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Dear Mayor de Blasio, Speaker Mark-Viverito and Budget Director Fulihan:

Pursuant to section 241 of the New York City Charter, enclosed please find the Manhattan
Borough Board’s comprehensive statement on the budget priorities of the borough.

I look forward to working with all of you during the upcoming budget adoption process to

address the needs of New Yorkers.
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Manhattan Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Priorities Report

Section 241 of the New York City Charter allows each Borough Board to submit a
comprehensive statement on the budget priorities of the borough to the Mayor, City Council, and
Director of Management and Budget. The Charter also allows for one or multiple public hearings
to solicit input and recommendations from the public on the budget needs of the Borough. In
accordance with this section of the New York City Charter, the Manhattan Borough Board held a
public hearing on Wednesday, February 15, 2017.

Borough Profile

The Borough of Manhattan—the most densely populated of all five City boroughs—continues to
be the home of great culture, strong neighborhoods, and of forward thinking activism. As our -
borough continues to chart new paths around civic engagement, social consciousness, and urban
planning, we must do so with particular attentiveness to the ways in which our communities are
experiencing great change.

From Inwood to Battery Park City, Manhattan’s residential and commercial neighborhoods are
transforming before our eyes. The rapid pace at which we are experiencing these changes
presents us with the unique challenge of allocating new, and preserving existing, community
resources. The City’s commitments through budget allocations and policy must keep pace with
the continued increase in density our borough is experiencing.

~ According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Manhattan experienced at 3.2% population increase from
the year 2000 to 2010. More recent figures suggest that after the census was completed—
between the years 2010 and 2013—our borough’s population increased from 1,585,873 to
1,626,159, a 2.5% jump. As the administration, in partnership with local communities, pursues
an aggressive affordable housing program, we will likely see these numbers continue to rise,
especially in areas of the borough that have been historically under-resourced.

The City’s budget is a statement of its values, of its commitments, and of the future that it hopes
to create. That future must be in service of ensuring equity across all five boroughs, in every
neighborhood. While the administration has made great strides in moving us in that direction, we
have identified places where we’d like to see some improvement.

Below are areas that the Manhattan Borough Board would like the administration to address in
the FY18 Executive Budget. Additionally, we have attached testimony provided by constituents
at the Manhattan Borough Board budget hearing held on Wednesday, February 15%, 2017 in
addition to the resolutions/letters submitted by the community boards.



Senior Services:

New York City’s aging population is growing, but the agency tasked with providing services to
seniors has not grown to meet the growing demand for services. It seems inconsistent that at a
time when senior services are so desperately needed--and as the City is investing in other age
groups--that the Department for the Aging (DFTA) continues to be so drastically underfunded.
According to statistics provided by aging advocates, DFTA’s budget represents % of 1% of the
city’s almost $86 billion FY18 budget. That is alarming and with a growing senior population,
doesn’t go far enough to address the needs.

In the City’s FY17 January plan, DFTA was funded at $340,996,000. In the current plan,
DFTA’s budget has been reduced to $306,465,000. The almost $35 million decrease is troubling
for an agency that is tasked with supporting so many. The reductions to DFTA’s budget means
that this year alone, there will have to be spending cuts to “Senior Centers and Meals”, “Senior
Employment and Benefits”, and “Senior Services”. The specific numbers are as follows:

1. Senior Centers and Meals: (Funding for senior centers and congregate and home
delivered meals. Senior centers provide educational programs, nutritional and health
services, and recreational programs in community based settings)

a. 2017 Plan: $187,470,000
b. 2018 Plan: $171,880,000

2. Senior Employment and Benefits: (Funding for employment programs that subsidize
jobs for seniors, as well as benefit programs, including assistance with home energy costs
and obtaining health insurance)

a. 2017 Plan: $3,199,000
b. 2018 Plan: $1,551,000

3. Senior Services: (Funding to provide for a variety of contracted programs, including
Naturally Occurring Retirement Communities (NORCs), caregiver support, social
services, transportation, and discretionary awards)

a. 2017 Plan: $56,153,000
b. 2018 Plan: $32,918,000

In addition to increasing the plans for each of these programs to 2017 levels, we echo the
proposal provided by LiveOn NY (attached) to baseline $60,608,000 in the coming fiscal year to
support core services and place-based programs, and to fill gaps where they exist. We’ve
included LiveOn NY’s full proposal as an attachment.

On top of the funding cuts, we are seeing inequitable funding throughout senior centers. In the
“Separate and Unequal” report released by Union Settlement on January 16, 2017, it shows the
disparities in funding towards senior centers where in one case, there is a senior center in Lower

4



Manbattan receiving $3.54/meal, while another senior center in Brooklyn is receiving
$18.36/meal. We agree with the recommendation of the report that the administration should
invest the estimated $15 million to ensure that the most under resourced senior centers are
provided a more equitable breakdown of funding.

Community Boards:

Community Boards are not just a place where local residents file complaints about noise, street
repaving, and sidewalk cafes; they serve as key partners in helping the City to better understand
local agency needs, review applications for neighborhood development, and provide important
information to their constituencies on behalf of elected officials, non-profits, and small
businesses. Alongside a handful of professional staff members, Community Boards are run by
dedicated volunteers who are invested in their neighborhoods and in our City. Our commitment
must match theirs. In the Borough President’s response to the FY17 Executive Budget, we
expressed the large—and increasing—needs of local Community Boards.

In this budget, Manhattan’s 12 Community Boards have been allocated around $4.075 million to
account for PS and OTPS costs (including rent). That means that, on average, these crucial
government offices will operate on a budget of about $340,000—with one Community Board
being allocated just about $240,000. This funding level does not represent the necessary
commitment on behalf of the City to foster successful, engaged Community Boards. We know
and understand the importance of community board recommendations. These funds do not
represent what is needed for significant technology and software upgrades as well as continuing
maintenance, such as the license fees for GIS. These fees allow the Community Boards to map
and visualize critical concerns and to take advantage of the wealth of data available from the city
agencies. The FY18 funding levels are not sufficient to allow for the flexibility and bandwidth
for coordinated outreach on significant land use proposals — whether it’s advanced mailings,
copies of the applications, larger hearing rooms, or translation services. The Community Boards
are the first line in defense against poor land use planning but without a substantive budget we
are not giving the boards the tools to succeed.

As elected officials, and increasingly civically engaged communities, have increased their
expectations of Community Boards—including live streaming of open meetings through
legislation sponsored by Borough President Brewer, providing translation services, and
addressing requests for ASL interpretation—we have not increased our financial commitments to
keep up with the additional demand. As we move in the direction of greater transparency of our
local affairs through online content and added technology, we must ensure that the technical
assistance, physical software, and added staff capacity is available to every single Community
Board as needed. '

We are recommending an increase to the budgets of each of the 12 Manhattan Community
Boards to $400,000 cover those costs (not including rent). That means that each Community



Board would receive roughly $167,000 additional dollars for a borough-wide total of about
$2,004,000. While 2 million dollars may represent a drop in the bucket in a budget totaling over
84 billion dollars, it represents a transformative investment into our local communities.

Supporting our Immigrant Communities:

The current climate of our country has fostered a uniquely difficult environment for
immigrants—both undocumented and documented—and their families and loved ones. We’ve
already seen the negative effects of new federal policies on individuals and families as they have
been held up at our airports and as Immigration and Customs Enforcement agents have
conducted a number of raids within the five boroughs. Without a doubt, our City must respond
and stand up for the people who are part of our many diverse communities.

The New York Immigration Coalition (NYIC), a group made up of state-wide member
organizations working on issues facing immigrant populations, expressed the need for our City to
take the lead in pushing back against attacks on immigrants. They estimated that the cost of
scaling immigrant support services—flexible legal counseling, culturally competent outreach,
and government resources navigation support—will cost around $15 million a year. The NYIC’s
own Rapid Response Campaign titled #0urNY will cost 6 million dollars over the coming fiscal
year, but does not fully address the great need our City faces.

If we are serious about ensuring that our city is a Sanctuary City in these difficult times, we must
include the funds necessary in New York City’s FY18 budget.

The following items were added as priorities pursuant to a motion adopted at the Manhattan
Borough Board Meeting held on Thursday, February 23, 2017:

School Seat Needs:

One of our City’s most pressing commitments must be to provide a quality education for every
child and their family. As we continue to develop buildings and rezone communities, we must -
pay attention to the way that the need for additional school seats is understood.

In the School Construction Authority’s 2015-2019 Capital Plan, the budget for “New Capacity”,
or “new seats” in Manhattan is $356.5 million dollars. While that represents a significant
investment in the creation of additional capacity borough-wide, we don’t think it represents the
true need of the borough. Therefore, we are requesting that the City fund a study to help
identify where gaps in “new capacity” exist and what the true cost of addressing this
concern would be for Manhattan and the City as a whole.



Funding in the Human Services Sector with emphasis on communities suffering from pay
disparities:

Human Service sector non-profit organizations provide close to 2.5 million New Yorkers with
services that the City could not handle on its own. They are the organizations that help run after-
school programs, senior centers, homeless shelters, and more. They make sure that some of our
most vulnerable populations—especially those most affected by disparities in pay and
employment opportunities, particularly women and people of color—are not lost as they navigate
the complex challenges of their lives.

Currently, the City spends $4.7 billion every year in Human Services contracts. Unfortunately, as
large as that commitment is to this important sector, it is simply not enough. We are requesting
that this administration commit an additional $500 million (12% increases to contracts) in
the upcoming fiscal year. That allocation will help to ensure that we begin creating equity in the
pay structure at these important organizzitions and acknowledge the increased indirect costs that
these organizations are responsible for. Individuals that rely on the services provided by this
sector should be able to continue to receive the services they need at the quality that they
deserve.

Investing in Sanitation Facilities that further Environmental Justice Goals:

The siting of sanitation facilities is not easy, but is important for the overall management of
Manhattan’s waste management process. New York City’s Solid Waste Management Plan
established the goal of equal distribution of waste handling facilities as well as the garages that
house the vehicles and equipment used by the Department of Sanitation. It is important that equal
distribution comes with equal investment in the facilities that are being sited. New facilities
should be funded and designed to the highest environmental standards so that garages are built
large enough to keep all trucks and other equipment inside of the building and outfitted with the
best air filtration system. Additionally, marine transfer stations should be built to ensure that
there is no vehicle queuing outside of the facility, they have the best air filters and that the waste
is containerized. These facilities are large and will always have impacts on communities,
however, we can reduce these impacts with the appropriate standards and funding.

The foregoing priorities we approved as amended by the Manhattan Borough Board on
Thursday, February 23 2017.



In addition to the above priorities, the following items were identified by members of the
Borough Board at our January Borough Board meeting held on Thursday, January 19", 2017.
These items are not listed in priority order:

BN

Fund city-wide CitiBike plan

Fund study for intracity bus management plan

Support legal representation in housing court (achieved via Council agreement)

Increase the operating budget of the NYC Department of Parks & Recreation
a. Include funding for parks in newly rezoned neighborhoods

5. Increase human services contracts for organizations doing work on behalf of the City

N

Identify efficiencies in City budget to reduce spending



Oral testimony for Manhattan Borough President’s Office Fiscal Year 2018
Budget Hearing
Wednesday, February 15, 2017

Sophie Winfield-Pust, Age 9
East Harlem resident, Community District 11

My name is Sophie Winfield-Pust and [ am an East Harlem resident. I go to Central
Park East One Elementary School and I'm in 4t grade. My idea is that [ want to
make our local swimming pool (at Thomas Jefferson Park) an ice-skating rink in the
winter so that the Recreation Center will make more money. Thank you.

Testimony for Manhattan Borough President’s Office Fiscal Year 2018 Budget
Hearing
Wednesday, February 15, 2017
Marie Winfield
East Harlem resident, Community District 11

Good afternoon, my name is Marie Winfield. I am an East Harlem resident testifying
today on my own behalf, and not as a representative of any boards or organizations
that I am affiliated with.

I would like to call three budgetary issues that are relevant to the East Harlem
community to the attention of the MBPO. First, the capital commitments made to the
“Museum for African Art” now known as the Africa Center. Second, the need for a
consolidated sanitation garage in Harlem. And lastly, East Harlem parks department
sites, especially those next to schools. 30

Just recently, the New York Times reported on the continued issues plaguing the
Africa Center, formerly the Museum for African Art, which has received around 30
million dollars in public money according to the Times, yet never opened. Even
though the museum as an entity no longer exists, in this year’s capital commitment
plan there is still funding listed, attributed to a “Museum for African Art” under 3
separate budget lines - PV DN277 for $2 million, PV MN277 for $500,000 and PV
N277 for another $2 million 28 thousand -all dedicated to construction or
construction - build out phase 2, for what seems to be empty space. I urge the
Borough President’s office to ask for a full accounting of those funds and to find out
whether or not given a change in organization -- from the Museum to the Africa
Center -- whether those funds should gone through a process of reauthorization and
oversight. Thirty million dollars is surely not a negligible sum to the East Harlem
community. If there are funds that have not been disbursed, those monies should be
frozen until there is more clarity on what has happened. 1:30



Second, the Department of Sanitation has not responded to the concerns of the
community with their proposal to relocate the M11 garage to the Potamkin auto
mall, even though they insist this project is currently fully funded. There are long
standing budget priorities for a consolidated M10/M11 garage and documented
opposition to the current insufficient proposal. When Sanitation says there is no
money, it is clear to me that these are questions of environmental justice, where
affluent communities in Manhattan are rejecting and fighting these projects (Spring
Street/Brookdale) and low-income communities cannot even get them funded...
these are questions of not only environmental justice but political will so I hope that
the BP’s office will be advocating for a sufficient sanitation garage that meets our
needs and environmental concerns, where we are projected to double the amounts
of solid waste produced under the worst case development scenario of the EH
rezoning, which affects all of Manhattan. Sanitation’s proposal will be certified soon
for ULURP - it is urgent that more funding is acquired to ensure that we end up with
a better solution.

Lastly, we have three sites in EH (Cherry Tree playground, Thomas Jefferson Park
playground and Poor Richard’s Playground) that will lose playground associates,
once MTA ends funding for those positions because it is associated with the Phase I
2nd gvenue subway staging area. It is urgent that funding for those positions be
continued and baselined this year. I highly encourage the BP’s office to advocate for
this funding in this year’s budget. Thank you very much for your time.



Manhattan Executlve Budget Hearing ~ Feb, 15,2017

New Yorkers and their Museums - A Potential Cultural

Legacy
By Luls R. Cancel
might want to add a badly

With Mayor Bill de Blasio beginning his run fora second term, he }
portunity for the citizens of

needed reform to his goal of expanding equitable treatment and op
our city.

shaping:a cultural plan, he should undertake

As the Mayor and the Dept. of Cultural Affairs are , !
ral future; Pay-What-You-Wish admission to

one more policy initiative to shape the City’s cultu
all mussums of the City for all city resldents.

In

For many New York middie‘and working-class familles current musaum admission prices are a
barrier to entry. With pricés Feaching $25.00 for adults, families with children hiave to think long
and hard before digging into thelr pockets to visit nearby cultural freasures -~ making a museum
outing almost as extinct as the dinosaurs at the Museum of Natural History.

We cannot blame the museums — many strive to minimize the damage of high prices with
periodic “free” or "Pay-What-You-Wish" days. But these are “Band-Aids" on open wounds.

'Museum operating costs are soaring and Contributions they recelve are shrinking. Only bold

public policy can provide a structural solution.

tas by resident New Yorkers, and

A first step in recognizing this problem Is to examine visit ta ,
udience numbers that include

not be appeased by posltive press releases that celebrated
millions of non-resldant visitors,

The Bloombarg and de Blasio-administrations deserves much credit for promoting our city as a
tourist destination. Recerd numbers of tourists — 58.5 million in 2015 — have peen a boon to our

fastaurants, hotels, retailers and cultural attractions. Bloomberg himself proclaimed In 2012:
mAther you ask tourists why they're here; visiting a cultural institution is the numbsrona thing

they all talk about."!

Mayor de Blasio must confront two interrelated problems if tie'wants to safeguard the future of
our riusetims: 1) the high cost of admissions; and 2) the low museun visitation rates of African-
American, Latino and Asian-American New Yorkers.

Any close examination into audience numbers for museums will find the tow particlpation of
minorities and this should be a wake-up call for a*majority minority" city like New York; The:
Center for the Future of Museums said in 2008: “While the [U.S ] population is-already ene-hird
minority, heading towards majority minority, today only 8% of the core visitors to museums are

minorities...” '

by resident ethnic

A Smithsorilan Institution study examined museum visitation rates
-Amaricans and Latinos, far

populations in DC. It found'a significant shortfall in visits by African
below their proportior-of the city’s population.®
problems and have a lasting impact? First,

How could Mayor de Blasio tackle these two related
{ing residents from non-resident attendees,

the initiative needs to be easy and efficient at bifurca
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allowing the museums o charge: full admission to non-resk
a utility bill and their zip allow them to- "Pay
between what they pay and thé full admission price: -would

'-fund aammtstered by the’ tmaentof Cultaral & ,,,Ta heip profile fneir
: ifthey would b willing 1o selfddentify as members of an ethmc

das f HHING G
grou;a li wou!d al vital to include several ﬂagship friuseums fike ihe Guggerhein, Whitney
and MoMA in-this inlliative. '

7 i already has fha mec:hamsm i han
co present

the hotei zax impﬂsed cn evet‘y ho
example ofhow that tax can.sup

fo-support a variety of arls: and culture
activities dand the balance:goes into the General Fund{ ,:_he
oller services. In Y. 2071, the San Francisco THotel tax suppofted:

million,

NYC #pplies:its Hotel Room Occupancy Tax: (HROT) to-any-roorti In & hotel in the City.
Policymakers, however; have resisted calls for thilstax to be-used, in pari, to:support the cultural
sector, {he saetor that, according to-out Mayer, primarily drives that hotel traffic.

In 2008, the HROT contributed $342 million to NYC's revenus: strear ‘
Fraﬂcism percentage (17. 3%), the: HROT could have aa‘r:‘xjﬁarkeg;;‘éiii A ‘ sultueal
initiative.* Since 2009, the Cily has seen an expansion of its' HROT rovenue. A eant report
from NY State Compiroller DiNapoll indicated that o Ta

2015 Hotel vénilie reached $560
mfiiron with more {o:coms: ovarthe next five years

{he San

i

¥ tiseems only fair to apply a portion of the
HROT to help: safeguard the future of New York's museums.

Gulture and culliral aclivily are sirategnc assets of the Cly and-one ofithe prnciple regsons:

New Yorkisan international cultural: {s citizans stiould enjoy and be-enrich
culfural assets and access to lt should not be limited to the: alite segmentsofour citize s who

can afford them, as mary studies poim ot

matket forees: 1o help:change
ve: cashshungry leaders that will quickly
tions might:get a larger plece of
revenues AND diversify their
on of a broad citizenry

Finally,-our Mayor might see. furthet advantage in using
institutional behavior, The museums are filled with
ragognizethat if they cater to:a local: audience, heir
{hig:‘Pay-WA _atv\’owWish" pie. They would increase ad
audierices. It Is a win-win modél that could. lead to a future Vi
partlcnpatmg inthe cultural life of the city.
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Luis R, Cancel is a former Commissioner of the NYC Dept. of Cultural Affairs and former
Director of Cultural Affairs for the City of San Fram:lsco

t Taylor, Kate, “A Record Year far New York Tourism® The New York Times, Dec. 31, 2012

2 Chung, James, &t al., Museums & Soclety 2034: Trends and Potentlal Futures (Center for the Future of

Mussums, 2008), pg. 7
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9.1 The Children’s Aid Soclety

Y9 www.childrensaldsocietyiorg

Casper Lassiter, Director of the Dunlevy Milbank Center, The Children’s Ald Soclety
Testimony Prépared for the Manhattan Board Hearlng
Wednesday, February 15, 2017

My name:Is Casper Lassiter and | am the Director for the Dunlevy Milbank Center at”
Children’s Ald Soclety. | would ilke to thank Manhattan Boroggﬁ”/}?‘e&*sléexat:_Gaﬁé?Br.e'we and the
entire Manhattan Borough Board for the opportunity to submilt testimony -0f the New York

Clty’s FY 2018 Preliminary Budget.

d has been committed to ensuring that there are ho
le, and no llmits to thelr potential, We are leading a
les that threaten kids’ achlevements In schiool and
contlfigent upon positive: outcomes n four life
domains: educatlon, health and weliness, soclal-emotional development,. and family
stabilization. At Chlldren’s Ald, we are communlty center directors, teachers and soclial workers,

coaches and health care providers. We know what [t takes to wnsure-childran grow upsstrong
and healthy, and ready to thrive In school and life. We have: constriicted @ ;c,om‘;ji Hun
services, positioned every step of the way throughout childhoot that bullds well-belng and

prepares young people to succeed at every levelof education-and every milestone of life:

For more than 160 years, Children’s Al
‘boundaries to the aspirations of young peop
comprehensive counterattack on the obstac
in life. Success and strong well-being are

ex icated, The thallenges confronting kids: and thelr famllias
evolvi, and Chlldren’s Ald changes with them. We constantly evaluate our practices andseek
steady improvament In our results, Today our 2,000 plus full and part time staff members
empower nearly 50,000 kids and their familles at more than 50 locatlons located! in public
schools, community centers and community health clinics In four New York City nei_gﬁborhoeds
— Harlem, Washington Helghts, South Bronx and the northern shore of Staten island - where
poverty long ago established a foothold. Together, we areon a mlssion to connect children with

what they need to learn, grow, and jead a successful, Independent life.

poverty Is extraordinarily compl

The Dunlevy Milbank Center (Mitbank) is a comprehensive community facllity that has served
the Harlem' community for nearly 60 years. Deeply commiltted to ensuring that the
neighbarhood children and youth become healthy and successful adults, Milbank offers early
childhood education programs, an indoor heated swimming pool, a gymnasium with vertical
moving walls; a tommunity health clinic, a computer technology lab, an arts and crafts room,
a kitchen designed for teaching, a library, outdoor eating area and soccer pltch field. '

Delivered in a safe and nurturing environment, Miibank offers nedrly 500 children and youth
the opportunity to engage in a variety of extended learaing activities Including: hormework help
and tutoring, STEAM, through cooking, gardening and computer literacy, visualand performing
arts, leadership and development; ahd sports and fithess. in addition to providing enrichment
opportunities, the program is also designed to support the soclal-emotional development of

young people,




A major component of the facility Is the competition-size indoor heated swimming pool. In:FY
17, the Manhattan Borough President Gale Brewer and former City Councll Member Inez
Dickens allosated $513,000 tn funds towards the pool. The pool is a resource that provides
year<ound access {7'days a week] for the Harlern community to High-quality swim Instruction
for clilldren and families, -.camimtiﬁme@n,d”!,ifegu'ard tra;‘ihiﬁgifar;yoguﬁh, which leads to summer
employment. We also ‘have a natlonally competing swim team, the Stingrays, compirised of
nearly 80 boys and gltls between the ages 8-16, which competes In-varlous meets.tnf ughout
the year, focally-as wall:as Iy places like Washingtom; D.C. and Puerto Rico. The:swim teamalone
utliizes the pool for practice weekly; Therg. are &lso free Learn to Swim progeams, lncluding
Asphalt Greed’s Waterprooflng course, swir.Jlem, Fit Splash and Physlque | wimming serving
nearly 400 people a week. During the schoo! year, imore than 500 children, familles, senlors
and community members utilize the pool. Burlng the summer ronths: over 500 children

utilize the pool,

Now over 50 years-old, the Dunlevy Milbank peol (30" % 755}'15-‘-1& need of sfgmific’ant"{stwnturaf
repalr. The pool needs considerable work anid the ‘most Immediate lssue 15 the pool's
subsurface which has degraded resulting In an angolng loss of pool floor tiles, Weiwill need to
re-concrete affected areas and retile the ovitire. pool as well as replace’ the filtration

system. The total amount to renovate the pool Is $1.1 million.

FY 17 Investment and are- Working with the
that we can utilize the funding to start the first
nough to complete the renovation ¢f the pool
000 to finalize the pool renovatlen;

Although we. are extremely grateful for the
Ecpnomlc Development Corporation to ensure
phase of the renovations , the funding Is not ¢
and we réspectfully request arid addltional $500;

Clilldren’s Ald Soc! aty sineerely thanks vfhgfmafnh‘atﬁa;ﬁ-' Borpugh president Gale Brewerfor your
supportof the clty’sf;ﬁzeéci;est«.famlIles and. communitiesin New York. | alsothank you again far
‘the opportunity to submlt testimony on this Issue and welcome any queastions regarding this

submission,

Budget Overview

Children's Ald is addressing the Infrastructural needs of the pool, but there are still substanitial
needs that need addressing. Pool area lighting Is dim and Inefficlent. Locker rooms are
extremely worn; tlling, lockers, and changing areas.are In-disrepalr and need updating. The
shower area needs to be gutted, re-plped and’ needs extensive fixture replacement:

General pool area: the pool area s functional, but dark and worn lookinig:. We propose-to
remove the existing tile, replace the lighting with much more efficlent and green standard
compliant LED lighting. We plan to repaint all walls which will make the area much more
vibtant, ' [nvitlng,. safer.
sting floor tile, lockers, plumbing. Replace all

Locker room rehabilitation: Demolition of ex!
| fockers, Replace existing lighting with

shower plumbing and fixtures, Replace old, worn meta
LED lights, replace benches with updated seating.
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Good Afternoon. My name is Diana Switaj, Director-of Plannit
Community Board 1 which includes most of Manhattan below Canal St it
Brooklyn Bridge, as well as Bilis, Governors and Liberty Tstands. Thank you for holding thi
{mportart public hearing todsy and nviting testimony onlie Mayor’s Preliminary Budget for
Fiscal Year 2018, ’

Liower Manliattan continues to one of America's largest business distiots, even aiter the terrorist
aitacks of Septeinber 11,2001, the financial crisis of 2008 and Superst ]
2012. Our residential population is one of the fastest growing in the whole city, Lower

Manhattan remains a resilient place that more and more people wanit fo live, work and visit. We:
have a lot of work to do to assure that these powetful growth trends resultin adistrictth
livable for all, Our FY2018 budget requests reflect that mission sd contain many I
requests to helpaccommodate our rapid growth and protect onr district. One of our

requests is for additional schoal seats, as -.ourvx:g;pidzapfpﬁl@ii@ﬁﬁggfmﬂh has resulted in‘chropica

overcrowded schools,

We all must work together to ensﬁre that the Lower Manhattan is protected, Two of CB 1’s top
capital budget requests for FY2018 were the following:

¢ Provide funds to close the funding gap for Lower Manhattan Coastal Resiliency, for the
design and construction of long term resiliency infrastructure in anticipation of future

extreme weather events,
¢ Provide funds for the design and construction of short to medjum term resiliency

infrastructure in anticipation of future extreme weather events.

At heightof seven feet, CB1 experiencad one of the highest inundation levels in' Menhattan
duiring Stpexstorm Sandy. Two people in our district drowaied and the storm tesulted in billions
of dollars of damage to infrasteucture, housing and commercial property and utilities. Weare
concerned about both the short-term and long-term time frame because Lower Manhattan
remainis largely unprotected approaching the fifth anniversary of Superstorm Sandy. We face an
incregsinig potential for suffering extreme weather eveiits and subsequentfinancial damage to
Iower Manhattan and the City at large.
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CB1 has wotked collaboratively wﬁb City, State and Federal sepresentatives gince Octobey 2012
: Sandy devastated our community, We: lsank the City for the funds 1t hag alrcady
hattan Resilion

contril wted towaids resiliency in Lower Msm} The Lower Manhattan Coastal
projéct i undenvay but there is suibs g shortfull, CBL maintaing: th
tul fie Lower Manhal 8 1oy, project &
i , L8 Y 1110 requuad funding'w .x;o;_ ¢
¢ theconstrindion: Qf amoxc yesiligit

it nd"ways of securhip dclditional funding sources fo
Lower Manhattan.

Another top budget request for FY2018 was:

» Punding for traffic and mobility studies: 4l Distriot, including eastof
Broadway and south of Park Rowyas w aren, to address safety, sanitation

and crowding issues.as noted prev ously by CB1 and nuimeros other groups, including
forexample; the "Wake Way or Lower Manhattin® initiative.
i our” dxauiet aiid specifically i i

ty and was not built to'suppott
fﬁc, high voluimes of

CB1 hasiioug requested & study of traffic and mobility issues.
tlie Financial District area; Our street grid is the oldest ini th
High density, 24/7 mixed-use comniunity with car; truck-and
commereial and esidential g,arbage and recyeling) ) destrian” dyoinresidents; commuters
and tourists; and sectrity infrastructure that crow lready narfow streetgand sidowalks, We
feiterate the: mquesi f{)r Eundmg 1o fasilitate 4 study-of these conditions as the first step 1o
isticapproach to implementing plan for belter: manag;gng ‘the unique

. ,mwcf Manhattan.

o (altashed) addressed 10 the
it Board and our communily in
s, We thank ourclected

o solve these complex igsues,

On I“cbmeu'}' 14 2017, six of our elected offi clals cossign da
issi Department of Transportition1o:

the request: fora s camprehensive mobility s d ower}
officials for their support and hope that we. canwork col 1wt1». fely:

udget requests for FY 2018, We urge the

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on our top b
city to fund these items.
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The Year of the Senior

Older New Yorkers are Community Anchors
As we age, we build an incredible gmount of mérRentum that powers up the economy, the political system,
and cammunltles. Older adults provide Invaluable volunteetism, caregiving, and-gconomic input In thelr
neighborhoods, They are keepers of local histories and cultural traditions, and bastions of ciyic engagement.

But there are Chiallenges to this Momentum
New York City inadequately invests Inits 1.5 millici older residents. incomes fall while the cost of living keeps
getting higher—one third of older New Yorkers flve at or just above the poveirty level. Half of all older New
Yorkers are immlgrant§' and more than a third have limited English proficiency. Social Isolation’ls a critical
public health issue. Agelsm is pervaslve and obscures the diversity and growing number of older adults and
thelr community contributions,

Actualizing New York City’s Potential
Coramunities need help to support the strengths.of older adults with activities and services that allow them to
remaln independent, healthy, and connected. Local nonprofits facilitate social engagement, provide accessible
transportation; dellver meals, organize visitors for the home-bound, and offer respite to careglvers, Each day,
over 55,000 older adults (Including thousands of older immigrants) benefit from the safe, culturally
competent, and user friendly environment of thelr senfor centers, NORCs, and adult day programs,

A Lack of Funding puts Communitles at Risk
Local nonprofits struggle to meet. demand due to inadequate fundling, difficulty rétalning quality staff, and an
outdated infrastructure. DFTA's budget has experienced stagnation and dramatic cuts at a time of rapld
growth of older adults. DFTA’s budget is fess than % of 1% of the city's budget despite older adults
comptising more than 18% of the city's population. The human impact of underfunding is severe- growing
waiting lists, senlor centers In disrepair, and no community-based safety net for older New Yorkers,

The Solutlon: Strengthen the Safety Net for Older New Yorkers
Now more than ever, as sweeping federal cuts threaten existing safety net programs, the City must commit to
fully funding services for older adults with an investment of $132.8 million over the next five years.

We propose that In FY18—the Year of the Senlor—the administration allocate $60.6 million to baseline
discretionary funding for core services and fill the gaps In current services. We also stand with the human
service sector ask for a 12 percent increase to all human services contracts to address existing under-funded
OTPS costs, ralse salarles, and suppott reasonable fringe benefits. The-four following years focus on building
the Infrastructure for services and responding to-changas In needs based on shifting demographics; with an
‘additional $24:3'million In FY19, $20.3 million In FY20,and $13.9 miflion:in FY21 and FY22.
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Year 1: Fund a Safety Net for Older Adults (Total = $60,608,000)

FY18 - Baseline dlscretlonary__fendlng for core services: $15,738,000 i "
. Progrs Lo . Request .|
DFTA Core Servlces [ L ‘
‘ Enhancement Supports DFTA S homecare, sanior center, and meals programs $660 000 ‘; A
 Naturally Occurring 1 provides on~slte services to areas with h:gh numbers of older adult
. : $3 850,000
: »:-Retlrement Communltles _ resl_dcnts v
| Saclal Adult Day Care Prowdes non- med;cal adult day care services to individuals wrth $950,000 :
: /| coghitive or physical limitations. = .
| ’Senlor Centers, PfOSfamS, 1 Supports senlor centers in order to adequately cover program ) c
; $3,578,000
and Enhancements costs, o 4
g Congregate Weekend | Provides an extra weekend meal to older adults $600k for home $1,200 '000”:
: l\/]eal ; dellvered + $600k for congregate. . T
| Homecare : “Provides homecare services to older adults who are “nat ellglble for $4,300,000
B i Medicaid, o i
| Case Management Waltlist Restore fundlng o address current waltllst for case management $1,200,000
FY18 Adequaiely wpport current place»based programs: $44,870 000 o
~ " Program . . Services Provide _ Reguest |
A system wide: upgradta maktng all'sen entets Ennovatlve
, 7 Sentor Centers. This could include. lurlng soc lalworkers:and
Senior Centers program coordinators, creating culturally competent programs in $15,000,000 |
jramigrant communities, adding meals, extending hours, increasing
ST Pk cubution Sied e 3 per-mea ra‘mbsjtse’nent rates’ etc r ot G ae- vy P e R LEC PRI ALS . i ¢
Naturally Occurring ' o :
. 1,120,
‘Retlrement._Co,m,mu,nitle,s ; Support currently unfurded mand:te for nu rslng hours. o “$‘ QOOO (
- lncreate per meal relmbursement by 30% to cover years of ’ :
-Delivered M 3,900,000
Home-Dellvered Meals mflatlonary increases. {vear 1: from $8 50 to $9 50/meal ) »$ _
| Social Adult Day Services | Restore prlor Clty Counc;l lundmg $2,500, 000
1 Transportation Restore prior City Councﬂ fundmg and expand access to services. $2¢099' 00
. Homecare v Address current waitlist for hOmELBt“ services, :_‘59,(39:9,()(;39
{ Case Management Exoa'ld services to mcct rising \lemaﬂd and prevent waltlitts‘ $5,000,000
sraadacy s i in e r 2 &
Careglver Programs Expand support and resplte pregrams for growlng numbc of 44,000,000 |
- caregivers. N o , .
1 Setvice Coordinators in - This would include 202 burld ngs as welE as a{fordable ‘lousmg that
. $2,000,000 :
Affordable Housing eﬂs’rs and s ln dcvelopment :
Elder Abuse mede mental health counsellng {or abuse vnctsms One counselor $350,000

per existing elder abuse contract.




Years 2-5: Build an Infrastructure for senior services

FY19 $24,250 000 -

: Fider Abuse

s !
Aeiaaiain ‘W’” R e e R A ) 2 4
, Semor Centers 1 Continue system wide upgrade ofsenlor centers. SI0,000,00D ;
: Nat.uraHy Occurrmg \ Pian for and devo]o;; relghborhood NORC $1,000, 000
' Retirement Commumgies A e . N
Haome-Delivered Meals i Increase 0er~mea! reimbursement (Year 2: $9 5010 §10. So/meaf ) $3 900, 000
)"Soc_ial_Adult_ Day Services 5 Plan for expandmg servnce across the c:ty. £ - $1,000,000
I o ‘ needs and
Transportation Contmue butldmg mfrastructure to meet mcreasmg $1 000, 000
- nsmg fueI and malntenance costs. :
Homecare Expand servaces in proportlon with expected growth in need to 53,0001000 ,'
-,\prevent waitlists. , b
: g th ed to i
Case Management Expand servicesin proportion wnlh expect d grow inne $1,000,000
o ‘ prevent waltllsts _ » » i
‘i Caregiver Programs 1 Bulld a network of caregiver programs. o W__S\l,OQO.'QC'O
| service Coordinators In T This would Include 202 bulldings as wel‘ as affcrdable housmg that - $2,000 060 -
| Affordable Housing |- exists and Is in development, T
N i’Provlde mental health counsellng for abuse victims. One counselor

$350,000 |

E}-;per_exwt ng elder _abuse contract.

: Se rvices Provlded : Req;‘s‘tm_\
Senior Centers 4 Contmue system wnde upvrade of senior centers. $6,000.000
“Natural l:;Occu reing : L
- : . 000,
Retirement. communties .(,ontmue fo deve op and expand NORC services - Sl 000
{ Home- Deuvered Meals . 'lncrease per- meal relmbursement (Year3 $1O 50~ $11 SO/meal ) $5 900 000
50clal Adu t D%y Servcccs e Expand Programs across the c;i:y, ) $1,000,000_ |
Transportation _Continue building mfrastructure to meet mcreasmg needs and 31 000,000
- . rising fuel and maintenance costs, ks
o :
 Homecare Expand services in proport{on with expected growth In need t : $3,000,{3(}{J :
o : lprevent waxthsts ) )
[ Case Management Expand services m proportlon wnth expected growln in need to $1,0()O 000§
vprevent wajtlists, . i
Careglver Programs Bund a network of caregiver programs. $1 000 00(3‘
Service Coordlnators in . This would include 202 bu!ldmgs as well as affordable housmg that §2,000,000
{ Affordable Housing jexssts andlsIn devefopmenf
rovide mental health coansehng for abuse vxctlms One counselor $350,000

Elder Abuse

per exisling elder abuse contract, o




FY24 -$13,850,000

i o e

Eider Abuse

. | worker per existing elder abuse contract. i

Progranj 7 Serv:ces meded ‘ _ . REQUESt
senior Centers Contlnue system wide upgrade of senior centers. $3 500, 000
‘Naturally Occurring : . 4
Retirement Communltles v Conﬂnue to develop and expand NORC services. | %»$}:.0(,)-Q'OOO
Socral Adult Day Services _f Expand programs across the clty : :‘$1;000,000
'wahﬁpéi‘f’atiﬁﬁﬁ ] Contlnue bulldlng mfrastructure to meet mcreasing needs and $1,000,000
: r:slng fue! and malntenance costs. N _
Homecare Expand ‘services in proportlon wlth expected growth n need '$3’0001000
' | to prevent waitlists.
Case Management j Expand servrces in proportlon wlth expected growth innheed § $1’000’000 .
T _ v tqprevent waitlists. o
g-,-cacegwe; Propraims Bulld a network of careglver programs. $1 000,000
' Service Ceordinaters in Thls would Include 202 bulldmgs as weH as affmdable housing
o ] $2 000,000
A»fford‘able Housing | that exlsts and Is in: devetopment. 1
Elder Abuse : Provide mental health counseling for abuse victims, One c $350,000
. » counselor per existing elder abuse contract. L
FY2z- _$13;850,000 " i
Program " @ :Servaces Pre\nded Request
Senior Centers : ’Conﬂnue system wrde upgrade of senlor centers. +£$3,500,000
‘Natu ra!lv“(-}‘ccd‘nflnﬂg ¥ : "
| Retirement Communitles 1 Continue to dcveiop and expand MO”RC aervrces y ’A '1$:1,000,00v0
-Soclal Adult Day Services ' J;Expand programs across the city. $1,000,000
! " . -1
1 Transportation : Continue bqulng infrastructure to meet !ncreaslng needs an $1,000,000
r rislng fuel and malntenance costs. :
Homecare Expand services ln proportlon wlth expected growth in need to 53)000’000
prevent waltlists ]
- , .t. = e
Case Management Expand services in proport onwi h expected growth in need to $1,000,000
) » prevent‘vvallbﬂlstbs L
Careglver Programs Bulld a network of caregiver program& 51,000.000
Service Cooardinators in Thls wou!d include 202 bulldlngs as Well as affordable housmg $2 000,000
Affordable Housing that exists and s in development [T
Provlde mental health counsellng for abuse vlctrms One soclal $350’000




Summary of Investment Plan for Older New Yorkers

22

Yearly Investment
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February 14, 2017

Polly Trottenberg

Commissioner
New York City Department of T. ransportation

55 Water Sireet, 9th Floor
New York, NY 10041

Dear Commissioner Trottenberg,

'vchmlc mobility in Lower Manha .
ownto bccomc a ﬁn ivn

We write regarding pedesirian and
Lower Manhatian has bounwd b
wmmumty': In vrder to nrain
ra/gmwﬁt Tor thil toasan; we join tl:e 1 nmnmx
sity Board Linrequesting a compréhensive: mobili

roughout Lower Ma

xstr Neighb A
’udy tﬁLawm‘ M nimltdn to ba{im

\m

.C‘am ;
-nﬁdermnd hew people and goodsmove th

I‘O‘Wﬂ‘i m lh& pi ( 15 yczu 3: The residential population has
his et seyami yem In

038, Ot

addmon Lower Manhdtlan $ commefmars;wl

cescnreh from Downtowix Alliange projects bu / ER
AT & ci constructing nesrly 4,000° hatel roomns, as well as 1cmmgmﬂlmns of $quar¢ feet of office:

‘ -wspacaf Tni e ew York City has more fourists (it ever bsfore, With many pepu!ar sightseeing
lacatwns it Lower Manhattan,

Lower Manhattan's popularity inevitably increases pressire o the aten’s strectscape; the designof which
remains a vestige of the city's earliest days. Asa result; broad thinkitg and innovalive: snhuw 1'
required fo ensure: fhis community"s growth for busingsses and retailers, public trangporialion,

-and private veliicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and all whodepend on this thriving conmunity.

Lmorgeney

We hope you are able to support this study. Should you have any further questions, please contact our

offices,

/ Al [

Yuh-Line Niou ‘ Jerrold Nadler

Damel \qzmdmn
State Senator Assemblymember Congressmember
Deborah Glick Margaret Chin

Manhattan Borough Presient Assemblymember Councilmember



FINANCIAL DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
www.fidinewyork.org

Manhattan Borough Board
Manhattan Borough President Gale Brewer’s
Hearing on Mayor's Preliminary FY18 Budget

Testimony by Amanda Timchak, Board Member
Financial District Neighborhood Association

CUNY’s Guttman Community College
50 West 40th Street, New York, New York
Wednesday, February 15, 4:00 pin

Fhank you. Bonough Piesident Gale Brower and mumbers of the. _Manh'xttanrﬁaroagi} Bosrd for

Trolding this important public hearing’ taday and iniviting our testi gy, My aa sAmanda
Thinchak-and | am 8 memberofithe Board of Directors of the Financlal Distriet N ighborhood
Association, anot-for-prof‘ t, 501(c)(3) organization that seeks to improve {he quality of lifein

the Financial District in Manhattan’s Cammumty Board 1.

Vehicular and pedestrian congestion is a major qu&iit' of life-and safety issue for thosa live,
woidk aiid visit our neighbothood, We have a major problem with placm‘d 'rkmg, ititle

illegal, c:f‘ al' kinds. Vehisular congestion is compounded by the sheer number ol &
touy bus sival vehieles and commuter buses that fill our streets. Thi ’s:mgeé?ia

critical msues guch as:emergency vehicles being impeded by Blocked streets, resulting in a
dangerous increase in response times.

itan prepared by the CB1 Community Planning Fellow, in
sidewalk features on Rinancial Disteict sidewalks,
etc, — almost as'many features as the strects of

A Streetscape Study of Lower Mantis
May of 2016, cataloged a total of
including benches, bike racks, firé wdmnts,
Seapott, Tribeca, and Battery Purk: {"uy combined.

s vetained its historle colodial street plan, rather than flie traditional New:
lonial grid was designed a me of’ dmmancally lewer density, and was

iw;th oars, 1mcks and buse ) ed w:ih

perti mmntx (el gty
.ersafy and the Ct{}‘ C:ouega of

by € iy E ai%;wzﬂ, Pace Uiy
Mew Yeirks shows that a miost m@p@mdw. “overcrowded atdc:waiks” and “avercrowded

streets™ as the top twa serious problems in our dlStl‘Ict

v "”:mpu & predestiian mobility 4
tack: ﬁ!b&{,(: olito natrow sidmwikfs, goininereial ve
cumbearsome security infrastructurs is scattered 1l ' : y
seivice vehicles, construgtion and sidewalk sheds: k., I‘hes& factory uﬂcﬁ
dangerously force pedestrians into the strect, lcaving velncfcs, eyel aud pedestiians in gonflict
over the same narrow, shared space. Recently a setilor citlzen was: illéd near the Staten Istand
Ferry and a Millennium High School student was struck by a taxi driver.




CB1 has tepeatedly made budgst requests forconstruction and traffic mitigatlc
to Improve the steotscape of Lower Manhattan for greater pedestrian floy
the Fiscal Year 2017 Excottive Budget, CB1 teiuested that the Citytake: proachive, |
“pprog wnaging traffic and pedestriah flow in Lower Manhattan and dedicate funding fora
modeling study to establish the-conditions on the street and sidewalk, and to implement a

framework for managed streets in Lower Manhattan. These requests have fallen on deaf ears.

P

We understand that the NY G Department of Tragapqﬁteiéig.gﬁ coripleted the framework for sue

study in 2011 and now needs funding to update thelr numbers and (ncorporate garvage
” h

and commercial freight delivery mefrics into:their analysis. We ‘?;unaéfé,tuﬁﬂ tha
is required to complete this benchmark analysis, so:that v ¢ can begin worldngioy

and safer future,

We comménd the Mayor and Borough President for their commitment to Vision Zero and the
allocation of an additional

$317 million i capital funds for FY18-FY23 to fund new investments
to:veduce pedestrian fatalities, including pedestrian and traffic safety street reconstruction
projeots, signal improvements and sirest fighting at intersections.

We join with CB1 and over 650 of curLiower Manhattan neighbors that have signed.our petitian.
tequesting a pedestrian traffic-safety study. The problems facing Lower Marthattan ate tnigue,
and shiould be managed uniquely, but we can’tbeginto-affer solutions until we can mcasure the
problem, We respectfully ask that the FY 18 Budget include a special allocation to.complete this
long-overdue benchmark analysis, ’

Thank you for your consideration,



https://campaigns.lransalt‘org/pctition/(ower—manhattan-mobility~sludy

‘Funding Request for Lower
f Pedestrian Tratfic

Title
, First Name

Last Name’

With a street grid from the Dutch
settlement and Colonial era, overlaid Address
with modern residentiat high rises and a
24/7 live-work community, Lower
Manhattan faces unigue challenges from
car, bus and truck traffic, garbage
collection, and pedestrian and tourist 1P Code
flows. Manhattan's Community Board
has the fourth worst air quality of the
Clty's 59 community boards and roughly [ Sigﬂﬁﬂm*
75 major construction projects currently o ori
taking place. Security infrastructure and
enormous piles of trash bags and
recycling crowd Lower Manhattan’s
narrow, congested sidewatks. We call
on our elected officials to undertake a

City

State

email@domain.com

Your letter will be emailed tot (see
recipionts)

LAST UPDATED 2/14/17

SHARE THIS PETITION 'F
(HTTP://WWW.FACEBOOK.COM

comprehensive survey and action plan to SHARER

measure and mitigate these unique /SHARER,PRP?PU=HTTPS:

stressors on our neighb d's qualit //CAMPAIGNSTRANSALT.ORG
rs on our neighborhood's q Y /PETITION/LOWER-MANHATTAN-

of life and create a more livable,



https://oam paigns.transa!t.orgfpetition/Iower»manhattan-mobith-study

walkable Lower Manhattan.

Our request (s consistent with the
City's Vision Zero plan and is especially
urgent after the recent tragic case of an
MTA bus hitting and killing a woman
" near the Staten Island Ferry Terminal at
State and Water streets in the Financial
District on October 22, 2016, It is also
consistent with the Manhattan
Community Board 1 position: CB1
unanimously passed aresolution on
June 28, 2016 requesting that the NYC
Department of Transportation review
the increased congestion due to the
tripling of residential population since
9/11 and tripling of annual tourists to 15

million.

It is time for the City to take a
proactive, holistic approach to managing
traffic and pedestrian flow in the historic
street grid of Lower Manhattan. We
support CBVs request that the City
dedicate funding for a modeling study to
establish conditions on the street and
sidewalk, and implement a framework
for managed streets and traffic
improvements in Lower Manhattan. The
problems facing Lower Manhattan are
unique, and require unique solutions,

Please join us in requesting public
funding to develop solutions for these

problems.

For background, please see these links:

MOBILITY~STUDY&TITLE=SIGN
THE PETITION FUNDING
REQUEST FOR LOWER
MANHATTAN PEDESTRIAN
TRAFFIC SAFETY AND MOBILITY

STUDY) f ,
(HTTP//TWITTER.COM/INTENT
JTWEET?STATUS=SIGN THE
PETITION FUNDING REQUEST
FOR LOWER MANHATTAN
PEDESTRIAN TRAFEIC SAFETY
AND MOBILITY
STUDY+HTTPS//CAMPAIGNS TRANSALTORG
/PETITION/LOWER-MANHATTAN-
MOBILITY-STUDY)

THIS PETITION RECENTLY SIGNED

BY:
STEFAN 2, OF MANHATTAN
TIMOTHY G, OF MANHATTAN
MILDA D, OF MANHATTAN
COLLEEN O, OF MANHATTAN
CECILE H, OF MANHATTAN



https:/icam paIgns.transalt‘org/petition/lower—manhattan-mobility-study

Continued Call for Funding for a
Comprehensive Traffic and Street
Mobility Study in Lower Manhattan -
Manhattan's Community Board 1, June
28, 2016 Resolution: http:/www.nyc.gov
/html/mancb1/downloads
/pdf/Resolutions/16-06-28.pdf
.(http://www.nyc.gov/html/mancb1
/downloads/pdf/Resolutions
/16-06-28.pdf), pages 12-14/41

New York City Council Fiscal Year
2017 Executive Budget Hearing
Transportation Testimony:
http://www.nyc.gov/html/mancbl
/downloads/pdf/Testimonies
/Exec%20Budget_T...
(http://www.nyc.gov/html/mancbi
/downloads/pdf/Testimonies
/E'xéc%?OB:udget;_’_frans;iortation_5%2024%202016.pdf)

CBS Coverage of Pedestrian Death:
http://newyork.chslocal.com/2016/10
/22/bus-driver-c_harged~after-dragging.,.
(http://newyork.cbslocal.com/2016/10
/22/bus-driver-charged-after-draéging- '
woman/) '

This petition wili be delivered to:

Manhattah Community Board 1, Councll Member
Margaret Chin, Manhattan Borough President Gale
Brewer, Public Advocate Letlitia James, NYS Senator
Squadron, Assembly Member Nlou

¥ SHOW LETTER



