




























































































41 Summit St. rezoning testimony 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

  I live in and own my building at 317 Columbia Street.  I cannot be at the hearing at 9:30am on 

Wednesday March 6th because of work - so I would like to submit my testimony here. 

 

  I categorically oppose the rezoning and large scale construction at 41 Summit Street, as well as 

at 75 & 79 Hamilton Ave. 

 

  This construction will seriously threaten the adjacent community garden - the most beautiful 

thing in our neighborhood that our neighors have worked so hard to create.   

 

  There is absolutely no positive side to this construction for our neighborhood - it means an ugly 

building, totally out of scale and incongruous with the neighborhood, that destroys our garden 

and adds congestion to our already congested neighborhood. 

 

  Why is this happening?  It is naked greed and corruption.  Shame on the City Council if they 

approving this.  And no surprise if they do. 

 

  If someone can read this at the hearing, which is right during the work day so people cannot 

attend, I would appreciate it. 

 

  Thanks, 

 

Eli Smith 

317 Columbia Street. 

 

--  

Eli Smith 

www.DownHillStrugglers.com 

www.BrooklynFolkFest.com 

www.JalopyRecords.com 

www.DownHomeRadioShow.com 

www.EliSmithMusic.blogspot.com 

cell: (347) 834 3028 

 

http://www.downhillstrugglers.com/
http://www.brooklynfolkfest.com/
http://www.jalopyrecords.com/
http://www.downhomeradioshow.com/
http://www.downhomeradioshow.com/
http://www.elismithmusic.blogspot.com/


March 6th hearing for 41 Summit St BKLN 
 
To whom it may concern, 
My wife and I are 28 year residents of Union St. in the Columbia St. Waterfront District, Brooklyn. We 
are registering our opposition to a proposed rezoning area to support high rise developments at 41 
Summit St. and 75 & 79 Hamilton Ave. Buildings over 4 stories are out of character for the neighborhood 
and are unsightly. Especially disturbing is the lack of affordable housing in these plans. New York City is 
giving itself over to developers who, through unchecked capitalism, do not add to a healthy community 
but instead fuel the exclusionary practices of catering to a wealthy upper class while destroying the NYC 
skyline. 
It is time to put NYC on a track to help the working middle class and poor. 
 
Thank you. 
Ed Heins and Lisa Donovan 
74 Union St 
Brooklyn NY 
 



41 Summit St, Brooklyn rezoning proposal 

 

Dear City Council Members, 

 This development effort was voted down by the local community board. Please respect the 

concerns of the community. The local infrastructure can not support a higher density population.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

Paul Pimsler 

62 Summit Street 

Brooklyn, NY 11231 

  



Letter regarding the proposed rezoning at 41 Summit Street 

 

Dear Council Members, 

 

Two weeks ago I wrote a letter to my local Council Member Brad Lander expressing opposition 

to the proposed rezoning and development at 41 Summit Street which would imperil the adjacent 

Brooklyn Backyard Garden and negatively impact the surrounding neighborhood (the proposal 

also strikingly omits public benefit such as affordable housing). 

 

Today I would like to share my letter with the City Council as a whole, and to add my voice to 

those requesting r6b zoning so the neighborhood and Garden can survive and thrive through 

manageable growth. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns at the March 6 hearing. I am grateful to have 

the opportunity to write on behalf of the Backyard Garden specifically. 

 

Sincerely, 

Valerie Cornell 

 

                                                                                                                                                *** 

 

Dear Council Member Lander, 

 

As one of the many community members who actively use and appreciate the Brooklyn 

Backyard Garden, I have been following the progress of the proposed rezoning at 41 Summit 

Street with concern and trepidation. It is my understanding that a week ago the City Planning 

Commissioners voted that the proposed zoning for the land beside the Garden be reduced from 

r7 to r6a, which is heartening. I join so many, however, in the belief that the neighborhood and 

borough beyond are best served by a rejection of the proposal. Any future proposal will 

responsibly meld development aims with considered community needs. 

 

I would like to speak for the Backyard Garden. First off, I am not a gardener. I am simply a 

Brooklynite who relies on the city's green and communal spaces for sustenance and inspiration— 

all the more so in times that increasingly demand clarity and humanism. I know I’m not alone in 

consciously valuing what is good in our city and country at a time when much— freedoms, 

rights, resources— cannot be taken for granted. The Backyard Garden functions excellently and 

multiply as a garden, a respite, a habitat, a community gathering place— and as a symbol of what 

we must not let be ravaged either locally or nationally. 

 

By now your office has heard from gardeners who are against the rezoning and the building of 

inappropriate structures that will doom the Backyard Garden’s viability. You've heard from 

residents fearing the consequences of excessive traffic, cars needing parking, questionably-scaled 

building, environmental hazards, and more. Any one of these concerns is serious— and I know 

you are aware of and attending to the details. The details I have to offer you derive from my own 

experience of the Garden. 

 



As I say, I am not a gardener. A resident of Cobble Hill for the last 24 years, I had 

noticed the Backyard Garden when passing by, but it was only about 7 or 8 years 

ago that I went inside for the first time. I was walking my dog. The wide chain-link 

gates of the Garden stood open, and we stopped at the entrance, both of us attracted 

by the green within. A woman working in one of the vegetable plots motioned for 

us to enter. This may sound like a small thing, but city dwellers aren't always used 

to being invited into spaces. More typical is being kept out. In any event, the 

gardener explained that the Garden was for everyone to enjoy— and we did enjoy 

it that day. The Garden is (although I know that plenty of work goes into creating 

and maintaining it) the least manicured, most natural-appearing place imaginable, 

giving the impression of daffodils and tulips that just happen to spill over a hillock, 

plants of differing colors and shapes that just happen to mingle felicitously under 

the overhang of an old tree… My dog Iris and I came back and back— every 

season, every month, every week— for these years that followed. I was welcomed, 

my dog was welcomed, everyone is welcomed. We were there yesterday. It is part 

of our lives. 

 

Some of the things I've witnessed in the Backyard Garden: Daffodils, tulips, lilies 

and all manner of flowers. Vegetables, herbs, berries— a profusion of things to eat. 

Overarching trees. Shrubbery, grass, ground cover of all sorts. Birds— including 

colorful non-local species making stopovers on long migration flights. People— 

sitting, conversing, exclaiming over the Garden, bringing scraps for compost, 

gardening. Visitors to the city or neighborhood, parents and children, sleeping 

babies, school groups, people simply resting for a few minutes, photographers, 

gardeners who educate as well as garden. I’ve also, myself, learned to invite people 

in who are hesitating at the door. I’ve answered questions from the visitors; I’ve 

directed people interested in joining the Garden to the posted email address 

(joining is easy). 

 

The Backyard Garden is the green heart of the neighborhood. 

Perhaps equally accurately, it is the lungs of the neighborhood, and it breathes life 

into an area greater than just its surrounding blocks. Would it remain the same in 

the unforgiving shade of one or more too-tall residential buildings? Sadly, no. 

Would it— and the humanly-scaled neighborhood as it now exists (which has 

actually been developing at a manageable pace)— thrive amid vastly increased 

traffic, an excess of cars, the overall environmental burden? No. Can it do with less 

sun and air and civic care than it has had up until now? No. 

 

Everyone can enjoy the Backyard Garden. In warmer months it is open to the 

public on weekends and additionally any time a member is present, who has 



unlocked the doors. There are celebrations, events, garden meetings. And anyone 

can join, and receive a key to unlock the doors whenever they wish. When I 

received a key to the Garden, I was instructed in one rule: Whenever you are in the 

Garden, the doors must be kept open. That is, the Garden must always— always 

without exception— be a place of welcome and invitation. It is not a place for a 

few. It is not a place to which anyone can claim ownership rights— 

even temporarily. 

 

Please be our champion in saving not only the Backyard Garden but also 

what it represents— a community, a city that 

does not exclude, does not close doors, that truly says— and continues to say— 

Join us. 

 

You have my thanks. 

 

Sincerely, 

Valerie Cornell 

 

 

 

302 Clinton Street 

Brooklyn, NY 11201 

 

vcornell@earthlink.net 

 

  

mailto:vcornell@earthlink.net


Rezoning Proposal - 41 Summit St., Brooklyn 

 

Councilmembers, 

 

Thank you for listening to my testimony today on the matter of the re-zoning proposal requested 

by the owner of 41 Summit St. in the Columbia Waterfront neighborhood. I am requesting that 

the Committee reject this out of scale, out of context rezoning proposal that is devoid of any 

community benefits, especially affordable housing. 

 

My name is Claire Merlino. I’ve lived in this neighborhood for 40 years and have been active in 

numerous community-based environmental initiatives over many of those years. My education in 

urban planning and architectural studies has been a useful resource, helping to inform a number 

of those efforts.  

 

The original re-zoning request for R7A was completely out of scale with the adjacent low-rise 

housing, indeed, out of scale with most of the rest of this small neighborhood. At twice the 

height of most of the buildings in the neighborhood, and all of the adjacent ones, it was as if the 

neighborhood was being given the proverbial “finger”. 

 

Then the request was modified to R6A, meaning a slight reduction in height and bulk, but with 

NO community benefits. Most problematic for me is the lack of any consideration for affordable 

housing in any form. There’s been much discussion in our neighborhood over the years, not just 

elicited by this proposal, about ongoing gentrification and the concurrent loss of diversity. 

Thoughtful affordable housing clearly supports diversity of income, background, and education. 

In addition we have an affordable housing crisis in the city and our neighborhood is no 

exception. My neighbors and I welcome the opportunity for more affordable housing, in the 

neighborhood, not farmed out to other parts of the district. 

 

Since the current proposal in front of you confers NO community benefits, many of which have 

been addressed by other speakers, what is the point of approving this one building? Is appears to 

be a handout to a developer and to what end? 

 

At some point the developer apparently reached out to two adjacent property owners, asking if 

they wanted to be included in this up zoning request. Anyone can see that this is an obvious ploy 

to get around the much decried “spot-zoning” problem that has besotted so many NYC 

neighborhoods. And it then became apparent that the other two property owners are not involved 

in ANY development discussions. So this is a purely speculative re-zoning request on behalf of 

one individual developer who has no incentive to build any affordable housing. The square 

footage just isn’t there, nor his interest. 

 

But there ARE opportunities for affordable housing IN our neighborhood. There are a number of 

undeveloped or underdeveloped properties zoned as M1-1, that, if zoned to R6B, could yield 

affordable units, while at the same time keeping to the spirit and context of our low-rise 

neighborhood, that was, in 2009, re-zoned to mostly R6B. I’ll give you two rough examples. 

 



There are four single-owner, contiguous lots, with no buildings, that currently are used for 

storing vehicles by the owner. For simplicity’s sake these lots total approximately 11,800 sq. ft. 

Even without calculating any FAR, these lots are close to the 12,500 sq. ft. MIH exclusion. Once 

the appropriate FAR is applied, they would yield a reasonable number of affordable units. The 

owner also has two additional contiguous properties, one of them with a building, that could add 

13,000 and 4,400 sq. ft. respectively. This is just one example. 

 

Another example is an HPD M1-1 zoned property, measuring 2,400 sq. ft. This entire property 

could be considered for affordable housing if there’s the political will and interest. Community 

interest definitely exists. 

 

Our neighborhood can accommodate and welcomes MIH affordable housing with R6B zoning. 

Please reject the proposal that‘s on the table.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Claire Merlino 

 

  



Rezoning 41 Summit 

 

Hello,  

 

I want to express my very strong dismay about the rezoning plans for Chase bank / 41 summit 

street.  

 

We live in a small 1-bedroom apartment with cat and young child, and the garden is literally our 

backyard. It's where we have breakfast in the weekends, where we garden, introduce our son to 

nature, we relax, read, meet up with friends, celebrate birthdays, make connections with 

neighbors that we would otherwise never make. We bring our food scraps there and use the 

compost to grow new plants and herbs. The garden livens up the neighborhood and is connective 

tissue for the community.  

 

If the garden is perpetually in shade, we will obviously not spent much time there anymore. 

Gardens need sun. We need sun. There isn't a lot of green within walkable distance from our 

home on Columbia/ Summit.  

 

We strongly urge you to turning down the rezoning request.  

Thank you  

 

best wishes,  

Marleen Reimer  

marleenreimer@gmail.com 

 

  

mailto:marleenreimer@gmail.com


To whom it may concern at the City Council,  

 

I am writing to express my vehement opposition to the two high buildings that are planned to be 

erected at 41 summit and 75&79 Hamilton Av. As a resident of the neighborhood since 2005, I 

am appalled at the consequences of these projects. I am an artist currently living at 9 Carroll 

street. Not only would those buildings plunge my residence into darkness for most of the day, 

they will also affect the community garden with the same fate, bring more congestion to the 

neighborhood as they have no parking structure and also bring a different kind of tenant than our 

community holds, driving the rent prices way up.  

 

Me and my partner who lives with me on carroll street are vehemently apposed. We cannot 

attend the council meeting but are sending you this testimony to stop the project by any means 

necessary.  

 

Respectfully,  

Berenice Eveno and Serban Ionescu.  

--  

Bear - Bérénice Eveno Director of Photography www.bereniceeveno.com 

 

  

http://www.bereniceeveno.com/


wednesday, march 6 meeting 
 
Dear Representative Landers,  I live in an apartment on lower Carroll St. in an area that will be very 
much affected by a new building project.  I have heard what is happening and how technically the city 
owns the air right and the ability for these building to be so much bigger than the neighboring buildings, 
and that the negotiations you are making with the owners of these properties, therefore must somehow 
benefit the area and people where they are being built.  Where I'm living is a building that is very 
insecure in it’s future, and if this type of building is allowed to go through i think it would set a legal 
president in the area and our building would be next, also it would be without any benefit to the area, or 
to us.  I am a low income single Mom and have been applying to the housing connect website for over 7 
years.  One single time, in all that time, i was chosen to be able to apply to the Gowanus building on 
Bond st,  I qualified perfectly, but because my employment changed during the course of the 2 year 
application process, and i became a self employed scenic artist, i was turned down. And even though i 
could prove i was making the same amount.  i was turned down because of a rule that i had to be self 
employed for at least 3 years prior to the application.  i was devastated.    What i am saying is that it is so 
rare to be picked for housing, and therefore it was very unfair for me to be turned down in this way.    If 
these building  are approved as planned i demand as a resident of this neighborhood that they must 
include low/middle income apartments, and that neighbors and residents of this area are giving 
preference.  Please don’t let these building be allowed to go through as planned unless it does contain 
benefits for the immediate community.   please don’t let greed and gentrification ruin our 
neighborhood!   thank you. sincerely,  abbe hill 
 



Proposed development at 41 Summit St 

 

I am writing to voice my concerns about and opposition to the proposed 8 story development at 

41 Summit. I have been in the neighborhood for close to a decade (currently at 275 Columbia St 

between Summit and Carroll) and can not imagine a building like this going up. This is a block 

from my house and  I’ll have to see it every time I look out the window. It is out of sync with the 

whole area! Nothing even comes close to this in terms of height for at least a mile. Part of what 

makes this neighborhood so lovely is the amount of sun it gets and all the gardens and greenery. 

It is a much needed respite after coming home from work in Manhattan. It’s already crazy to see 

how the entire skyline down by Brooklyn bridge park has changed, please don’t bring that level 

of development farther down Columbia St.  

 

Sarah Foster  

Columbia St 

Brooklyn NY 11231 

 

  



41 Summit Street proposal opposition 

 

 

Members of City Council including my Councilman, Brad Lander, 

 

I thank you for the opportunity to testify here today against the re-zoning proposal before you on 

41 Summit Street.  

Before beginning, I must say, on the advice of Parks council, that I am a Parks employee. 

However, I am here on my own personal time.Everything I say is my own personal opinion and 

does no reflect the policies or the official positions of the Parks Department. 

I actually work for Parks GreenThumb as an Outreach Coordinator for Central Brooklyn. Just 

last night, I was at a Community Board meeting speaking about the vital importance of 

community gardens. I need your help to protect the Backyard Garden. 

 

I'm here today not as a city employee, but as a 25-year resident of Carroll Street and as the 

original founder and member of the Backyard Garden. Both these cases are affected by the 

shadow that would be cast by the Summit Street proposed building(s). 

Carroll Street is a human scale neighborhood. The City Council affirmed this in your 2009 

resolution for the 86-block re-zoning of Carroll Gardens and the Columbia Street neighborhood. 

Carroll Street is special because it has one of the city's only double allays. A great display of 

double rows of Calery pear trees on both the right and left side of each sidewalk These allays 

would be cast in shadow, not only on Carroll Street, but also in nearby President Street, if you 

don't reject this proposal. The backyard of my neighbors would also be adversely affected. My 

own backyard, for example, contains a grape trellis, a kiwi trellis, a fig tree, a june berry tree, 

current bushes, raspberries, and choke berries. I also have an apple tree planted, in memory of 

my mother by two of her grandchildren. This, too would also be cast in shadow. 

 

I founded the Backyard over 25 tears ago. Its an island of tranquility to our neighbors.  By 

consensus agreement, we decided to place our food-producing area on the east side, the sunniest 

location. We had no idea that there would be a possible 7-9 story building next to us, replacing 

the existing 3-story building. From the developer's own EAS sun studies, our food-producing 

area, located on the garden's east side, is covered in shade: March 21, May 6, June 21, August 6, 

Sep 21 and Dec 21. There is NO sunlight on our food-producing areas, including our 'open-to- 

the-public' raspberry bush. The reduction of sunlight will effect our plant health as well as our 

membership. 

 

It's out of scale with the adjoining zoning areas of Community Board 6. It's killing a well used 

sun-resource. Paralleling the Majority Leader Cumbo's recent  opening remarks, 'it kills the soul 

of the neighborhood'. 

I urge you to please reject this rezoning proposal. 

 

Thank you. 

Eric Thomann 

Carroll Street and 

Founder of the Backyard Garden. 

 



NYCC Subcommittee on Zoning re: 41 Summit  

 
Re : Application for Rezoning  
41 Summit St  
Brooklyn 11231 
Council District 39 
File # T2019-3976  
Application# C180294 
 
To :  
 

 Francisco Moya (Chair) 
 Carlina Rivera 
 Ritchie J. Torres 
 Costa Constantinides 
 Barry Grodenchik 
 Rory I. Lancman 
 Donovan J. Richards 
 Stephen T. Levin 
 Antonio Reynoso 

 
Dear Subcommittee of Zoning and Franchises Members, 
 
As a resident of Council District 39, I urge the committee to vote no on this R7A application.  
This area is a vital mixed-use neighborhood. We have many local jobs and services located here.  
As the applicant is not interested ( as per their testimony on 3/6/19) in any mixed use 
commercial/industrial, one endorsable option for residential rezoning would be a neighborhood 
contextually appropriate,  R6b. 
 
Thank you for your service on this committee and taking into account the voices of the citizens of 
this great city.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Michelle Ocampo  
 
 
CC: Brad Lander 

 

  

https://council.nyc.gov/francisco-moya
https://council.nyc.gov/carlina-rivera
https://council.nyc.gov/ritchie-torres
https://council.nyc.gov/costa-constantinides
https://council.nyc.gov/barry-grodenchik
https://council.nyc.gov/rory-lancman
https://council.nyc.gov/donovan-richards
https://council.nyc.gov/stephen-levin
https://council.nyc.gov/antonio-reynoso


opposition to 41 Summit rezoning 
 

Dear City Council Members, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer testimony in opposition to the proposed 

rezoning at 41 Summit St. I urge you to reject this proposal. 

 

I’m an artist, and also have an arts administration job so I can afford the 
cost of living in this city. I live on Carroll St, exactly north of 41 Summit St, 
in the middle of the block. I am also a renter. Many of my neighbors are 
renters too. Some own the buildings where they live and rent to other 
neighbors. My neighbors are other artists, musicians, writers, teachers, 
small business owners, contractors, gardeners, career civil servants, social 
service workers, hairdressers, non-profit workers, retired people. We are 
mainly middle class and working class and creative class. We are very 
fortunate to live in a relatively affordable, mixed income neighborhood, but 
one inching up in cost. Could we use more diversity in our community? Of 
course we could. But 41 Summit will likely have the opposite effect. It’s not 
required to have any affordable units and the developer has expressed no 
wish to offer them voluntarily. Instead it will only bring market rate 
apartments that neither I nor most of my neighbors could ever afford, 
wrapped in the vague possibility of a few affordable units at adjacent lots 
(75 & 79 Hamilton Av), if only two different property owners decide to 
develop their lots together.  
  
What happens then to the limited housing here that is already affordable, 
where people are already living? Right now, I am one of the lucky residents 
of this city that pays reasonable rent, rent well below what passes for 
market rate these days. It’s the only reason I can afford to live here. What 
will happen to my rent, and the rent of my neighbors when these new 
market-rate apartments at 41 Summit with no affordable units come on the 
market? Our neighborhood will be seen as profitable and more expensive 
apartments and condos will start showing up. What will happen is what has 
been happening all over this city for decades: everyone’s rent will go up. 
Buildings will probably be sold since owner would stand to make more 
money as their property values and costs increase. We’ll be pushed out, 
have to move, and in turn end up pushing others out. That’s affordable 
housing lost, with none gained. 
   



If this rezoning passes, it will send a signal to other developers that they 
can cash in here without providing any public benefits. There are plenty of 
manufacturing lots—in my neighborhood and in others around the city—just 
waiting to be rezoned and developed into luxury buildings with zero public 
benefits. The City will have said that’s okay—that it’s fine to undermine 
neighborhoods and their existing communities, that they don’t need to 
guarantee any affordable housing in their plans as long as there is a 
theoretical possibility it may one day happen. Instead, the City Council 
could send a signal that any upzoning and subsequent redevelopment 
must include guaranteed affordable housing in the rezoning proposal and 
must respect the existing community. This would keep neighborhoods 
affordable for both current and new residents. I urge you to reject the 
current rezoning proposal for 41 Summit St. 
 
Thank you, 
Katarina Jerinic 
20 Carroll St 
Brooklyn, NY 11231 
 

  



41 Summit Rezoning: Development Analysis 

 

TO: NYC City Council, Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises 
 
My name is Andrew Bradfield. I appeared at the Subcommittee hearing on March 6 in 
opposition to the proposed R6A rezoning by the 41 Summit Street applicant. I am a part-owner 
of 22 Carroll Street, a property which abuts the area proposed for rezoning. 
 
My profession is real estate development. My company has developed 15 projects in 
Manhattan and Brooklyn over the past 18 years, two of which were developed with an 
inclusionary housing component (one with 11 affordable units and one with 14 affordable 
units). I am intimately familiar with the ins and outs of obtaining HPD approvals and working 
with HPD on an ongoing basis for an operating building. Based on my experience underwriting 
potential developments and my experience working with HPD, I would like to caution against 
any expectation that affordable housing will be developed on these rezoned lots (regardless of 
whether the rezoning is R6A or R6B). 
 
No Realistic Chance of Joint Development: Lot 1 (Chase Bank) and Lot 3 
As I mentioned in my brief comments, Lot 1 (currently occupied by a Chase Bank branch), is 
owned by Chase Bank, the largest bank in the United States. They have a thriving branch that 
has been open since at least 2007 (when my group acquired 22 Carroll Street). The prospect 
that this large company will take any action in the near term that might disrupt its existing 
operations seems extremely unlikely. 
 
The owner of Lot 3, on the other hand, has been an active participant in the process, appearing 
at numerous ULURP-related hearings. This owner clearly intends on developing or selling their 
property once any rezoning is approved. 
 
Development of Lot 3 
Lot 3 is a ~1,842 square foot lot. I believe it is a highly viable development site as an 
independent lot. Under an R6A mandatory inclusionary housing rezoning, this property could 
be developed with an FAR of 2.6 or 4,789 zoning square feet. This site is a perfect candidate for 
development as a 1- or 2-family residence to benefit from the low property tax rate for these 
property types. No elevator would be required, providing meaningful construction savings, and 
all of the available zoning floor area could be used. There could be tall ceilings to make a “tall” 
4-story building and take advantage of water views. Most importantly, this development will be 
insulated from the high post-construction taxes that multifamily development is normally 
subject to (i.e. multifamily buildings without 421-a). 
 
In short, I have no doubt that this property will be developed in short-order after a rezoning 
because of the viable characteristics just mentioned. 
 
Development of Lot 1 



I’ve been told that the Chase branch is thriving and that Chase executives have no intention of 
changing its operations. That is hearsay and is obviously subject to change. But even accepting 
that there is some possibility of a sale by Chase at a future time, it seems impossible that the 
time of such sale would allow for joint development with Lot 3. 
 
Based on an analysis with my code consultant, the future developer of Lot 1 on its own (lot size 
= ~6,135 sq ft) will have three options: 
 
Lot 1 - Option 1: Develop a building with inclusionary housing at an overall FAR of 3.6 for total 
square footage of approximately 22,086. This development would have somewhere between 
20-30 total units of which around 30% would be affordable (6-9 units). 
 
Lot 1 – Option 2: Develop a building with no affordable housing and contribute to the HPD 
Affordable Housing Fund. The dollar amount per square foot for Community Board 6 is $660/sq 
ft (2018-2019 number). This is multiplied by the mean amount of affordable housing that would 
have been required (around 30% or 6,625 square feet) for a payment of $4,372,500. It is 
unlikely that this approach will make sense compared to the other two options. 
 
Lot 1 – Option 3: Develop a building with no affordable housing that (a) takes advantage of the 
C2-4 overlay, which allows for up to 2.0 FAR of commercial, and (b) caps its residential square 
footage below 12,500 square feet. This would allow the developer to build to an overall total 
FAR of 3.0 (the max overall FAR allowed in R6A in a building with no inclusionary housing) as a 
100% market-rate building.  
 
Option 3 seems to be the overwhelming likely approach for developing this lot, for several 
reasons: 
 

1. The location has already demonstrated its viability for a retail use (Chase, Tesla across 

the street). The rent for retail ground floor space is without question superior to a 

residential use in this location. The developer could build a retail space of around 6,000 

square feet (ground floor plus a portion of the 2nd floor or mezzanine). This would leave 

over 2.0 FAR which could be used for 100% market-rate residential, or 12,270 square 

feet (i.e. below the mandatory inclusionary housing threshold). This would result in a 

18,405 square foot building that is 100% market-rate. 

 
2. Under the Option 1 inclusionary housing building, the developer would have about 30% 

of its floor area that is producing de minimis income. That is equivalent to about 1.08 

FAR of square footage that isn’t covering its costs to build and operate. This compares 

much less favorably to Option 3 — simply foregoing the .6 inclusionary housing FAR 

bonus (especially because the developer would save on construction costs by not having 

to build the additional ~3,681 square feet required to get that bonus). 

 
3. Option 3 avoids the substantial legal fees and delays related to an HPD application and 

ongoing HPD regulation. It is well-known that HPD does not have the bandwidth to 

process low-bulk, low-priority projects in a timely way. 



 
Summary: Option 3 provides a less expensive to build, 100% market-rate building comprising 
18,405 zoning square feet, compared to Option 1, which provides for a 22,086 square foot 
building with more construction costs, of which only 15,460 square feet is market-rate.  
 
I would be happy to discuss my analysis in more detail if desired. 
 
In closing, I’d like to mention that I am a huge supporter of Inclusionary Housing. I believe it is 
an essential tool for allowing our city to thrive over the long term. I’m proud that two of my 
developments have contributed permanently affordable housing to the city. However, I also 
believe the reality is that small sites like these are simply not viable as inclusionary housing 
projects. There are too many logistical hurdles to amortize across a small project. Hopefully that 
friction will change in the future. But affordable housing is even more challenged in this 
location because the lots in question all appear to work better financially as developments 
without inclusionary housing. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Bradfield 
 










































































































































































































