возможно, поэтому, став мэ-
ром, летом прошлого года он на-
правил в городской совет ряд за-
конопроектов, ограничивавших 
количество новых водителей, ко-
торых может нанимать Uber.

Однако эта фирма организова-
ла активную пиар-кампанию, гор-

совет не стал брать на себя ответ-
ственность, вследствие чего мэр 
отозвал законопроекты, согла-
сившись вначале провести иссле-
дование ситуации. 

Но такой компромисс, как те-
перь стало ясно, пошел ему не на 
пользу, поскольку оказалось, что 
аргументы градоначальника несо-
стоятельны. В отчете на это даже 
не намекают, а прямо заявляют: 
«В настоящее время, согласно по-
лученным результатам, нет осно-
ваний давать рекомендации об 
ограничении количества автомо-
билей, осуществляющих заказ-
ные перевозки».

ДЕ БЛАЗИО 
ОПОЛЧИЛСЯ НА РИКШ

План нью-йоркского мэра 
запретить использование так 
называемых «велокебов» на 
участке от Централ-парка 
ниже 85-й стрит может стать 
последним гвоздем в крыш-
ку гроба этой индустрии, хотя 
ее услуги и популярны у го-
рожан и туристов.

П
о словам Ларами 
Флика, президента 
NYC Pedicab Owners 

Association, конкуренция со сто-
роны компании Uber сделала 
невозможной получение прибы-

ли для 300 работающих в парке 
рикш где-либо, кроме Манхэт-
тена. «Uber забирает почти все, 
нам остаются «объедки», — от-
метил он. — Действия же мэра 
вообще поставят крест на на-
шей сфере деятельности, и 
лишь считанные экипажи оста-
нутся в мидтауне».

По его словам, работа к северу 
от 85-й стрит не имеет смысла, и 
предлагать такой вариант — это 
чистое фарисейство со стороны 

властей. Ведь в этом районе хол-
мистая местность, да и к тому же 
нет туристов.

Запрет на велокебы, явивший-
ся частью соглашения с владель-
цами конных экипажей, деятель-
ность которых в парке также бу-
дет ограничена, стал шоком для 
Флика и его коллег. «Это бес-
смысленный и глупый шаг, — за-
явил он. — И я ошеломлен тем, 
что мэр, планируя запретить кон-
ные экипажи, в итоге взялся унич-
тожать велокебы».

NORD EAST REALTY

Разнообразие домов 
на продажу

См. рекламу в секции D
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Ñì. ñåêöèþ A

Ãîðîä Íüþ-Éîðê
Office of Management and Budget

New York City Department of Parks and Recreation
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT — DISASTER RECOVERY PROGRAM

EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY (ESCR) PROJECT
Ïðåäâàðèòåëüíîå èçâåùåíèå è îáùåñòâåííîå ðàññìîòðåíèå ïðåäëîæåííûõ äåéñòâèé 

â 100-ëåòíåé çîíå íàâîäíåíèé

Âñåì çàèíòåðåñîâàííûì àãåíòñòâàì, îðãàíèçàöèÿì è ÷àñòíûì ëèöàì
Èçâåùàåì, ÷òî Ãîðîä Íüþ-Éîðê (Ãîðîä) ïðåäëàãàåò ïðåäïðèíÿòü äåéñòâèÿ â 100-ëåòíåé çîíå íàâîäíåíèé â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ
ïðîãðàììîé Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR), ðàçðàáîòàííîé U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development’s (HUD). Ïðåçèäåíò Îáàìà ïîäïèñàë Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013 (Public Law 113-2) 29
ÿíâàðÿ 2013 ãîäà. Ñðåäè ïðî÷åãî, ýòîò çàêîí ïðåäóñìàòðèâàåò $16 ìèëëèàðäîâ â ôîíäàõ CDBG-DR íà “íåîáõîäèìûå
ðàñõîäû, ñâÿçàííûå ñ óñòðàíåíèåì ïîñëåäñòâèé ñòèõèéíîãî áåäñòâèÿ, äîëãîñðî÷íûì âîññòàíîâëåíèåì èíôðàñòðóêòóðû è
æèëüÿ è ýêîíîìè÷åñêèì îæèâëåíèåì â ðàéîíàõ, íàèáîëåå ïîñòðàäàâøèõ îò óðàãàíà “Ñýíäè”. Â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ 24 CFR Part
58 Ãîðîä, êàê ñóáïîëó÷àòåëü ôîíäîâ ãðàíòà, ïîñòàíîâèë, ÷òî Office of Management and Budget (OMB) ÿâëÿåòñÿ âåäîìñòâîì,
îòâåòñòâåííûì çà âåäåíèå CDBG-DR Environmental Review Record. Ýòî èçâåùåíèå îáÿçàòåëüíî â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ Section
2(a)(4) of Executive Order (EO) 11988 for Floodplain Management, à òàêæå Section 2(b) of EO 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands
è ïðåäóñìîòðåíî HUD Regulations 24 CFR 55.20(b) îòíîñèòåëüíî äåéñòâèé HUD â ïðåäåëàõ çîíû çàòîïëåíèÿ èëè ïîéìåííîé
çîíû ëèáî âëèÿþùèõ íà íèõ.

Â îêòÿáðå 2012 ãîäà óðàãàí “Ñýíäè” íàíåñ ñåðüåçíûé óðîí Èñòñàéäó Ìàíõýòòåíà ìåæäó East 42nd Street è Brooklyn Bridge,
ñäåëàâ ÿâíûì ñóùåñòâåííûå íåäîñòàòêè â âîçìîæíîñòÿõ Ãîðîäà ïî çàùèòå íàñåëåíèÿ è èíôðàñòðóêòóðû âî âðåìÿ
ìàñøòàáíûõ ñòèõèéíûõ áåäñòâèé. Óðàãàí ïîâëåê çàòîïëåíèå, êîòîðîå ïðèâåëî ê çíà÷èòåëüíîìó óùåðáó æèëèùíîé è
êîììåð÷åñêîé íåäâèæèìîñòè, òðàíñïîðòíîé, ýëåêòðè÷åñêîé è âîäîïðîâîäíî-êàíàëèçàöèîííîé èíôðàñòðóêòóðû, íåãàòèâíî
îòðàçèâøåìóñÿ íà ìåäèöèíñêèõ è äðóãèõ æèçíåííî âàæíûõ óñëóãàõ. ×òîáû óñòðàíèòü óÿçâèìîñòü â äàííîì ðàéîíå, Ãîðîä
ïðåäëàãàåò ïîñòðîèòü ïðîòèâîïàâîäêîâóþ ñèñòåìó íà ó÷àñòêå Èñòñàéäà Ìàíõýòòåíà ìåæäó Montgomery Street è East 23rd
Street (ñ âîçìîæíûì ïðîäëåíèåì äî East 25th Street), êîòîðàÿ ñòàíåò ÷àñòüþ East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project.
Îáåñïå÷èâàÿ íàäåæíóþ çàùèòó îò íàâîäíåíèé â ýòîì ðàéîíå, ESCR Project òàêæå óëó÷øèò äîñòóï ê ïîáåðåæüþ.

Â ðàìêàõ ïðîåêòà Ãîðîä ïðåäëàãàåò óñòàíîâèòü è ââåñòè â äåéñòâèå êðóïíóþ ïðîòèâîïàâîäêîâóþ ñèñòåìó, êîòîðàÿ áóäåò
èíòåãðèðîâàíà â ãîðîäñêóþ ïàðêîâóþ çîíó è ñèñòåìó óëèö, ñíèçèò ðèñê çàòîïëåíèÿ ïîáåðåæüÿ, çàùèòèò íàñåëåíèå è æèëüÿ,
ñèñòåì ýíåðãåòèêè, èíôðàñòðóêòóðû è òðàíñïîðòà. Öåëüþ ESCR Project òàêæå ÿâëÿåòñÿ óëó÷øåíèå äîñòóïà ê ïðèáðåæíîé
ïàðêîâîé çîíå, â òîì ÷èñëå ê East River Park è Stuyvesant Cove Park. Ïðåäëîæåííàÿ ïðîòèâîïàâîäêîâàÿ ñèñòåìà áóäåò
ïðåäñòàâëÿòü ñîáîé êîìáèíàöèþ áåðì, ñîîðóæåíèé è ðàçâåðòûâàåìûõ ñèñòåì, êîòîðûå áóäóò èíòåãðèðîâàíû â ïàðêîâóþ
çîíó è ñèñòåìó óëèö. Ó÷èòûâàÿ âñå ïîñòóïèâøèå ïðåäëîæåíèÿ, ñòðîèòåëüñòâî ìîæåò íà÷àòüñÿ ëåòîì 2017 ãîäà.

Ïîñêîëüêó ESCR Project ôèíàíñèðóåòñÿ çà ôåäåðàëüíûé ñ÷åò è òðåáóåò îäîáðåíèÿ îò ðàçëè÷íûõ ãîðîäñêèõ, øòàòíûõ è
ôåäåðàëüíûõ àãåíòñòâ, áóäåò ïîäãîòîâëåíî Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), ÷òîáû îöåíèòü âîçìîæíûå ýêîëîãè÷åñêèå è ñîöèàëüíûå ïîñëåäñòâèÿ ïðîåêòà. HUD âûäåëèë ôîíäû
CDBG-DR äëÿ ESCR Project, êîòîðûå äîëæíû áûòü ðàçäåëåíû ìåæäó OMB, ïðè ýòîì OMB ÿâëÿåòñÿ ãëàâíûì àãåíòñòâîì
ïî ïîäãîòîâêå îáçîðà NEPA. ESCR Project òàêæå ðàñïîëîæåí â îñíîâíîì â ãîðîäñêîé ïàðêîâîé çîíå è òðåáóåò îäîáðåíèÿ
ñî ñòîðîíû New York City Department of Parks & Recreation (DPR); ïðè ýòîì DPR ÿâëÿåòñÿ ãëàâíûì àãåíòñòâîì ïî
ïîäãîòîâêå îáçîðà, â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) è New York City Environmental
Quality Review (CEQR).

Ïåðåñìîòðåííûå ïðåäâàðèòåëüíûå êàðòû çîí âîçìîæíîãî ïàâîäêà äëÿ Íüþ-Éîðê-Ñèòè, ïîäãîòîâëåííûå FEMA,
îáíàðîäîâàíû ïî àäðåñó http://apps.femadata.com/preliminaryviewer.

Ó ýòîãî èçâåùåíèÿ åñòü 3 îñíîâíûå öåëè. Âî-ïåðâûõ, ëþäè, èíòåðåñû êîòîðûõ ìîãóò áûòü çàòðîíóòû äåéñòâèÿìè â
ïîéìåííîé çîíå è êîòîðûå çàèíòåðåñîâàíû â çàùèòå îêðóæàþùåé ñðåäû, äîëæíû ïîëó÷èòü âîçìîæíîñòü äëÿ âûðàæåíèÿ
ñâîåé îçàáî÷åííîñòè è ïðåäîñòàâëåíèÿ èíôîðìàöèè ïî äàííûì âîïðîñàì. Âî-âòîðûõ, ñîîòâåòñòâóþùàÿ ïðîãðàììà
èíôîðìèðîâàíèÿ îáùåñòâåííîñòè ìîæåò áûòü âàæíûì îáðàçîâàòåëüíûì èíñòðóìåíòîì. Ðàñïðîñòðàíåíèå ñâåäåíèé î
ïîéìåííûõ çîíàõ ìîæåò ñïîñîáñòâîâàòü è óëó÷øèòü ôåäåðàëüíûå óñèëèÿ ïî ñîêðàùåíèþ ðèñêîâ, ñâÿçàííûõ ñ
çàñåëåíèåì è ìîäèôèêàöèåé ýòèõ ñïåöèàëüíûõ ðàéîíîâ. Â-òðåòüèõ, ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ñïðàâåäëèâîñòè ôåäåðàëüíîå
ïðàâèòåëüñòâî, ïðèíèìàÿ ðåøåíèå îá ó÷àñòèè â äåéñòâèÿõ â ïîéìåííûõ çîíàõ, äîëæíî èíôîðìèðîâàòü òåõ, êòî ìîæåò
ñòîëêíóòüñÿ ñ ïîâûøåííûì èëè ïðîäîëæàþùèìñÿ ðèñêîì.

Ïðèãëàøàåì âñå çàèíòåðåñîâàííûå ÷àñòíûå ëèöà, îðãàíèçàöèè è àãåíòñòâà ïðåäîñòàâèòü ïèñüìåííûå êîììåíòàðèè
îòíîñèòåëüíî ïðåäëîæåííîãî èñïîëüçîâàíèÿ ôåäåðàëüíûõ ôîíäîâ äëÿ ñòðîèòåëüñòâà ESCR Project â ïîéìåííîé çîíå.
Êîììåíòàðèè â ïèñüìåííîì âèäå äîëæíû áûòü îòïðàâëåíû â OMB ïî àäðåñó 255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor, New York, New
York 10007, Attention: Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director CDBG-DR èëè ïî ýëåêòðîííîé ïî÷òå CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov.
Ìèíèìàëüíûé ïåðèîä êîììåíòèðîâàíèÿ ñîñòàâëÿåò 15 êàëåíäàðíûõ äíåé, íà÷èíàåòñÿ ñî äíÿ ïîñëå ïóáëèêàöèè è
çàêîí÷èòñÿ íà 16-é äåíü ïîñëå ïóáëèêàöèè. Òàêèå êîììåíòàðèè äîëæíû áûòü ïîëó÷åíû OMB íå ïîçæå 22 ôåâðàëÿ 2016 ãîäà.

City of New York, Office of Management and Budget, Äèí Ôàëåéõàí, äèðåêòîð
Äàòà: 5 ôåâðàëÿ 2016 ãîäà.

1190-32
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