17 W. 70 Street

Alan D. Sugarman A ,
) Suite 4
Attorney At Law New York, NY 10023 .
212-873-1371

mobie 917-208-1516 -
fax 212-202-3524
sugarman{@sugarlaw.com

September 1, 2006

Meenakshi Srinivasan

Chair

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
4() Rector Street

9" Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

(212) 788-8769 (Fax)

Re: . Freedom ofInfofmatidn Request
Shearith Israel Project at 8 West 70" Street, New York, New York

Dear Chair Srinivasan:

Reference 1s made to the fn_ixed use tower that has been proposed by the Congregation
Shearith Israel (the “applicant”) at 8 West 70™ Street, New York, New York. As you

might note, I live across the street from the proposed project.
In a separate letter today, I filed a Freedom of Information request.

I now have another request to make of the BSA: n prior proceedings involving this
applicant, the flow and distribution of information has been extremely inefficient and has
in some way prevented the public from reviewing the information prior to meeting and

hearings.

For example, at a Community Board committee meeting, the applicant presented a
lengthy PowerPoint presentation, but, the applicant refused to make it available to the
community (and indeed to the Community Board). At the last LPC meeting on March
14, 2006, the applicant filed new drawings, and opponents to the project did not obtain
copies until a week after the meeting and after approval of the project.

What I am requesting is that the BSA require that the applicant provide its Draft
Application and Application in electronic form such as Acrobat PDF format and
PowerPoint. I note that the LPC has, after the fact, asked that this applicant provide
material on a CD-ROM (see attached letter from the LPC.) I note that the CB-7 has
posted applications with drawings etc. in Acrobat PDF format. Obviously, all of the
information provided is generated electronically and plans and drawings may easily be
exported to Acrobat PDF. Indeed, in the federal courts, all filings now must be made in

Acrobat PDF form_
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In any event, it would be of no significant burden or cost to the applicant were the BSA
to ask in this significant matter that this information be provided in digital format -
indeed, this could even save money for the applicant if multiple copies of filings are not

required.

This will make entire approval process more transparent, more efficient and more
democratic, and will reduce suspicion on the part of the public. This is very much in
accord with the policies being pushed by the Bloomberg administration.

It is inevitable that future regulations will require that this information be provided in
electronic form —~ why not start now and start with this project?

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Qe D fogo

Alan D. Sugarman
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THE NEW YORX CITY LANDMARKS PRESERVATION CONIMISSION
1 CENTRE STREET 9TH FLCOR NORTH NEW YORK. NY 10007

TEL: 2126697700 FAX: 212 66%-7780

March 14, 2006

ISSUED TO:

Dr. Alan Singer
Congregation Shearith Israel
B West 70th Strest

New York, NY 10023

Re: STATUS UPDATE LETTER
LPC-032628 -
SUL 06-6545
8 WEST 70TH STREET
CONGREGATION SHEARITH ISRAE]L SYNAGOGUE
INDIVIDUAL LANDMARK
Borough of Manhattan
Block/Lot:  1122/36

This letter is to inform you that at the Public Meeting of March 14, 2006, following the Public Hearing of
November 26, 2002, and the Public Mestings of November 26, 2002, February 11, 2003, July 1, 2003, December 9,
2003, July 19, 2005. and January 17, 2006, the Landmarks Preservation Commission voted to approve a proposal to
demolish the existing cornmunity house and construct 2 new 8-story-plus-penthouse building at the subject

premises.

No work can begin until 2 Certificate of Appropriateness has been issued. Upon receipt, review and approval of
a reduced set of the presentation rnaterials,  CD-ROM of the presentation materials, and two signed and sealed
sets of the Department of Buildings filing drawipgaQowing the approved design, a Certificate of

Appropriateness will be issued.

Please not 1 drawings, including amendments wilch ate to be filed at the Department of Buildings, must be
approved Preservation Commission. TWank you for your cooperation.

COMPUTER-GENERATED COPY

Meisha Hunter

Please Note: THIS IS OT A PERMIT

ce:  C.Kane Levy; S. Friedman, Esq.; Platt Byard Dovell and White,
Architects






BOARD OF STANDARDS AND APPEALS
40 Rector Street, 9™ Floor

New York, New York 10006-1705

Phone: (212) 788-8500

www.nve.gov/bsa

MEENAKSH! SRINIVASAN

Chairperson/Commissioner

September 12, 2006

Alan D. Sugarman
17 W 70" Street, Suite 4
New York, New York 10023

Dear Mr. Sugarman:

We are in receipt of your two letters dated September 1, 2006. The first letter
requests copies of all documents and other records that relate to a proposed
_variance for Shearith Isreal, located at 8 West 70" Street. To date, the Board
has not had any pre-application meetings on this case or received any pre-
application materials or correspondence. Your second letter asks that we direct
the applicant to provide draft application material and the application in an
electronic format. Please note that the Board requires the applicant, once the
application has been filed and is in the public hearing process, to provide copies
of the appiication, amendments and supporting material to interested parties.
However, the Board does not require electronic filings and copies.

Piease contact me at 212-788-8805 if you have additional questions.

le,
- Jeff Mulligan
_Executive Director



Alan D. Sugarman 17 W. 70 Street
Suire 4

Attomey At Law S ' New York, NY 10023
- 212-873-1371

mobile 917-208-1516

fax 212-202-3524

sugarman@sugarlaw.com

September 1, 2006

Meenakshi Srinivasan

Chair

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street

9™ Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

(212) 788-8769 (Fax)

Re:  Freedom of Information Request
Shearith Israel Project at 8 West 70" Street, New York, New York

Dear Chair Srinivasan:

Reference is made to the mixed use tower that has been proposed by the Congregation
Shearith Israel (the “applicant™) at 8 West 70" Street, New York, New York. As you
might note, I live across the street from the proposed project.

On March 14, 2006, the New York City Landmarks Commission approved this project,
over the opposition of the community. Because the project is not in conformance with
zoning requirements, we understand that the Congregation will require a variance from

the BSA.

It appears that substantially all of the non-conforming parts of the project relate to the
income generating condominiums on the upper floors of the project. It also appears that
* the Congregation intends to use a subbasement as a Banquet Hall which will impact the
character of the neighborhood and that it is the practice of the Congregation to rent its
“facilities to third parties to generate income. Part of the extension of the project into the
lot appears to relate to this Banquet Hall and will require a variance.

We understand that the BSA has a procedure for a pre-application meetings and for draft
applications.

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Law, we hereby request that the BSA provide
copies of all documents and other records that relate to this project including without

limitation:
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o Correspondence with the applicant, member of the applicant, its attorneys,
architects, and consultants, and other agencies with respect to the project in
possession of the BSA.

e Any requests or discussions concerning a pre-application meeting.

e Any pre-application or application or draft thereof or documents relating thereto
from the applicant

e Any comments provided by the BSA and it staff to the applicant.

s Minutes and notes of any meeting with applicant or its attorneys, architects, and

—~ - S U N S ) P
consultants P\'.d'tculuué to the project.

e Any discussions or comments with the applicant or its attorneys, architects, and
consultants, pertaining generally to zoning height waivers for not-for-profits
where the waiver is requested to construct income generating property unrelated
to the purpose of the not-for-profit.

e - Any applicant financial information that supports a request by the applicant that
waiver of the zoning laws is required in order to provide financial support for the

applicant.

e Any professional comprehensive (or even cursory) studies of the shadows cast by
the proposed building and the impact on the community.

This is a continuing request, and applies to records generated after the date of this
request.

Sincerely, :

[l 2 e

Alan D. Sugarman



Alan D. Sugarman 17 W. 70 Street
Suite 4

Attorney At Law New York, NY 10023

212-873-1371-.
mobie 917-208-1516 -

fax 212-202-3524
sugarman{@sugarlaw.com

September 1, 2006

Meenakshi Srinivasan

Chair

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street

9™ Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

(212) 788-8769 (Fax)

Re:  Freedom of Information Request
Shearith Israel Project at 8 West 70™ Street, New York, New York

Dear Chair Srinivasan:

Reference is made to the mixed use tower that has been proposed by the Congregation
Shearith Israel (the “applicant”) at 8 West 70™ Street, New York, New York. As you
might note, I live across the street from the proposed project.

In a separate letter today, I filed a Freedom of Information request.

I now have another request to make of the BSA: n prior proceedings involving this
applicant, the flow and distribution of information has been extremely inefficient and has
in some way prevented the public from reviewing the information prior to meeting and

hearings.

For example, at a Community Board committee meeting, the applicant presented a
lengthy PowerPoint presentation, but, the applicant refused to make it available to the
community (and indeed io the Community Board). At the last LPC meeting on March
14, 2006, the applicant filed new drawings, and opponents to the project did not obtain
copies until a week after the meeting and after approval of the project.

What I am requesting is that the BSA require that the applicant provide its Draft
Application and Application in electronic form such as Acrobat PDF format and
PowerPoint. I note that the LPC has, after the fact, asked that this applicant provide
material on a CD-ROM (see attached letter from the LPC.) I note that the CB-7 has
posted applications with drawings etc. in Acrobat PDF format. Obviously, all of the
information provided is generated electronically and plans and drawings may easily be
exported to Acrobat PDF. Indeed, in the federal courts, all filings now must be made in

Acrobat PDF form.
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In any event, it would be of no significant burden or cost to the applicant were the BSA
to ask in this significant matter that this information be provided in digital format —
indeed, this could even save money for the applicant if multiple copies of filings are not
required.

This will make entire approval process more transparent, more efficient and more
democratic, and will reduce suspicion on the part of the public. This is very much in

accord with the policies being pushed by the Bloomberg administration.

It is inevitable that future regulations will require that this information be provided in
electronic form — why not start now and start with this project?

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

(e P g

Alan D. Sugarman



| CENTRE STREET 9TH FLOOR NORYH NEW YORK, NY 10007
TEL: 212 669-7700 FAX: 212 669-7780

L o, JHE NEW YORK CITY LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMIMISSION

March 14, 2066

ISSUED TO:

Dr. Alan Singer
Congregation Shearith Israel
8 West 70th Street

New York, NY 10023

Re: STATUS UPDATE LETTER
LPC - 032628
SUL 06-6545
8 WEST 70TH STREET
CONGREGATION SHEARITH ISRAFL SYNAGOGUE
INDIVIDUAL LANDMARXK
Borough of Manhattan
Block/Lot: 1122/36

This letter is to inform you that at the Public Meeting of March 14, 2006, foliowing the Public Hearing of
November 26, 2002, and the Public Meetings of November 26, 2002, February 11, 2003, July 1, 2003, December 9,
2003, July 19, 2005, and January 17, 2006, the Landmarks Preservation Commission voted to approve a proposal to
demolish the existing commumty house and construct a new 8-story-pius-penthouse building at the subject
premises.

No work can begin until a Certificate of Appropriateness has been issucd. Upon receipt, review and approval of
a reduced set of the presentation materials, a CD-ROM of the presentation materials, and two signed and sealed
sets of the Department of Buildings filing drawingJukowing the approved design, a Certificate of
Appropriateness will be issued. :

Please not, 1 drawings, including amendments wilkch ate to be filed at the Department of Buildings, must be
approved Preservation Comrnission. TYank you for your cooperation.

COMPUTERGENERATED Copy

Meisha Hunter

Please Note: THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

cc:  C. Kane Levy; S. Friedman, Esq.; Platt Byard Dovell and White,
Architects
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Board of Standards and Appeals

40 Rector Street, 9™ Floor + New York, NY 10006-1705 t'l'el. {212} 788-8500 « Fax (212) 7848-8769
Website @ www.nyc.govlbsa

November 14, 2006

MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN

Chair/Commissioner

VIA FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Alan D. Sugarman, Esq.
17 W. 70™ Street
New York, NY 10023

Re: FOIL request i!
Dear Mr. Sugarman: &

This letter is the response to your September 1, 2006 request made under the State
Freedom of Information Law (*FOIL™). In this letter, you asked for various materials
related to the potential Shearith Israel project at 8 West 70" Street, Manhattan (the
“Project”). As noted in my September 12, 2006 reply to you, the Board did not have
any materials responsive to the request at that time. However, a pre-application meeting
was subsequently held.

Accordingly, please find documents responsive to your FOIL request. Please be
advised that other materials have been withheld from disclosure because they are subject
to attorney/client privilege or attorney work product privilege, or because they are
exempt under FOIL § 87(2). B

Should any other materials be received by the Board prior to a formal application,
the Board will consider such materials and determine whether they must be disclosed
pursuant to your request. However, if the Project is formally filed, all submitted
materials will be a matter of public record, and will be available for your review at the
Board’s offices if they are not submitted directly to you by the applicant.

Sincezely,

Executive Director/FOIL Officer

Enc.
c: John Reisinger, Counsel/FOIL Appeals Officer
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BSA - MEETING RECORD - ‘ |
W’[ Lovs Cuiinior—
Date of the Meeting: (// 9“/__‘200 & | Time of the Meeting: [ 20 4.7
Topic of the Meeting: l I
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The purpose of the abeve referenced meeting is purely informational. The applicant(s)

e g

acknowledges that the views expressed at this meeting arethose of individual commissioners
and not the Boardiof Standards and Appeals: The applicant(s) further ackncwledges that
any discussions at this meeting are unofficial and have no bearing on the ontcome of any

proposed application to the Board of Standards and Appeals.
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Anita Lew

53121245134+46890

4./

Subject:

Start;
End:

Recurrence:
Meeting Status:

Required Attendees:

Meeting - November 8th (Wednesday) at 11:30 a.m., with Ms. Cusinier,

Meeting with Lari Cusinier

Wed 11/8/20086 11:30 AM
Wed 11/8/2006 12:00 PM

{none)
Meeting organizer

John Reisinger; Jed Weiss

Re: 10 West 70th Street, Manhattan
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FRIEDMAN & GOTBAUM LLP

5468 BROADWAY SUITE 505
NEW YORK NEW YORX 10012
TEt 212.925.4545

November 3, 2006 @

Re:  Congregation Shearith Israel (“CSI”)
10 West 70" Street, Manhattan

Dear Madam Chair:

Enclosed pl ease find three (3) revised sets of proposed and as of right plans in connection

- with CSI’s potential development project at the above noted site. We look forward to meeting

with the Board on Wednesday, November 8 at 1 1:30AM to discuss this preject. Thank you for
your cooperation.

Very tpuly, yours,

Lori G. Cuistinier

enc. (3)

fAX 212.925.5199 ) T
ZONING@ FRIGOT.COM S \(ﬁ\

BY MESSENGER %—‘\
The Hon. Meenakshi Srinivasan

Chair

NYC Board of Standards & Appeals

40 Rector Street, 9" Floor ‘

New York, NY 10006

B/
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FRIEDMAN & GOTBAUM LLP

7 568 BROADWAY SUITE 505
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10012
TEL 212.925.4545

FaAX 212.925.5199
ZONING@ FRIGOT.COM

October 13, 2006

BY MESSENGER

The Hon. Meenakshi Srinivasan

Chair

NYC Board of Standards & Appeals
- 40 Rector Street, 9" Floor

New York, NY 10006

712124513 4+456%90

Re:  Congregation Shearith Israel (“CSI™)

10 West 70" Street. Manhattan

Dear Madam Chair:

We are special land-use counsel to the owner of the above-referenced site, which is being
developed as a mixed-use building with community facility/educational use at the lower levels
and residential use at the upper levels. The western portion of the site is located in an R8B
zoning district and the eastern portion is located in an RIGA zoning district. CSI may require
bulk variances from the BSA to construct the new development. Attendees at the prospective

BSA meeting will inctude the following:

Ray Dovell Architect

Jack Freeman Financial Analyst
Shelly Friedman Counsel

Lori Cuisinier Counsel

We look forward to meeting with the Board on Wednesday, November 8 at 11:30AM to

discuss this project. Thank you for your cooperation.

¢1. Cuistnier

57

ey

- ¢






Alan D. Sugarman : 17 W. 70 Steeet

Sutte 4
Attorney At Law New York, NY 10023

212-873-1371

mobile 917-208-1516

fax 212-202-3524
sugarman(@sugarlaw.com

November 20, 2006
Via Facsimile 212-788-8769

Jeff Mulligan

Executive Director

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street 9™ Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

(212) 788-8769 (Fax)

Re: Shearith Israel Project at 10 West 70% Street, New York, New York

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Thank you very much for providing to me on November 14, 2006 a response to my
Freedom of Information request of September 1, 2006.

However, I do note that a meeting was held with the prospective applicant on November
8, 2006, and the meeting was scheduled weeks in advance as reflected by a letter of
October 13, 2006 from the applicant to the BSA. Had my FOIL request been responded
to in a timely manner on October 13, 2006, I would have been able to attend the
November § meeting. '

The meeting record provided to me shows that the ex parte private meeting included a
BSA commissioner. I question the propriety of such a meeting. The fact that an
application had not yet been submitted to the BSA does not make acceptable an ex parte
meeting with a prospective applicant.

In your response, you did not include any notes as to the discussions during that meeting
— the meeting record merely lists the attendees. I hereby request that all notes of the
meeting be provided — I can see no basis for denying access to those notes. If redaction
of internal thoughts is required, then that will be your choice.

The prior history of the applicant before the Landmarks Preservation Commission and
Community Board reflects wanton ex parte contacts and irregular meetings together with
the withholding of information from members of the public. 1 say this to explain to you
the sensitivities and to explain why we feel a need to be explicit in our requests.

As an example, you provided for me a set of drawings -- “March 14, 2006 — Amended
Application” -- which appear to be the drawings submitted by the applicant to the LPC



Alan D. Sugarman to BSA
November 20, 2006
Page 2 of 3

for a March 14, 2006 meeting. The LPC posted this “meeting” on its calendar only 1
business day earlier. No copies of these new materials were made available to the public
until after the close of the LPC meeting. Moreover, these materials contained new
information. Also,new testimony by the applicant was considered by the LPC, turning
the meeting improperly into a hearing.! The LPC then approved the project, without
providing the public an opportunity to respond to the new material.

We are looking forward to greater transparency and regularity in the BSA proceedings.

We will be requesting a meeting in the near future with the staff of the BSA (but not with
any Commissioner) to address certain issues. But, first, we would like to know the nature
of the November 8, 2006 discussion and to receive a description of representations made
by the prospective applicant at the meeting.

We would like to discuss topics such as:

e The testimony by the prospective applicant before the LPC that the condominium
floors were an “economic engine” for the congregation.

o The prospective applicant’s non-use of current facilities including the building
being demolished which is rented to an independent day school for substantial
sums and the upper floors of the parsonage being rented to a private individual for
$19,000 a month.

e The prospective applicant’s description of the subbasement as a banquet room in
earlier drawings submitted to the LPC and the impact of a banquet room catering
facility on the character of the neighborhood and traffic on a narrow street, as is
already evidenced by daily congestion caused by the 100 plus students in the day
school.

e The fact that the variance needed by the applicant is almost solely for non-
religious purposes — i.e. the variances are required primarily tc allow construction

of the private condominiums or of the banquet hall.

Thank you for your assistance in permitting the record to be fully developed in this
proceeding.

Sincerely,

(P g

Alan D. Sugarman

! Please note the absence of shadow studies. Please also note the perspective composites and in particular
views 3 and 4 in which the top of the proposed building is not shown.
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www.protectwest70.org



40 Recror Streer, 9™ Floor » New York, NY 100061705 « Tel. (212) 788-8500 « Fax (212) 71B8-8769
Website @ www.nyc.govlbsa

MEENAKSH! SRINIVASAN
Chatr/Commissioner November 27, 2006

Alan D. Sugarman, Esq.
17 W. 70™ Street
New York, NY 10023

VIA FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

‘Re:  FOIL request
Dear Mr. Sugarman:

Jeff Mulligan has asked me to respond to your November 20, 2006 letter regarding
your previous FOIL request.

You request in your letter that the Board provide any notes of the meeting held on
November 8, 2006. As explained in Mr. Mulligan’s November 14, 2006 letter to you, ;
hand-written notes were not disclosed because they are subject to attorney/client privilege ,
ot attorney work product privilege, or because they are exempt under FOIL § 87(2).
Accordingly, your request for notes is denied. Please be advised that no other materials
responsive to your request exist.

As to the Board’s pre-application meetings in general, please review the enclosed
description of this process. You may avail yourself of the procedure as well. Please :
contact Mr. Mulligan if you want to schedule a meeting, , . F

You should understand that the Board takes the public hearing process very
seriously. Any individual with standing may testify and make submissions. Further, all
materials submitted into the record are made available for timely review. If you would like s
to know more about the Board’s hearing process, you may review our Rules of Pracnce and
Procedure, available on our web-site.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 212-788-0296,

Sincerel

J cn Reisinger
Counsel/FOIL Appeals

Encl.

¢: Jeff Mulligan, Executive Director



CITY OF NEW YORK
¢ % BOARD OF STANDARDS AND APPEALS
{3 40 Rector Street, 9 Floor
R New York, New York 10006-1705
Phone: (212) 788-8500 Fax: (212) 788-8769
kup:/fwww.nyc.govhiml/bsa/

PROCEDURE FOR PRE-APPLICATION MEETINGS AND DRAFT APPLICATIONS

Pre-application Meetings are designed to facilitate discussion between potential applicants and
the BSA of development proposals that may require discretionary relief.

Such meetings are conducted on an informal basis, and have no bearing on the ultimate outcome
of the case if subsequently filed. Although the BSA greatly favors the use of the Pre-application
Meeting process, an application may be formally filed even though a meeting was not held.

Draft Applications, which are an adjunct to the Pre-application Meeting process, are submitted
for staff-level review prior to formal filing. This review is designed to reduce the number of
comments on the Notice of Objections, and to ensure that filed applications, which are later sent
to community boards, elected officials, and neighbors, have fewer deficiencies.

. This procedure statement: (1) sets forth the objectives of the Pre-application Meeting process; (2)
establishes when a meeting is appropriate; (3) recommends who should attend, as well as what
materials should be submitted in advan eén(fi))gieﬂy explains what occurs at the meetings; (5)
describes the Draft Application require +and (6) lists contact information for scheduling
and advice.

Objectives

The BSA historically has offered some form of pre-application meeting process to potential
applicants. However, many major cases have been filed without any pre-application review.
Somie of these cases have been poorly presented, and were deficient in both substance and form,
This causes unnecessarily protracted technical review and undue delay in calendaring.

When such cases come to public hearing, the Board often is compelled to remedy problems that
could have been easily avoided prior to filing. Additionally, the Board must guide the applicant
through the process of meeting the findings required for the grant, which usually necessitates
numerous continued hearings.

Through the Pre-application Meeting process, the BSA seeks to:

Facilitate a2 more efficient and expeditious technical and public review process;

Provide technical and procedural advice to both inexperienced and experienced applicants on
the formulation and execution of potential applications;

Provide substantive feedback on the merits of the proposal;

Ensure better quality of submissions, and reduce or eliminate the review of unnecessary or
poor quality submissions;

me nw




E Establish case-to-case consistency in materials submitted for review;

B Identify early in the process the need for additional analyses, technical data, modlﬁcatlons,
substantive discussion, and corrections; and

¥ Suggest alternative routes to achieve the desired outcome.

When a Pre-application Meeting iS' Abpropriate

The Board strongly encourages potential applicants to seek Pre-application Meetings for any of
the following types of proposals:

All use changes, including legalizations;

Significant bulk waivers;

Variance proposals based upon novel uniqueness/hardship claims;

Proposals in sensitive areas (areas under study or within proposed rezoning boundaries);
Potentially controversial proposals {projects that generate major environmental impacts or
projects with anticipated community opposition);

Projects that have funding deadlines, such as schools or low-income housing developments;
Projects that require coordinated review with the Department of City Planning or other City
agencies;

All new City projects;

Major special permit applications; and

Major amendments to existing grants.

Applications for the above types of proposals that are filed in the absence of a Pre-application
Meeting will likely require more staff-level examination and more Board deliberation during
public hearing. Consequently. they are less likely to be expeditiously calendared and decided
than applications preceded by a meeting. Applicants should advise their clients accordingly.

mEN WE ERuNEN

If desired by the potential applicant, Pre-application Meetings may be conducted at the staff level
for minor, routine applications on the Special Order Calendar, many special permit applications
on the BZ Calendar, and for questions on technical or procedural issues. Pre-application
meetings on appeals cases, except for General City Law or Multiple Dwelling Law matters, are
generally not permitted. Applicants who are uncertain as to whether a Pre-application Meeting is
appropriate may contact the Board’s Executive Director or General Counsel to discuss the
proposal.

Attendees

The potential applicant should bring those members of the development team necessary to
provide an understanding of the proposal and to answer any foreseeable questions or concerns
that may arise. Typically, this means the architect, the client or owner, and, depending on the
type of application, the financial and/or environmental consultants.

However, an applicant may reasonably determine that the presence of the architect, client or
consultant is not necessary for certain proposals that are in the formative stages. Again,
applicants may contact the Executive Director or General Counsel for guidance in particular
situations.




Advance Subnussions

Potential applicants should generally submit the following materials at least one week in advance
of the scheduled meeting:

¥ A letter outlining the development proposal, the requested relief, and the rationale for any
~ required findings;

B Zoning calculations that show the proposed waivers;

E Drawings that illustrate the proposed waivers; and

® Zoning and Sanborn maps highlighting the location of the subject parcel.

On an optional basis, certain other items, such as detailed land use maps, photographs,
preliminary feasibility studies, engineering and/or environmental reports, or relevant Board or
court cases, may also be submitted. Alternatively, applicants may present such materials,
especially if voluminous, at the meeting. Occasionally, such materials will be requested by the
BSA if the need for them is apparent after review of the initial submission.

Appilicants should direct three copies of all submissions to the attention of the Chair or Executive
Director.

Meeting Process

Potential applicants are expected to provide a description of the proposal, the premises and its
location, and the requested waivers. Clients often provide an initia! statement as well,
Architects or financial tonsultants may then elaborate on the proposal or explain submitted
materials. .

Applicants should anticipate questions as to the merits of the proposal, and suggestions on both
substantive and procedural issues. If, at the conclusion of the meeting, significant outstanding
issues remain, applicants may be advised to schedule a second meeting, or to submit a Draft
Application.

Draft Applications

Applicants who use the Pre-application Meeting process and then submit Draft Applications can
reasonably anticipate that their formally filed cases may take less time to be reviewed and
calendared than cases filed without any prior examination.

Complete Draft Applications should include the following materials: an application form, a
proposed list of objections, a Statement of Facts and Findings, a zoning analysis, a full set of
drawings, photographs, and a financial feasibility study and Environmental Assessment
Statement (if either is required).

Draft Applications should be directed to the attention of the Deputy Director. Upon review of
the application, the Deputy may recommend substantive changes or technical corrections,
request additional information, and/or offer advice on filing procedures.

ToTTm




Contact Information

Please contact Anita Lew at (212) 788-8773 to schedule a meeting
to the attention of the Chair or the Executive Director.

For questions, please contact:
¥ Pat Pacifico, Executive Director, (212) 788-8805;

® Roy Starrin, Deputy Director, (212) 788-8797; or
E John Reisinger, General Counsel, (212) 788-0296.

. Materials may be submitted

e







Alan D. Sugarman 17 W. 70 Street

Suite 4
Attorney At Law New York, NY 10023

212-873-1371

mobile 917-208-1516

fax 212-202-3524
sugarman@sugarlaw.com

December 18, 2006
Via Facsimile 212-788-8769

John Reisenger

- Counsel/FOIL Appeals Officer

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street 9" Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

Re:  FOIL Request - Shearith Israel Project at 10 West 70® Street, New York, New
York

Dear Mr. Reisenger:

I have received your letter of November 27, 2006 appearing to further deny my FOIL
request. Am [ correct in assuming that since you are the FOIL Appeals Officer, that your
letter was deemed to be a denial of my appeal so that I may then initiate an Article 78
proceeding? In any event, please consider this letter to be an appeal or further appeal as
the case may be.

I do have a couple of comments as to your letter.

Concerning a meeting with the BSA, I might wish to have a meeting, but, only with staff
members. Were I to meet with a Commissioner, I would not wish to risk conceding my
approval of ex parte meetings with Shearith Israel.

Prior to a meeting with staff, first, I want to know what occurred in the meeting with
Shearith Israel. That is the simple reason for my FOIL request.

Next, you claim that the hand-written notes, which you admit exist, were not provided
because you claim they are subject to attorney/client privilege or attorney work product
privilege. Notes referring to the content of communications between the BSA staff and

board to Shearith Israel are not privileged. There are innumerable court decisions on the

issue of notes of meeting which do not support your position at all and I would be quite
happy to litigate his issue. |

You also provide a kitchen sink defense that the documents are exempt under FOIL 87.2.
This provision states:
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2. Each agency shall, in accordance with its published rules, make available for public
inspection and copying all records, except that such agency may deny access to records or
portions thereof that:

(a) are specifically exempted from disclosure by state or federal statute;

(b) if disclosed would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy under the
provisions of subdivision two of section eighty-nine of this article;

{c} if disclosed would impair present or imminent contract awards or collective bargaining
negotiations;

(d) are trade secrets or are submitted to an agency by a commercial enterprise or derived
from information obtained from a commerciai enterprise and which if disciosed would cause
substantial injury to the competitive position of the subject enterprise;

(e) are compiled for law enforcement purposes and which, if disclosed, would:

i. interfere with law enforcement investigations or judicial proceedings;

ii. deprive a person of a right to a fair trial or impartial adjudication:;

iii. identify a confidential source or disclose confidential information relating to a criminal
investigation; or

iv. reveal criminal investigative techniques or procedures, except routine techniques and
procedures;

This exemption is not applicable to the substance of statements made by the respective
parties at this meeting. Again, I would be happy to litigate that.

So, if you are unwilling to go through the notes of the meeting made by of any and all the
BSA staff and commissioners at that meeting and merely redact internal thoughts, but,
importantly leave undisturbed all statements or summaries of statements made by anyone
at the meeting, then we will have to have this decided by a court.

So, please either provide me with this information, or, advise me that my appeal has been

denied so that I can go to court.

Sincerely,

(e D, g

Alan D. Sugarman
www.protectwest70.org



Alan D. Sugarman
Attorney At Law

" December 19, 2006
Via Facsimile 212-788-8769

Jeff Mulligan

Executive Director

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street 9% Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

John Reisenger

Counsel/FOIL Appeals Officer

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street 9" Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

Re:  Freedom of Information Law Requests

17 W. 70 Street

Suite 4

New Yorck, NY 10023
212-873-1371

mobile 917-208-1516

fax 212-202-3524
sugarman({@sugarlaw.com

Shearith Israel Project at 8,10, 12 West 70™ Street, New York, New York

Dear Mr. Mulligan and Mr. Reisenger:

Reference is made to my letters of September 1, 2006, November 20, 2006, and
December 18, 2006 concerning Freedom of Information Law Request made by me on

behalf of myself and certain residents in the relevant neighborhood.

These requests are all being resubmitted for all records that may have come into existence
subsequent to the intial requests ~ so as to avoid any claim that a FOIL request cannot be

made for subsequently created records.

Sincerely,

(e P o

Alan D. Sugarman









To John Reisenger
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Alan I3, Sugatman
Attorney At Law

March 16, 2007
Via Fax 212-925-5199

Lori G. Cuisinier

Sheltey Friedman

Friedman & Gotbaum, L1P
568 Broadway

Swte 505

New York, New York 10012

2007-03-16 16:18:15 (GMT}

212-202-3524 From: Alan Sugarman

TV 70 steeer

Suire 4

Now York, NY T
21287007

matnle 017-208-1516

Fan 212-2012-3524
sugirmn Cre ko com

Re: Congregation Shearith [srael Project at 8-12 West 70% Street, New York, New York

Dear Ms. Cuisimier:

I did not respond 1mmediately to your letter of January 12,

2007, because of some interverung

personal famnily issues. Flowever, you and your client have not been forgonen.

This letter clearly documents that it would be false for your firm or Congregation Shearith Isfael
("CSI™) to assert before the Community Board or the BSA that your firm and CSThave been
shanng information with the community concermng this matter. To the contrary, your firm and
CSI, working with city agencies, have basically said: if you want the information, expend the
funds and ime and effori to sue the city agencies 1o obtain the information. The fact that you wilt
release only your final official filing just days before a community board heanng without
providing the community with time to analyze the material and build community support is 100
little too late. For CSI to make afalse claim would also be inconsistent with the principles of

Halachic Law.

To summari ze the situation, on March 1, 2006, the Landmarks Preservation Commission
approved the project of CSI at 8- 12 West 70 Street, but it will not issue a Certificate of
Appropriateness until 1t has received construction drawings. The DOB cannot approve drawings
until the Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA™) approves a zoning vanance, because the
building height and depth violate the New York City Zoning Resolution. On September 1. 2006,
I filed a Freedom of Information Law request as to the CSI project with the BSA.
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Nearly two months later, the BSA
held an ex parte meeting with vour
firm and vour clients. Even though
the BSA was aware of my interestin
this matter and lived across the street
from the project, I was not notified of
this ex parte meeting. As shown , two
BSA commissioners were present at
this meenng.
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On November 14, 2000, afier this meening, the BSA provided me with cermain ministerial
documents including the agenda. One document, vour letter to Chair Snnimisan. showed that the

ex parte meeting had been set on October 13. 20068,

_[_ l FOitomaw a COToAaUMm LLP

e 13, 2004

DY MESYENGER
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Thus there was ample opporturuty to notify me and other commurty members of thus meeting.

However, the BSA refused 10 provide me with factual notes describing the meeting, on the
spurious grounds that the notes were covered by the attornev-client privilege, thereby 1imposing
on me the cost and expense of initiating a court action to force the BSA (and DOB - see below)

what it should have done as a matter of course.

[ also submitted a FOIL request to the Department of Buildings requesting documents relating to
the CSI project; simularly, a FOIL request was subrmutted to DOB by Landmarks West. The DOB

refused to provide documents based upon “security” grounds.

X [ Oua to the i1agedy, the recoms for the block and tol or address listed in your miguest sre
consldsred "sensiive”. 0 onder 1o obiain agensy clearance {o releass these records, please
forward a letter from the owner { managing agent (on recond) authorzing you to have access.

212-202-3524 From. Alan Sugarman
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Anticipating this, on Decernber 19, 2006, I requested to your firm that CSI as the owner provide
such a letter, and then, having received no response, I wrote a second lefer 10 you on January 2
2007 with the same request.

Even though I had sent you the statement from DOB that a letter from the owner was required to
release the DOB document, you disingenuously replied that you were “unaware of anv request”
I then pointed this out in my letter of January, 9, 2007. You then responded with your letter of
Tanuary 12, 2007,

As to CSI's continued collaboration with the Department of Buildings to thwart the transparency
of DOB’s processes and the public right to access public records, I enclose the statement by the
DOB that they will only provide CSI records if consented to-by CSI based upon the completelv
dubious grounds of 9/11 security concens. The fact that CSI will make some of these records

available ordy when it suits the purposes of CSI shows there are no security issues. Itis
somewhat arrogant of CSI to say that documents, clearty subject to FOIL releases, wall only be

made available when CSI so desires -this 1s a perversion of FOIL. So. let’s just hope that CSI
does not once again stand up in a public hearing and falsely claim how 1t has worked with

commumty groups and made information available to the public~ that would just be alie.

As to your statemnent that your firm routinely engages in cx parte meetings, with the BSA, you
state:

Becond, aml withodapect (o Your ayserion regarding an alteged Bex-purre pceting . wiith
Cormmissicner of the BSA & discuss.. how 10 pres=nT the application s0-98 to ghin ths BSA s waiver o
FONEE mi,uia:rw.,nf\; U BSA pmwdwcn fur pre- appiivation mectings wad stafl Jm.,..,‘wfy are bolh
posted on it wehsite, Our projuet 4 4'n s mecting on Noveenber 8, 2006 was cnm:]y withiy sl
mocedural BSA guidelings o5 posed. As spocifically mated on s webslte, these mestings are

veunducted on mn antosnal hasis, and hove no baaring na the oltimate oulcome of the csse 3F

subsequengly filed.”

Lsmight a0 thak s Fum 3 8dmitugiralive practice pelore he BYA has 1 Svery opde #nee the
Firms founding, begun with & pre-epplicetion maeting with the Chotr, Exocutive Dircotor and
WEINCYGE cl3t The Chatr a3Ks 10 atead the mocting. UK pre-aoniibalicn mealing regarging US1 was no
differcal than the doyens of other cases for whaoh such rroelings were rovtinely ssheduled,

Idraw little comfort that your firm and the BSA have normalized completely aberrant behavior
underrmrung basic concept of due process in administrative proceedings, thereby corrupting the
admirustrative process.

The procedural guidelines onty of the BSA do conrempiate meetings between applicants and the
staff, not applicants and the adjudicator, and it would be immaterial even if the regulations did

permit ex parte meeiings.
Section 1046 of New York City s Administrative Procedure Act flatly states:

No ex parte communications relating to other than ministerial matters
regarding a proceeding shall be received by a hearing officer, including
internal agency directives not published as rules.

212-202-3524 From: Alan Sugsarman
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Section 307 of the New York State Adrirustrative Procedure Act states:

2. Unless required for the disposition of ex parte matters authorized by
law, members or employees of an agency assigned to render a decision
or to make findings of fact and conclusions of law in an adjudicatory
proceeding shall not communicate, directly or indirectly, in connection with
any issue of fact, with any person or party, nor, in connection with any
issue of law, with any party or his representative, except upon notice and
opportunity for all parties to participate. Any such agency member (a) may
communicate with other members of the agency, and (b) may have the aid
and advice of agency staff other than staff which has been or is engaged -
in the investigative of prosecuting functions in connection with the case
under consideration or factually related case.

Here, CSI had already proceeded through years of hearings before the Landmarks Preservation
Comumussion, and CSI had filed information with the Department of Buldings. CSI has publicly
stated that its project will require a hearing and 2 zoning waiver from the Board of Standards and
Appeals. Moreover, BSA has a professional staff; therefore, there is no excuse for involving the
adjudicators in such pre-application meetings. And, even then, thereis no explanaton as to why
interested cormumunity groups were not advised of the meeting, and why no minutes or transcrnipt

was taken of the ex parte meeting.

Then, CSI contends thatitis appropriate to hold a private meeting with the Chair of the BSA to
discuss the upcoming adjudication of CSI's nghts, a private meeting where the public was not
immated and where no minutes were kept. The only justification provided by CSIas that everyone
does 1t. Again, one wonders whether Halachic Law would approve this approach.

In summary, 1 request that your firm and CS A not urter the false claim that CST has been
cooperating with community groups, unless stonewalling is considered to be cooperanon.

Sincerely,

iy %%a-m

Alan D Sugarman
P.S. Supporting Documents are posted at www protectwest70.org

cc: Office of the Mayor of the City of New York
Bersty Gotbaum, Public Advocarte of the City of New York
Gail Brewer, New York City Council Member
Hon. Scott Stringer Manhattan Borough President
Hon. Richard Gottfried State Assembly Member
Commussioner Patricia J. Lancaster, Department of Butldings
Commissioner Meenakshi Snivasan, BSA
Robert B. Tiemney. Landmarks Preservanion Commission
Hon. Sheldon I Fine, Chaur Manhattan Community Board 7
Kate Wood. Executive Director. Landmarks West






Alan D. Sugarman
Attorney At Law

April 10, 2007

The Honorable Meenakshi Srinivasan
Chair ,

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street - 9th Floor

New York, New York 10006

The Honorable Christopher Collins
Vice-Chair

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street - 9th Floor

New York, New York 10006

Re: BSA 74-07-BZ

Congregation Shearith Israel

6-10 West 70' Street/99 Central Park West
Block 1122 Lots 36. 37 - Manhattan

Dear Chair Srinivasan and Vice-Chair Collins:

17 W. 70 Street

Suite 4

New York, NY 10023
212-873-1371

mobile 917-208-1516

fax 212-202-3524
 sugarman{@sugarlaw.com

I am writing this letter to request that-you both recuse yourselves from further
involvement in the variance application to the Board of Standards and Appeals (“BSA”)
for the community house/condominium project filed by Congregation Shearith Israel
(“CSI”), BSA 74-0-BZ. CSI has requested eight variances pursuant to Section 72-21 of

the New York City Zoning Resolution.

The basis for this request is the ex parte meeting held by both of you with the variance
applicant on November 8, 2006, as compounded by the failure of BSA to invite known
community groups opposing the project to the meeting, the failure of BSA to record or
otherwise transcribe the meeting, and the refusal of BSA to disclose notes taken at such
meeting. If one believes statements made by CSI in its application, it appears that other

inappropriate ex parte contacts may have taken place.

A variance proceeding is a quasi-judicial proceeding; ex parte meetings of this type
accordingly are improper. Variance matters are to be distinguished from other matters
which are within the jurisdiction of the BSA, such as Special Permits, which are not
consider to be quasi-judicial in nature. In a variance provision, a party is seeking a
waiver of the application of specific provisions of law, which, here, is the New York City
Zoning Resolution. Jurisdictions within and without New York consider these types of
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proceedings to be quasi-judicial, where ex parte contacts are improper, particularly where
a zoning agency has a professional staff.

The CSI application was filed with the BSA on April 2, 2007'. CSI had initially filed an
application for this project with the Department of Buildings of the City of New York
(*DOB”) on October 28, 2005. On March 14, 2006, following years of meetings and
hearings, the Landmarks Preservation Comm15510n approved the project, over the
opposition of LPC Commissioner Gratz” as well as opposition by the community. The
DOB issued its letter of objection, from which CSI is appealing to the BSA, on March 27,
2007° citing non-compliance as o lot coverage, rear yards, setbacks, base height,
building separation, and, significantly, building height. The excess building height,
above that of an as of right building, relates solely to the construction of condominium
units which will be sold by CSI to finance the construction and to provide additional
income to CSI.

I live across the street from the proposed project, and within a 400 foot radius. On
September 1, 2006, [ notified the BSA as to my opposition to this project and also filed a
Freedom of Information Law request relating to the project. My letter also stated:*

It appears that substantially all of the non-conforming parts of the project relate to
the income generating condominiums on the upper floors of the project. It also
appears that the Congregation intends to use a subbasement as a Banquet Hall
which will impact the character of the neighborhood and that it is the practice of
the Congregation to rent its facilities to third parties to generate income. Part of
the extension of the project into the lot appears to relate to this Banquet Hall and
will require a variance.

BSA staff then telephoned me to state that no application had been filed by CSI. When I
inquired about a pre-application meeting and whether one had occurred, 1 was told that
generally, such meetings were held to familiarize applicants with BSA procedures, but,
that in this case, a pre-application meeting was doubtful because of the extensive
experience of the attorneys and architects for CSI.

Subsequently, on November 14, 2006, BSA supplied four documents in response to my
FOIL request.’

These documents showed that on October 13, 2006, CSI confirmed a meeting té be held
with the BSA for November 8, 2006. This shows that BSA had ample opportunity to

' CS1 Application to the BSA filed April 2, 2007 (120 pages).

? Statement of Roberta Brandes Gratz dated March 14. 2006.

 DOB Statement of Required Actions dated March 27, 2007.

* Letter of September 1. 2006 from Alan D. Sugarman g BSA, posted on the Internet, together with other
documents cited herein, at http.//www.protectwest70.org/topic-pages/BSA-DOB-FOIL .html.

5 Letter of November 14, 2006 from BSA to Sugarman with enclosures.
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contact other interested parties and invite them to the meeting.”® Interestingly, the letter
also stated that one of the attendees would be “Jack Freeman, Financial Analyst.” The
reference to Jack Freeman would indicate that CSI had retained Mr. Freeman prior to
October 13, 2006. Yet, as discussed below, CSI would later maintain that it retained a
financial analysts at the suggestion of the BSA Board, indicating other ex parte contacts.

FRIEOMAN & GOTBAUM LLP
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The meeting between BSA Commissioners and Staff and CSI did in fact take place on
November 8, 2006. The BSA Meeting Record’, provided in response to the FOIL
request, disclosed that Chair Srinivasan and Vice-Chair Collins attended the ex parte
meeting. Also in attendance were CSI attorneys, architects and consultants including
Jack Freeman, Lori Cuisiner and Shelly Friedman (attorneys for CSI), Ray Dovel and
Kathryn Growley (architects for CSI), and John Reisenger, Jed Weis and Jeff Mulligan of
BSA’s professional staff.

S Letter of October 13, 2006 from Friedman & Gotbaum to BSA.
" BSA — Meeting Record dated Novernber 8, 2006 re 10 West 70™ Street.
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One week later, fot the first time, I and community groups were advised of this meeting.
No transcript, apparently, was kept, nor recording made. Notes were taken by the BSA
commissioners and staff in attendance, but, the BSA refused to provide me with factual
notes describing the meeting, on the spurious grounds that the notes were covered by the
attorney-client privilege:®

Jeff Mulligan has asked me to respond to your November 20, 2006 letter regarding
your previous FOIL request.

You request iir vour letter that the Board provide any notes of the meeting held on
November 8, 2006, As explained 1o My, Mulligan’s November 14, 2006 fetter to you,
hand-written notes were not disclosed because they are subject 10 atterney/elicnt privilege
or attorney work product privilege, or because they are cxempt under FOIL § 87(.
Accordingly, your request for notes is denied. Pleuse be advised that no other materials
TCSPONSIVE {0 YOUr reguest exist.

On December 18, 2006, 1 appealed this determination to the BSA, but, no action has been
taken by BSA on the appeal.’

Having now reviewed CSI’s April 2, 2007 application, it appears that our concerns as to
improper ex parte contacts were not misplaced. To the contrary: the novel position by
CSI that its desire to earn a profit and build a building at no cost as a justification for a
variance will be the most hotly contested issue before the BSA. It now appears that thlS
topic was dlscussed between the BSA and CSL:'°

¥ | etter dated November 14, 2006 from BSA to Sugarman and Letter dated November 27, 2006 from BSA

to Sugarman.
® Letter dated December 18. 2006 from Sugarman to BSA.

19 Statement in Support of Certain Variances filed April 2. 2007, pages 24-25.
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CSY's stams a8 a not-for-profit celigious organization eoders this finding unmecessary.
‘Atilie Board's Tequest, however, due to the fact that the Application presents a situation in which

Use Group 2 floor area is being created for sale 10 third parties as a component of the CSPs

financial strategy for producing the New Buikding, €St has

y-analyzing potential mixed use development on
Lot 37. This analysis compared the rate of return thar could be expected from the New Building
containing 16,242 sf of residential floor area with & hypothetical as-of-right building that would
provide 5,022 ¢f of residential floor area. W concluded that due 1o existing physical conditions on
the zoning lot, including the need 10 address the Synagogue’s circulation problems and the need
{o replace and enlarge the functions in the Community House, there is no reasonable possibility
F6G-O3302007 24 '

that a financially feasible mixed use building could he developed in strict conformity with the
Zoning Resclution. The 27.302 s us-uf—right building vields 5,022 sf of residential selfable arca,
The 1otal ipvestment for such a project would be $17,696000 on a net project valse of

$11.574,000, producing a capital loss to a developer of $8.672.000.

Setting aside for a moment the lack of legal substance in CSI’s position and the unsettling
suggestion that the BSA is prepared to ignore all of its own precedents, CSI states that the
financial consultant was retained by CSI as a result of a request by the Board. Yet, the
meeting attendance sheet for the November 10, 2006, meeting shows that the financial
consultant, Mr. Freeman from Freeman Frazier Associates attended that meeting: Not
only does CSI indicate that other inappropriate ex parte contacts at which the Board
requested that a financial consultant be retained took place prior to that meeting, but,
without doubt, the most central hot issue of this application was discussed at the meeting,
without notice to community opponents and without a record of the meeting.’

Accordingly, we are compelled, most respectfully, to request that you both recuse
yourselves from this matter as well as to immediately disclose all notes of any type of the
meeting and all other communications with the applicant and its representatives, without
regard to claims for privilege.
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It is true that the BSA circulates a “procedure statement™'' that contemplates meetings
between applicants and the staff, though not applicants and the adjudicator. Even ifa
strained reading of the BSA “procedure statement” might suggest that the meetings with
Commissioners were contemplated, any ambiguity must be read so as not to authorize ex
parte meetings with Commissioners because the ex parte meetings in this circumstance
are improper and would flaunt well accepted administrative law. Also, within the BSA’s
jurisdiction, are areas not necessarily quasi-judicial — but a variance proceeding is
unquestionably a quasi-judicial proceeding, as to which ex parte meetings are simply
improper. Moreover, this meeting certainly skirted, if not violated, the law as to public
meetings, given that there are only four Commissioners appointed at the present time, and
two attended the meeting. I do not know the number of Commissioners duly appointed in
November 2006, when the meeting was held.

Section 1046 of New York City’s Administrative Procedure Act flatly states:

No ex parte communications relating to other than ministerial matters
regarding a proceeding shall be received by a hearing officer, including
internal agency directives not published as rules.

Section 307 of the New York State Administrative Procedure Act states:

2. Unless required for the disposition of ex parte matters authorized by
law, members or employees of an agency assigned to render a decision
or to make findings of fact and conclusions of law in an adjudicatory
proceeding shall not communicate, directly or indirectly, in connection with
any issue of fact, with any person or party, nor, in connection with any
issue of law, with any party or his representative, except upon notice and
opportunity for all parties to participate. Any such agency member (a) may
communicate with other members of the agency, and (b) may have the aid
and advice of agency staff other than staff which has been oris engaged
in the investigative or prosecuting functions in connection with the case
under consideration or factually related case.

Here, CSI had already proceeded through years of hearings before the Landmarks
Preservation Commission, and CSI had filed information with the Department of
Buildings. CSI has publicly stated to the LPC and Community Board 7 and others that its
project would require a zoning waiver from the Board of Standards and Appeals.

The BSA has a full professional staff, apart from the Commissioners. Thus, any claim of
necessity for this departure from the prohibition against ex parte contacts cannot be
justified. See In the Matter of General Motors Corporation, 82 N.Y, 2d 183 (1993). And,

"' BSA Procedure for Pre-Application Meeting and Draft Application. There is no indication that the
procedure was ever a part of a formal rulemaking. Even so, the Procedure does not explicitly describe
meetings with Commissioners.




Alan Sugarman to The Honorable Meenakshi and Collins
April 10, 2007
Page 7 of 7

even then, there is no explanation as to why interested community groups were not
advised of the meeting, and why minutes or transcript were not taken of the ex parte
meeting.

The BSA, when considering the granting of variances, is acting in a quasi-judicial role.
The BSA recognizes, apparently, its quasi-judicial role: after an application is actually
filed, then, and only then, do BSA commissioners not engage in ex parte contacts. This is
not a meaningful distinction, especially where the subject project has already completed
review by one city agency (LPC) and was then undergoing extended review by another
(the DOB) and where opponents to the project were identifiable and indeed had identified
themselves.

This situation is not so different from one where in a judicial proceeding a prospective

plaintiff discusses the complaint and theories of the case with the judge prior to the filing
of the complaint.

Sincerely,

A, 2 W '
Alan D. Sugarman

P.S. Supporting Documents are posted at ProtectWest70Street.org.

ce: Office of the Mayor of the City of New York

: Hon. Betsty Gotbaum, Public Advocate of the City of New York
Hon. Gail Brewer, New York City Council Member
Hon. Scott Stringer Manhattan Borough President
Hon. Richard Gottfried State Assembly Member
Hon. Patricia J. Lancaster, Department of Buildings
Hon. Robert B. Tiemney, Landmarks Preservation Commission
Hon. Sheldon J. Fine, Chair Manhattan Community Board 7
Norman Marcus
Kate Wood, Executive Director, Landmarks West
Shelly Friedman, Esq, Friedman & Gotbaum LLP






Alan D. Sugaunan 17 W 70 Street
Swate 4

Artomey At Law New Yodk, NY 10023

212-873-1371

mobile 917-208-1516

fax 212.202-3524
swearman@ugadaw com

April 12,2007
ViaFacsimile 212-788-8769

Jeff Mulligan

Executive Director

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Strect 9% Floor |
New York, NY 10006-1705

Re:  Freedom of Information Law Requests
Shearith Israel Project at 8,10, 12 West 70" Street. New York. New York

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Reference is made to my letters of September 1, 2006, November 20, 2006, December
18, 2006, and December 19, 2006 concerning Freedom of Information Law Request
made by me on behalf of myself and certain residents in the relevant neighborhood.

These requests are all being resubmitted for all records that may have come into existence
subsequent to the initial requests (and documents not provided as previously requested) —
so as 1o avoid any claim that a FOIL request cannot be made for subsequently created
records.

I wish of course to update the FOIL request to include all matters relating to the
application filed by Shearith Israel on April 2, 2006. However, I have obtained a copy of
the application and diagrams filed therewith so you do not need to provide those to me. [
do wish to have copies of all notices of service. including service on the Community
Board.

In addition, I wish to emphasize that I specifically would wish to see all documents
relating to the request for recusal filed by me two days ago. For example, were Mr.

Friedman to have a conversation with anvone at BSA concering the recusal, the records
of that telephone call and notes made thereof would be documents that must be provided.

Sincerely,

Alan D. Sugarman







Board of Standards and Appeals

40 Rector Street, 9™ Floor « New York, NY 10006-1705 « Tel. (212) 788-8500 « Fax (212) 788-8769
Website @ www.nyc.goufbsa

MEENAKSH! SRINIVASAN
ChaprfCommissioner

April 17,2007

Alan D. Sugarman
17 West 70" Street
New York, New York 10023

Dear Mr. Sugarman:

This is the Board’s response to your April 12, 2007 request, made pursuant to the State’s
Freedom of Information Law. The date of your last request was December 19, 2006, so
the Board searched for records dated between December 19, 2006 and April 12, 2007.
This letter responds only to your request for documents during this time period.

Attached are copies of all notices of service, including service on the Community Board,
for the application for a variance by Shearith Israel (application no. 74-07-BZ).

Attached are all of the emails exchanged between the BSA and an external source.

You also request all documents relating to your recusal request, set forth in a letter dated
April 12,2007, The Board does not have any documents other than your letter regarding
your request.

Please be aware that certain records of this agency were not disclosed because they are
exempt. Specifically, e-mails to and from the Board’s counsel are subject to attorney-
client privilege and therefore are exempt. Further, e-mails between Board staff are
exempt pursuant to FOIL § 87(2)(g), which prov1des that the Board may not disclose
materials that “are inter-agency or intra-agency materials which are not: 1. statistical or
factual tabulations or data; ii. instructions to staff that affect the public; iii. final agency
policy or determinations; or iv. external audits, including but not limited to audits
performed by the comptroller and the federal government”

Based on our review, there are no other documents responsive to your request and not
exempt aside from those attached.

This letter is a final determination of the Board. You have the right to seek review of this
determination pursuant to Article 78 of the Civil Law Practice and Rules, and Public
Officers Law § 89(4)(b). In any further contact with this office, please reference FOIL
Appeal Ng-05-18-5A.

Exedutive Director/Records Access Officer






Board of Standards and Appeals

40 Recror Street, 90 Floor « New York NY 10006-1705
; , , -1705 » Tel. {212) 788-8500 . -
Website @ www.nyc.gov/bsa = 00 Fax (2] 7888769

MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
Chair/Commissioner

April 19, 2007

Alan D. Sugarman
17 West 70" Street
New York, New York 10023

Dear Mr. Sugarman:

This letter is in response to your letter dated April 10, 2007 in which you request BSA
Chair Meenakshi Srinivasan and Vice Chair Chris Collins to recuse themselves from
involvement with the variance application by Shearith Israel. Please be advised that this
request will be discussed at the first public hearing on the application, on a date to be
scheduled. ‘







Alan D, Sugarman 17 WL 70 St

' A La ’ Suime 4
Agtorney At Law New Yok, NY HRES
2128731057

mabile 917-208-1516
Fax 212-202-3524
sugarraanEisurediw.cormn

April 26, 2007
Via Facsimile 212-788-8769

Jeff Mulligan

Executive Director/Access Officer
NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street 9* Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

Re: Frecdom of Information Law Requests

Shearith Israel Project at 8,10, 12 West 70" Street, New York, New York
FOIL Appeal No. 05-18-5A.

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Thank you for your lettcr of Apnl 17, 2007 responding to my renewed FOIL Request and
to earlier FOIL requests’. I am hereby renewing my FOIL request for documents relating
to the above application. "

I am somewhat puzzled by the FOIL documents provided. Apart from filings, there is
only onc document provided in your responsce which in any way rclates to
communications between the applicant and BSA relaung 1o the Apnl 2, 2007 applicauon.
This 15 the e-mail dated April 9, 2007 from Lori Cuisinier, counsel for the Congregation,
to the Jed Weiss of the BSA:

Jed We:ss

From: Lon Cuisinier {LCuusmraf@fngoLcom]

Sent:  Monday, Apnl 09, 2007 12.18 P
To: Jed Wistss
Sublect: re. shaanih,,,

Ee jeort

hew are you?

JUS!T WONURIAY WIS WE UGN ovpdst commantS bosk on eherith ierol.
please ket me know.

thari you.

lori

Ynttp: /rwrerw protectwest 70, org/2007-docs/2007-04-17_BSA_Response_to_Foil pdf. Although your letter
was dated April 17, 2007, it was not received by me in the mail until Wednesday, April 26, 2007

hl



Alan D. Sugarman to BSA
September 26, 2006
Page 2 of 4

There 15 no e-mail response to this e-mail and there are no notes of any telephone calls to
or from BSA and Ms. Cuisinier or any one else representing the Congregation in
response to this email, or otherwise. Do I then assume that Ms. Cuisinier was 1gnored?

Further, T once again must take exception to your assertions of Attorney-Client privilege:

Please be awarc that cerain records of this agency were not disclosed because they arc
exempt. Spocifically, c-mails to asd o the Buard's counsed are subject 10 atiornay-
client privilege and therefore are exempt.  Further, e-maifs botween Boaed staff arc
cxempt pursuant to FOIL § 87(2)(g), which provides that the Hoard may not disclosc
matcrials that “ave inter-agency or intra-agemey materials which are pot: i statistical or
tactual :s.bu]‘ﬂ_ticms of dura; v msmectons 1o satt that affect tie pabhic: 5. %‘m&i agency
polcy or determunshons; or §v. external awdits. including buf not limited 1o sudits
perivemed by the comptrobler and the federal rovermment™

Clearly, BSA cannot simply shield all of 1ts records and notes by having an attorney
involved in all documentation relating to the Application I suggest that you consult with
the Corporation Counsel as to our position.

That simply 13 not the law. The statcment that “c-mails to and from the Board’s counscl
are subject to attorney-client privilege are therefore exempt” is not an accurate statement
of the law. The applicable attorney-client privilege law 1s that contained in the Civil

" Practice Law and Rules (CPLR) which applies in general to New York state litigation.

If your statement 15 taken lhiterally, you seem to be asserung that an e-mail from BSA
counsel to Mr. Friedman 1s subject to attorney client pnivilege. If you are saying this,
then vour position has no support under the CPLR. The fact that you have provided no e-
mails to and from BSA counsel or to and from counsel for the Congregation suggests
that this might be your position.

Even so, the CPLR docs not provide a shicld for cvery communication to and from an
agency attorney as shown by excerpts from just a few cases indicated below.

Although typically arising in the context of a client's communication to an
attorney, the privilege extends as well to communications from attorney to
client. The privilege is of course limited to communications -- not underlying
facts (Upjchn Co. v United States, 449 U.S., at 295-296, supra). In order for
the privilege to apply. the communication from attorney to [*378] client
must be made "for the purpose of facilitating the rendition of iegal advice or
services, in the course of a professional relationship.” ( Rossi v Blue Cross &
Blue Shieid, 73 NY2d 588, 593.) The communication itself must be primarily
or predominantly of a legat character (1d. , at 594).

Spectrum Sys. Int'l Corp. v. Chem. Bank, 78 N.¥.2d 371, 378 (N.V. 1991)



Alan D. Sugarman to BSA
September 26, 2006
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Further, HN5Swhile the privilege protects communications with counsel, it does
not apply to "information obtained from or communicated to third parties or
to underlying factual information” (Eisic Trading Corp, v Somerset mar,, 212
A.D.2d 451, 451, 622 N.v.5.2d 728 [1005] [citations omitted]; see Matter of
Civil Serv. Empls. Assn. v Ontario County Health Facility, 103 A.D.2d 1000,
478 N.v.5.2d 380 [1984], Iv dismissed 64 N.Y¥.2d 816, 476 N.E.2d 325, 486
N.Y.S.2d 926 [1985]). The memorandum at pages 49-50, while written
[*¥6] to counsel by respondent's employee, contains only factual
information gained through an investigatory interview with a third party. In
addition to being purely factual, it is unlikely that the memorandum was to be
kept confidential as it was in response to the letter at pages 35-37 which was
disctosed to a third party, implying that the answer would aiso be disclosed.
Consequently, as respondent failed to meet it5 burden of establishing a FOIL
exemption for those documents, pages 26-37 and 49-50 chould have been
disclosed.

Morgan_v. N.Y. State Dep't of Envtl. Conservation, 9.4.0.3d 586, 598 (N.V.
App. Div, 2004)

As set forth above, HN8the attorney-client privilege does not bar disclosure of
all communications between counsel and client, [***19] ( Matter of
Jacqueline F., supra.) Onily those communications which have as their
purpose the obtaining by the client, or the providing by the attorney, of legal
advice or assistance, come within the privilege. It is for that reason that
communications between counsel and other third parties are not privileged.
(See, Matter of King v Ashley, 179 NY 281 [1904]; Kenford Co. v County of
Erie, 55 AD2d 466, 469 [4th Dept 1977].) Thus, for example,
correspondence, conferences and telephone conversations between opposing
parties, or opposing counsel, as well as other communications made in the
presence of other third parties, are not within the scope of the privilege. (See,
Matter of Stefano v C. P. Ward, Inc., 19 AD2d 473 (3d Dept 1963} .)

Orange County Publs. v. Countv of Orange. 168 Micc. 2d 346, 356 (N.V. Misc,
1995)

As to the other exceptions you assert, you do not provide sufficient information to
addresses those exceptions. But, the complete absence of any meaningful disclosure
suggests abuse there as well.

Pleasce provide a pnivilege hist.

I note as well that in an Article 78 proceeding as to, for example, the recusal request, the
CPLR will permit discovery of all these documents related to contacts between the
agency and the applicant. or, for example, the Mayor’s office and the agency. Indeed, the
abuse of the FOIL process by the agency provides gravitas to the recusal request.

Please consider this letter to be an appeal of the prior FOIL determinations of the agency.

I



Alan D. Sugarman to BSA
September 26, 2006
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Sincerely,

2 2 .g%,w

Alan D. Sugarman






The Public Advocate for the City of New York Betsy Gotbaum

" Improving Atcess to City Services Public Advocate

May 9, 2007

Jeft Mulligan, Executive Director
NYC Board of Standards & Appeals
40 Rector Street, 9™ Floor

New York, NY 10006

Re: Mr. Alan Sugarman
17 west 70" Street, Suite 4
New York, NY 10023

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Public Advocate Betsy Gotbaum received a request for assistance from the
aforementioned constituent, regarding his allegation on behalf of himself and his
neighbo;s that your office has not cooperated on the case of BSA 74-07-BZ Congregation
Shearith Israel, 6-10 West 70" Street, a/k/a/ 99 Central Park West, Block 1122, Lots 36-
37 Manhattan.

Reportedly, your agency representatives met with the applicants without community
representatives being invited to attend. Subsequently, a Freedom of Information Law
(FOIL) request was submitted for the minutes of that meeting without success. They
contend that your agency representatives are not performing their duties according to
BSA guidelines, and are having ex-parte meetings with the applicant. They have formally
filed a letter of objection, which should also be on file with the NYC Department of
Buildings.

Therefore, we are respectfuily requesting an investigation of his charges, ard a
reply to our office with your findings.

Sincerely,

Ralph Perfetto
Ombudsman

cc: Comm. Christopher Santulli, DOB
Mr. Alan Sugarman

1 Centre Street  New York, NY 10007 Tel (212) 669-7200 Fax (212) 669-4701
www.pubadvocate.nyc.gov
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MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
Chair/Commissioner

May 10, 2007

BY TELECOPIER AND REGULAR MAIL
Alan D. Sugarman

17 West 707 Street

New York, New York 10023

Dear Mr. Sugarman:

This is the Board’s response to your letter of April 26, 2007 by which you appeal BSA’s
denial of your request under the State’s Freedom of Information Law (“FOIL”), dated
April 12, 2007, for access to records of this agency relating to the application of Shearith
Israel dated between November 27, 2006 and April 12, 2007. That denial was set forth in
a determination by Jeff Mulligan, BSA’s FOIL Access Officer, dated April 17, 2007.

Mr. Mulligan’s determination of April 17 is hereby affirmed on the ground that the
records of this agency relating to the application of Shearith Israel dated between
November 27, 2006 and Apnl 12, 2007 are exempt from disclosure under FOIL.
Specifically, e-mails to and from the Board’s counsel are subject to attorney-client
privilege and therefore are exempt from disclosure under FOIL §87(2)(a) and sections
3101 and 4503 of the Civil Practice Law and Rules (“CPLR”). Further, e-mails between
and among Board staff are exempt from disclosure pursuant to FOIL § 87(2)(g), which
applies to materials that “are inter-agency or intra-agency materials which are not: i.
statistical or factual tabulations or data; ji. instructions to staff that affect the public; iii.
final agency policy or determinations; or iv. external audits. including but not limited to
audits performed by the comptroller and the federal government.”™ Tinally, handwritien
notes, to the extent they exist, are simularly exemipt {rom disclosure under FOIL

§87(2)(2).

Based on our review, there are no other documents responsive to your April 12 request
that are not exempt.

This letter is a final determination of the Board with respect to the documents described

above. You may seek judicial review of this determination pursuant to CPLR Article 78
and Public Officers Law § 89(4)(b).

Sincerely,
6/7 ey IZan @-wec_:\

Gregory R. Belcamino
General Counsel/Records Appeal Officer

Ce: J Mulligan

Robert J. Freeman
Director, Committee on Open Government

| it






Board of Standards and Appeals

40 Rector Street, 9 Floor » New York, NY 10006-1705 » Tel. {(212) 788-8500 « Fax (212) 788-8769
Website @ www nyc.gow/bsa

MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
Chair/Commissioner

May 29, 2007

Ralph Perfetto

Ombudsman

The Public Advocate for the City of New York

One Centre Street

New York, New York 10007 —_

Dear Mr. Perfetto:

We are in receipt of your letter dated May 9, 2007 asking the Board of Standards and
Appeals to investigate allegations from Alan Sugarman that the Board is not cooperating on
providing information on the application for a vamance at 6-10 West 70" Street
(Congregation Shearith Israel, BSA 74-07-BZ). We are also in receipt of Mr. Sugarman’s
correspondence to the Public Advocate, which you have shared with us after our request.

Your letter states that representatives of the Board met with the applicants without
community representatives invited to attend. Please be advised that Board staff and two
Board members met with the applicant prior to the filing of the application, in a meeting that
is entirely consistent with the Procedure for Pre-Application Meetings, as posted on the
Board’s website. There is no requirement that community representatives be invited to
attend such a meeting. After receiving Mr. Sugarman’s complaint that community
representatives had not been invited, we extended an invitation to Mr. Sugarman to also meet
with representatives of the Board. He did not accept the invitation.

Your letter also states that we did not provide notes of the meeting pursuant to a FOIL
request. Please note that I, as the Board’s FOIL. Officer, along with the Board’s FOIL
Appeals Officer have explained in letters to Mr. Sugarman that hand-written meeting notes
are not disclosed because they are subject to attorney/client privilege or attorney work
product privilege, or because they are exempt under FOIL §87(2). Copies of the Board’s
letters to Mr. Sugarman are-attached.

v



Mr. Ralph Perfetto
May 29, 2007
Page 2

Your letter also refers to Mr. Sugarman’s allegation that the pre-application meeting was an
ex-parte meeting. Please see the attached letter which states that we will address Mr.
Sugarman’s allegations of ex-parte communication at the first public hearing of this case,
when calendared.

Finally, you have also attached letters from Mr. Sugarman which identify questions and

concerns based on his review of the filed application for the variance — including the date of

the DOB objection letter for the proposed project. Please be advised that we will consider
the issues raised in Mr. Sugarman’s letter as we review the application for the variance.

Please contact me at (212) 788-8805 should you have any questions.

Greg Belcamino, General Counsel






Board (f _ indards ar.  \pp

40 Recror Street, 9% Floor » mv.Taw York, NY 10006-1705 » Tel. {21. 30 « Fax,7) 788.8769
Website @ www.nyc.gov/bsa

MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN

Chair/Commissioner

June 1, 2007

Mr. Alan Sugarman, Esq.
17 West 70™ Street, Suite 4
New York, New York 10025

Dear Mr. Sugarman:

This letter is 1n response to your May 24, 2007 request made under the State Freedom of
Information Law (“FOIL”). The date of your last request was April 12, 2007, so the
Board searched for records dated between April 12, 2007 and May 24, 2007.

Attached you will find a letter and attachments from the Public Advocate; your faxed
correspondence to the Public Advocate; your letter to Roberte Valez, Chief
Administrative Law Judge of OATH and his response to your letter; and a letter from
Friedman & Gotbaum, LLP to David Rosenberg; Esq.

Based on our review, there are no other documents responsive to our request.

This letter is a final determination of the Board. You have the right to seek review of this
determination pursuant to Article 78 of the Civil Law Practice and Rules, and Public

Officers Law § 89(4)(b).

Please also be aware that 1t is the Board’s policy to charge 50 cents/page for copies made
in response to a FOIL request. Since the attachments total 17 pages, please forward a
check or money order to the NYC Board of Standards and Appeals for $8.50.




Improving Access to City Services

May 9, 2007

Jeff Mulligan, Executive Director
NYC Board of Standards & Appeals
40 Rector Street, 9" Floor

New York, NY 10006

Re: Mr. Alan Sugarman
17 west 70™ Street, Suite 4
New York, NY 10023

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Public Advocate Betsy Gotbaum received a request for assistance from the
aforementioned constituent, regarding his allegation on behalf of himself and his
neighbors that your office has not cooperated on the case of BSA 74-07-BZ Congregation
Shearith [srael, 6-10 West 70" Street, a/k/a’/ 99 Central Park West, Block 1122, Lots 36-

37 Manhattan.

Reportedly, your agency representatives met with the applicants without community
representatives being invited to attend. Subsequently, a Freedom of Information Law
(FOIL) request was submitted for the minutes of that meeting without success. They
contend that your agency representatives are not performing their duties according to
BSA guidelines, and are having ex-parte meetings with the applicant. They have formally
filed a letter of objection, which should also be on file with the NYC Department of
Buildings.

Therefore, we are respectfully requesting an investigation of his charges, aud a
- reply to our office with your findings.

Sincerely,

e

Ralph Perfetto
Ombudsman

cc: Comm.'Christopher Santulli, DOB
Mr. Alan Sugarman

1 Centre Street  New York, NY 10007 Tel (212) 669-7200 Fax {212) 669-4701

www.pubadvocate.nyc.gov

The Public Advocate for the City of New York Betsy Gotbaum

Public Advocate
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COVER MESSAGE

This letter details further errors in the Congregation's
Application to BSA and requests that the Congregation

refile the 2ppliocation

www_efax.com
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Alin D. Sugarman o

. N , ] RN
Atorney At Law ‘ New Yo, Ny 10022
: 212.673-1371

b D17-208-1516
Fax 212-202-3534
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May 1,2007

Jeff Mulligan

Executive Director

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street - 9th Floor

New York, New York 10006 -

Rc:BSA74-07-B2

Congregation Shearith [srael

6-10 West 70th Street/99 Central Park West
Block 1122 Lots 36. 37 - Manhattan

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

On April 23,2007 I wrote you concerning two deficient aspects of the Congregation
Shearith Israel BSA Application relating to the lack cf shadow studies and the failure to
provide information relating to 18 West 70 Street. On April 26, 2007, I wrote to you
concerning junisdictional deficiencies relating to the stale DOB application and other
non-compliance with BSA requirements as to variance applications.

I have further reviewed the Application and noted a number of other factual omissions
and innacuracies. The factual misstatements may not on their face be major, but, together
with all of the other ¢rrors and omissions, still create substantial confusion.

Idonotwish to nit-pick the Application, but the Congregation did spend over a year in
preparing the BSA application, and so I am not willing to assume that any omission or

tnaccuracy 1s not intentional.

So, I am writing to provide further information not contained in my lasttwo letters;

DOB Objections:’

First. though, I would like to discuss again the curious fact that the DOB objections were
issued prior to three LPC meetings/hearings in this matter.’

Lon Apnl 26, 2007, in comncction with my FOIL requeats 1o DOB. I hod conversstiona with DOB legel
staff who assured me that they had absolutely norecord of any March. 2007 DOB objection letter.



Alan Sugarman to Jeff Mulligan BSA
May 1, 2007
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On August 15, 2005, the Congregation filed a new set of plans with LPC showing a
building 124" 5" high: :

The October 28, 2005 DOB objections state:

SRR ONQT SOMPLY. T1ATO PROVIDED saciman

PO RNOSANT 6
Whatis curious is that the DOB objections dated October 28,2005 refersto a building
with maximum building height of 113.70 feer.
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Figure 1 August 15 2005 Section B 8 stories pls 2 enthouse

Yet. as shown above, the plans provided to LPC and Community Board 7 at that point in
time. as shown above, reveal 2 124.5 foot building. This is the proposal considered by
the Community Board in September and October 2005 and on November 15,2005 by

LPC. . :
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Above is an excerpt form the street wall section filed with BSA on Apnl 2. 2007 There
15 a clear discrepancy - was the Congregation filing one set of plans in November 2005
with DOB. but presenting another set of plans later to LPC??

Moreover, the DOB objections number 3 and 7 are not consistent with erther set of
drawings.
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Quite clearly, the rear setback shoswn from floor 5-7 is not 6.67 feet, butis no setback at
all (because the Congregation failed to provide required cross-sections with the floor
heights, it1s not simple to determine the floor.) The same discrepancy exists as to the
initial setback — there 1s no 1mitial setback until 94.8 feet. These are significant
discrepancies. one that should have been noticed by the Congregation when discussing its
proposal with DOB.

INACCURACIES AND OMISSIONS

In addition, I would like to point ¢atsome other factual errors or omissions 1in the
Congregation’s Application, not meationed 1n my prior two letters:

1.  Date of Acquisition of 12 West 70'" Street.

The Congregation states in its Statementin Support of Certain Variances (Statement) at p
14 states that “Tax Lots 36 and 37 have been in common fee ownership since 1949”7
This is not true: the Congregation acquired 12 West 70" Streetin 1965 and demolished
the brownstone in 1970.°

A similar incorrect statement appears at 26

2, Misstatermnent as to two rowhouses once on vacant lot

Cnpage 17_ the Statement claims as follows;,

“Thewacant portion of Lot 37 was created when two of the four rowhouses

TTite acquired under deed dated 52865 in Liber 5327 ¢p 339.
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owned by CSI, presumably numbered Nos. 16 and 14 West 70th Street. were demolished
in 19507 1s totally inaccurate. and serves to perpetuate the mistaken claim that the
Congregation owned 12 West prior to 1949 °

Of course. there was on building on this site; 1t was acquired in 1965 and demolished in

1970

2. . Prior Ownership of 8 West 70" Street

Relevant to the issue of self-imposed hardship. the Statement does not disclose that when
the Synagogue was constructed in 1896-7, the Synagogue owned the property located at §
West TOtEStrcet and then conveyed the property to another party - showing that the
Trustee owned the land in 1896, which would have allowed alobby building to be

constructed then.

3. Covenants Limiting Height of Buildings next to Synagogue.

The Statement does not disclose that when the Trustees conveyed 8 Westin 1897 to a
third party, the 1897 Trustees imposed restricive covenants upon § West 70" Street

3Th¢3¢ focts are described in on Agrcement with the Congregetion filed ot L-4112, cp 178, doted Morch
22. 1921 and documents cited therein.
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limiung the height‘of any building on 8 West 70" Street 1o not be taller than the
Synagogue building. so as to avoid a violation of JewishLaw.

4.  Confusing East and West:

Atpage 7 of the Statement the Congregation states:

Itis perhaps the most glaring design flaw of the Synagogue. Because according to
Jewish Law a synagogue must be designed so worshippers face west when
praying toward the altar, the altar is located along the western wall of the

Synagogue.

Notonly is this an exaggeration, and as can be shown self-imposed, but the writer of the
Statementincorrectly describes Jewish Law. Jewish Law provides that when praying
facing the Ark, the worshiper must face East (in the Amecricas) toward Jerusalem. And,
indeed, the Ark in the Congregation’s Synagogue 15 in fact on the Eastern wall
http://en wikipedia ora/wiki/Synagopue.

We will not at this point discuss the convoluted over- the-top self-sening rhetoric
associated with this error. but. this error alone establishes the factual d.sconnects in the

Statement's rhetoric.

Nor does the Congregation, 1n discussing Jewish Law, mention the prohibition of
constructing a building taller than a Synagogue, next to a synagogue. This prchibition
was well understood by the Trustees of the Congregation when the Synagogue #as
constructed in 1896-7, imposing a restrictive covenant on 8 West and construcung the
low Parsonage to the South on Central Park West.

5. Absence of Factual Predicate for Rhetoric

The Statement is permeated with repetitive conclusory narratives, replete with 72-21 code
words, but abscnt spccific factual predicates. For, example, there arc muluple refercnces
‘to elevators resolving sccessibility issues, butnot even one indication on any of the
drawingg as to where this elevator {oris there only one) 15 located and how replacement
orcreation of a new elevator required construction of the proposed building or relates to

the requested variances.

Itisrequested respectfully thatthe Applicant prepare a drawing which illustrates the
location of the rhetorical exercises in the present and proposed buildings. Conclusory
representations by an applicant are not asufficient basis for findings by the BSA -
findings must be supported by facts. and not merely self-serving representations of an
applicant. Furthermore, there must be a factual predicate for each of the eight variances.
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6. Uses of the Parsonage

The Congregation has included the Parsonage as being sithin the Synagogue site, but,
strangely, 15 silent as to the use of the Parsonage space. [tisnotclear why certain of the
essential programmatic needs of the Synagogue are not being accommodated in this
building, such as offices and archives. At the present, orin the recent past, some state
that the upper floors have beenrented to a third party. DOB records show thatin 2003,
the Congregation obtained a permit for $350,00 of interior demolition and construction in

the Parsonage. DOB Job No 1035003729.

Conclusion .
The BSA should rejecung the application, and requiring the Congregation to submit a
new applicationin conformance with BSA requirements and without these errors and

omissions.

The Community Board and the Community must have a complete and accurate
Application zsufficiently 1n advance of any Community Board meetings and of course
prior to the BSA hearing. The public should not be subjected to a moving target, which
~ould casily be remedied before the beginning of the hearing process. The Zoning
Resolution 1a clcar that the Applicant must catablish a factual, netrhctorical, basis for
each of the five findings for each of the 8 requested variances. Itis improper for the
Applicantto so confuse the facts withincomplete drawings, micsing drawings, misstated
facts, and assertions unsupported by facts. Moreover, if one assumes the accuracy of
DOB files. the representations of DOB officials, and the dates onthe DOB objections.
resubmission to DOB 1s required.

Sincerely

ﬂw{ifu

Alan D. Sugarman

P.S. Supporting Documents are posted at ProtectWest70Street org.

ce: Office of the Mayor of the City of New York
Hon Betsty Gotbaum. Public Advocate of the City of New York
Bon. Gail Brewer, New York City Council Member '
Hon. Scott Stringer Manhattan Borough President
Hon. Richard Gottfried State Assembly Member
Hon. Sheldon J. Fine, Chair Manhattan Community Board 7
Norman Marcus
Kate Wood, Executive Director, Landmarks West
Shelly Friedman, Esq, Friedman & Gotbaum LLP
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Attorney At Law New York, NY 10123
2128701371

mubile 917-208-1316

RN 212-202-7324
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May 14, 2007
Fax 212-442-8910

The Honomble Robert Velez

" Chief Judge )

Office of Administrative Trials and Heanncs '
City of New York

*40 Rector Street

New York, NY 10006 -

Re: BSA 74-07-BZ
Congregdtion Shear;th Israel
Recusal Request

Dear Judge Velez

'] am enciosing a letter dated April 10, 2007 to Commissioners Meenakshi Sririvasan and
Christopher Collins of the Board of Standards and Appeals ("BSA™) asking that they
recuse themselves from further involvement in the vanance application for the '
community house/condominium pzo_yectﬁled by COnUIE.C'aTlOﬂ Shearith Israel, BSA 74-0-

BZ

The basis for that request is the ex parte meeting held by these Commissioners with the
vartance applicant on November 8, 2006, as compounded by the failure of BSA to invite
known community groups opposing the project to the meeting, the failure of BSA to
record or otherwise transcribe the meeting, and the refusal of BSA to disclose notes taken

at such meeting.

‘Since my letter of April 10, 2007, the Executive Director of the Board advised me that -
the recusal request would not be considered unti! the first BSA hearing. A heanng has
yet to be scheduled. In the meantime, the BSA has decided to stonewall proper Freedom
of Information Law requests and refuses to provide documents of any type whatsoever
concerning its commumnications with the applicant. This correspondence may be found on
the web site I established for these documents:

http//fwww protectwest?0 org/topic-pages/BS A-DOB-FOIL. himi.

The ongoing stonewalling suggest the intention of the Commissioners to not recuse
themselves ~ moreover, the communications with the Applicant are themselves ex parte,
in that the BSA keeps no public records of the communication. Accordingly, I will be



Alan Sugarman 1o Office of Administrative Trials and Hearings
May 14, 2007
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Cinitiating litigation within the next few days. Because the BSA is a part of the Office of
Administrative Trials and Hearings, I will also be naming your Office as a defendant.

- The Office of Administrative Trials and Hearings of the City of New York has fuactioned
since 1979 as a central tribunal with the authority to conduct administrative hearings for
any agency, board or commission of the city. OATH was established by Executive Order
No. 32 1n 1979, to professionalize the administrative hearing system serving city
government. To secure this objective, OATH was meant to function as an independent
agency of government so that its judges would not be unduly influenced by the
prosecutor or petitioning agency. As stated by OATH, administrative adjudication is a
"quasi-judicial " process: that s, a judicial function conducted within the executive branch
of government. Variance proceedings consistently have been held to be quast judicial
proceedings. Full administrative due process takes the form of a trial or heaning in which
an adminstrative law judge serves as the trier.of fact And, similar to the role of the .
courts, independent administrative tribunals like OATH serve as a protective barrier to
wnwarranted or improvident executive action. '

The positios of the BSA as to ex parte meetings 1s improper; moreover, 1its claims of
“attorney client prvilege to avoid disclosure of the content of communications with

applicanits in the quasi-judicial proceeding 1s abusne and improper and further cxeates ex

parte cominunications.

Please have your office contact me immediately if you believe that this matter can be
resolved without mmanno a court action.
1

Sincerely,

[ ¥ Vﬁ‘f“’“
Alan D Sugmm:mr

e The Honorable Meenaksh: Srinivasan
- The Honcrable Christopher Collins
Office of the Mayor of the City of New York
Hon. Betsy Gotbaum, Public Advocate of the City of New York
Hon. Gail Brewer, New York City Council Member -
Hon. Scott Stringer Manhattan Borough President
Hon. Richard Gottfried State Assembly Member
Hon Patricia J. Lancaster, Department of Buildings
Hon. Robert B. Tierney, Landmarks Preservation Commussion
Hon. Sheldon I. Fine, Char Manhattan Commumty Board 7
Norman Marcus
Kate Wood, Executive Director, Landmazks West
Shelly Friedman, Esq., Friedman & Gotbaum LLP
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'Alan Sugalman to The Honorable Meenaks}u
- April 26,2007 |
,_Paoe 2 ofb '

'The DOB Ob_}ECfIOHS f1led by the Congrewatlon W 1th its apphcauon were 155ued | _
~DOB on Octobex 28,-2005, and then stamped “Denied” by the Borough Commissioner on - -
March 27. 2007, nemly 17 months later. The [n,nmtxons are clear that The Apphcanon v
' " must-be IEJCCtEd undel these c1rcumstances HERS of the Instructwns states that if the '
. DOB. obJecnon Is more than»30 days olcl 118 6 be iE_)CC[Ed

enecl The proposai
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"city agency was d.iscIosed_ ]
vs_that on- March 21, 2007, u‘
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d »hmmnc’ the helght of any building on 8 We st 70 Sueet to not be taller than the -
Synagogue bmldmo 50 as to avoid a v101at10n oi }‘e\ush Law.
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ses of the Parsonage

o The Cono:ecanon has mclucied the Parsonage s beinckwnhm the Synagogu site; bu
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'Hon Shelcl 'I-F‘ne ChauMa'"
Nmman Ma cus - N :
Kate Wood, Executwe Dlrector Landniark \‘. est -
"'Shel ¥ Fueclman Esq Fuedman& Got mm'L‘LP
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Betsy Gotbaum

1 Centre Street, 15" floor, North, New York, NY 10007

(212) 669-7200 phone (212) 669-4701 fax

www.pubadvocate.nye.gov

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

| 0 a2 -

To: M,g’ /‘4(/(/&/6~ /(),\j From: /(/46//7[ /é_ﬁ/_,é;‘?—f]—c
Fax: |72/ }*7?f—— ﬁfo 7 Pages: _ )

Phone: Date: §/////)Q () 7

Re: | cc: o N
( As Requested 8 For Review O Please Canﬁm_enr O | URGENT O J

Fax DID N Go TITRIVEH

Confidentiality Notice: This facsimile communication and any attachments may coqiain conﬂde_nﬁal and privileged
information for the use of the designated recipients named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are

nereby notified lhat you have received thi
distribution or copying of it or its contents i
contact above number immediately. Thank you.

s communication in error and that any review, disclosure, dissemination,
is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, piease
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The Publlc Advocate for the Clty of New York LT
_ ] L. i . .. BetsyGotbaum ..
’mprowng Access fo C{tySerwces L Public Advocate .-

May9,2007

o _',-JeffMulhgan Executlve Dlrector T
Y. NYC Board of Standards &Appeals e
_'_'__‘40 Rector Street 9 Floor :

:':'_Re Mr Alan Slugarman-;_-- S
1 Twest: 70th Street, Suite 4
) _:f, New York NY 10023

3 ,.;Dear Mr: Mulhgan

tha t‘your _ofﬁce has not cooper;téd on the case. 4-07-BZ.Congregat
6-10 West 70™ Street, a/k/a/ 9Cer1tral‘P ”k Wes;‘ ck 1122, Lots 3¢

Ralph Perfett
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK )
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE TRIALS AND MEARINGS ™ .

40 RECTOR STREET e NEW YORK, N. Y. 10006-1705
212-442-4900 FAX 212-442-2381 TDD 212-442.4939
NYC.GOV/OATH - RVELEZ@OATH.NYC.GOV

ROBERTQO VELEZ
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
212-442-4911

e May 16,2007

Alan D. Sugarman, Esq.
17 West 70 Street — Suite 4
New York, NY 10023

.Re: Recusal Request

Dear Mr. Sugarman,

This is in response to your letter dated May 14, 2007, concerning procedures
followed by the Board of Standards and Appeals In processing a variance application.
You ask whether I can address your concerns without the need for litigation because the

Board is part of this tribunal.

Although section 659 of the City the Charter establishes BSA within OATH, the
Charter clearly states that BSA is an independent body. As such, I exercise no oversight
authority with respect to the Board’s processing of variance applications or its variance
procedures.

Sincerely, 7
’6 *rﬁ > U L;) |
RObCl’tO Velez | { J!

c: Hon. Meenakshi Srinivasan
Hon. Christopher Collins
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Jeffrey Mulligan

From: Kate Woad [katewood@landmarkwest.org]
Sent: Monday, Aprit 30, 2007 8:13 PM

To: Jeffrey Mulligan

Subject: Congregation Shearith Israg

Dear Jeff:

| heard from the applicant that Congregation Shearith Israel will not present its proposat to Community Board 7
untit June. Since they submitted their application to BSA on April 2, | had thought that CB? only had until June 1
(60 days) to vote on the application. Has another arrangement been made?

Thanks,
Kate

Kate Wood

Executive Director

Landmark West!

45 West 67th Street

New York, NY 10023

Phone: 212-496-8110

Fax: 212-875-0209
katewood@landmarivrest.org
www.landmarkwest orc

5/10/2007



FRIEDMAN & GOTBAUM LLP

' ’ 568 BROADWAY SUITE 505

NEW YQORX NEW YORK 10012
TEL 21v2.925. 4545

Fax 212.925.51%9¢%
IONING @ FRIGOT.COM

May 21,2007

BY HAND AND TELEFAX 212-755-8713

David Rosenberg, Esq.
Marcus Rosenberg & Diamond, LLP
488 Madison Avenue '
New York. NY 10022

Re: 74-07-BZ
Congregation Shearith lsrael
Block 1122 Lots 36 & 37
Manhattan

Dear Mr. Rosenberg:

This letter responds to your letter dated May 9, 2007 on behalf of your clients “Landmark
West and various Upper West Side residents” conveying a number of requests with regard to
documents relating to the subject Variance application, which proposes replacement of
Congregation Shearith Israel’s (“CSI’s™) current community house with a new commumty house

and four floors of condominium units.

First permit me to say that CSI’s Trustees wholeheartedly support the Department of
Building's ("DOB’s™) policy of requiring an owner’s consent prior to the release of sensitive
structural information regarding synagogues and other similar sacred and public sites. If it 1s the
combined and apparently uniform opinion of Mayor Bloomberg’s Administration and federal
. agencies that sensitive construction and structural information should not be disseminated to the
genera! public, the Trustees would consider it imprudent to disregard that opinion. Accordingly.
the Trustees will not provide their wholesale consent to the release of such material to Landmark
West! and certainly not to “various” unnamed persons but will take such requests under
consideration on a case-by-case and need-to-know basis.

[n light of the above. the responses to your specific requests are as follows:

On paye two of your letter you state:

[1]twould be unfair to force our clients — and the members of Community
Bowrd 7 — to attempt to respond to your Application without having access to the
documents filed with and produced by DOB. Under the circumstances, this is to



request that you immediately provide CSI's written authorization for my firm to
access and obtain coples of all records relating to the Property and the New
Building in DOB’s possesyion. custody or control.

With all due respect, the Community Board and others in the community received full copies of the
application and theretore have all the documents necessary to inform themselves and others of the
contents of the application under consideration. Accordingly, the Trustees are not prepared to act
on your omnibus request. Moreover, you have not indicated what documents you believe DOB is
holding or has produced and for what purpose and by whom they are going to be reviewed. Please
idennty the documents or types of documents you believe are in “DOB’s possession, custody or
control.” Access to documents is also a much different issue than dissemination of copies. There is
a strong predisposition due to security concerns against providing consents for any copies
whatsocver, so it would be helpful to understand why whatever materials you are seeking need to
be released and disseininated as opposed to reviewed in situ. Finally, please provide the names and
addresses of the individuals who would review any shared documents. Confidentiality agreements
with named individuals appropriate to the obvious security concerns will be required.

On page two of your letter you state:

The only DB documents we have seen indicate that plans and applications
for the New Building were filed on October 7. 2003, objections were issued by the
DOB on on [sic] Quiober 28, 205 [sic] and the application was disapproved on
November 10, 2005, Then, on March 28, 2067, CSI apparently obtained a DOB
stamp which sated [sic]: "Denied for appeal to the Board of Standards and
Appeal " and indicated that it had been signed by the Borough Commissioner.

Since it had not been possible to obtain the New Building filings from DOB
and since [ also have been advised that they are nof ebtainable from the BSA, this is
(o request that you immediately provide me full and complete copies, including
evidence of filing and abjections issued.

The materials requested have already been provided to your client. Consistent with a commitment I
made o Landmark West! over a year ago, | provided Kate Wood with a complete set of our
application on April 3, 2007, the day after it was filed at the BSA. The application includes copies
of the complete set of plans filed at DOB and the Objections Sheetssued with regard thereto.

There is certainly no procedurat mystery regarding these filings. It is common knowledge
that the Landmarks Comnussion requires an Objections Sheet in connection with a review of an
application for which its form of application indicates the project will require fand use
discretionary approvals. This accounts for the 2005 Objections Sheet, which remains in the
Landmarks Commission’s publicly accessible files. For BSA purposes, an Objections Sheet must
be dated within thirty (30) days ot the submission of an application, thus accounting for the more
recent Objections Sheet. The subsequent Objections Sheet was also required because the New
Building approved by the Landmarks Commission was smaller and shorter-than the building

associaled with the earlier Objecticns Sheet.



On puge three of your letter you state:

It is also my understanding that DOB's rules require that a request for a
reconsideration be filed in order to obiain a determination by the Borough
Commissioner. Under the circumstances, 1 request a copy of the submission by CST
i ahtain the denial and the dates of any meetings held. with the identity of the
participants, in conneclion therewith.

Once again. the “submission by CSI to obtain the dental” i1s already in your client’s
possession. being the plans and the Objections Sheet incloded in the application and provided to
Kate Wood on Apri) 3,2007. A copy of the Objections Sheet 1s once again enclosed. Complete
disclosure on this point baving already been provided, I see no relevance between the stated
purpose of your [etter and the further submission 10 you of names and dates of meetings.

Very truly yours,

N —

Shelly S. Frr¢dman
Enclosure

ce: Mon. Scott Stringer
Hon. Betsy Gotbaum
iHon. Richard Gottfried
Hon. leff Mulligan
Hon. Sheldon Fine
Kate Wood
Norman Marcus, Esg.
Rabbi Marc Angel
Peter Neustadter
David Nathan, Esq.

LS
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REQUIRED ACTIONS BY THE BOARD OF STANDARDS & APPEALS

1. PROPOSED LOT COVERAGE FOR THE INTERIOR PORTIONS OF RBB & R10A EXCEEDS THE
MAXIMUM ALLOWED. THIS IS CONTRARY TO SECTION 24-11,/77-24. PROPOSED INTERIOR PORTION

LOT COVERACE IS .80.

7. PROPOSED REAR YARD IN R88 DOEC; NOT COMPLY. 20.00° PROVIDED INSTEAD OF 30.00
CONTRARY TO SECTION 24-36. o

3. PROPOSED REAR YARD IN RYCA INTERIOR PORTION DOES NOT COMPLY. 20.00" PROVIDED
< INSTEAD OF 30.00° CONTRARY TO SECTION 24-386.

4. PROPOSED (NITIAL SETEACK IN R8B DOES NOT COMPLY. 12.00° PROVIDED INSTEAD OF 15.00°
CONTRARY TC SECTION 23-8633.

5. "PROPOSED BASE HEIGHT IN RBB DOES NOT COMPLY. 94.80' PROVIDED INSTEAD OF 60.00°
CONTRARY T0 SECTION 23-—633. :

6. PROPOSED MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT IN RBB DOES NOT COMPLY. 113.70° PROVIDED INSTEAD
OF 75.00" CONTRARY TO SECTION 23-633.

7. PROPOSED REAR SETBACK IN R8B DOES NOT COMPLY. 6.67 lF’RO\/IDED INSTEAD OF 10.00'

CONTRARY TO SECTION 23—663.

8. PROPOSED. SEPARATION BETWEEN BUILDINGS iN R10A DOES NOT COMPLY.
INSTEAD OF 40.00° CONTRARY TO SECTION 24-67 AND 23-731.

0.00" PROVIDED

DENGIED

FOR APPEAL TO BOARD OF
STANDARDS AND APPEALS




Mr. Alan D. Sugarman, Esq.

17 West 70th Street , Suste 4
New York, New York 10023
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Anorney At Law New York, NY 1023
212873907
mirbile $17.208-1516
Fax 212-202-3524
suggrrrn s duw.cam
June 8, 2007
Ralph Perfetto
Ombudsman

The Public Advocate for the City of New York
One Centre Street
New York, New York 10007

Re:
Congregation Shearith Israel
6-10 West 70 Strect/99 Central Park West

BSA Improper Meetings and Failure to Comply With FOIL

Dear Mr. Perfetto:

Thank you for forwarding the letter you received dated May 29, 2007 from Jeff Mulligan
of the Board of Standards and Appeals.

Interestingly, on the same day, I received from Mr. Mulligan a letter dated June 1, 2007,
purporting to respond to my recent Freedom of Information Request — unbelievably, Mr.
Mulligzn did not provide to me a copy of his May 29 letter to you in his June 1 FOIL
responsc to me. If anything can demonstrated the BSA's abusive and irresponsible refusal
to comply with the requirement of FOIL, this failure to provide to me the letter to you 1s
conclusive.

Mr. Mulligan 1s as well completely misapplving the attorney chient exception provided in
FOIL - it only applies to communications in the course of providing legal advice to a
chient. Anyone with the slightest understanding of the attorney-client privilege and acting
in good faith would know that the meeting notes made by attorney of the improper
November 8§, 2006 meeting between BSA staff and Commissioners and the applicant are
not subject to privilege.

Present at the November 8 meeting were five BSA represcentatives, only onc of whom
possibly was an attorney. So are we to believe that none of Commissioner Srinivasan,
Commussioner Collins, Director Mulligan, and Senior Examiner Ned Weiss took notes at
the improper November 8. 2006 meeting? Or. did these public servants. in order to
conceal what was being said, have a BSA attorney attend the meeting to take meeting
notes so as to artificially create a FOIL privilege where none existed?

Or, do these BSA officials claim that the meeting was part of the deliberative process and
so exempt from FOIL? Now we have BSA's dilemma - if the meeting was a deliberative
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meeung, then OF COURSE there was an improper ex parte adjudicative meeting. The
BSA cannot have it both ways. But, even then, notes of what was said cannot be
privileged.

Finally, BSA could still redact attorney-client communications from the notes, if any
privileged matter does in fact exist—- something routinely done in hitgation discovery
(which are the rules that apply under FOIL for these types of documents.)

Remember, all T am asking to know 1s what did the Congregation representatrves say to

the BSA commissioners and staff, and vice versa? What 1s more appropnate for FOIL
than this?

Finally, I note that the only communication between BSA and the applicant that BSA has
provided in response to FOIL requests since the application was filed was an e-mail from
the Congregation’s attorncy to BSA — and, of course, communications with other
agencies such as the letter to you were not provided.

Clearly. BSA 15 abusing FOIL - and, 1t 15 even more improper because they are covermg
up the improper November 8, 2006 meetung.

As to the BSA reasons jusufying the improper ex-parte meeting nvolving adjudicating
hearing examiners in a quasi-judicial proceeding concerning the waiver of zoning laws,
clearly, BSA cannot write rules to make legal that which 1s not legal.

Sincerely,

P.S. Supporting Documents are posted at ProtectWest70Street.org.

cc: Jeff Mulligan and other caty officials.
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MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
ChairfCommissioner

June 1, 2007

Mr. Alan Sugarman, Esq.
17 West 70" Strect, Suite 4
New York, New York 10025

Dear Mr. Suparman:

This letrer is in response 10 your May 24, 2007 request made under the State Freedom of
Information Law (“FOIL™). The date of your last request was April 12, 2007, 30 the
Board scarched for records dated between April 12, 2007 and May 24, 2007,

Attached you will find a letrer and attachments from the Public Advocate; your faxed
correspondence 1o the Public Advocate; your letter 10 Robetto Valez, Chief
administrative Law Judge of OATH and his responsc to your letter; and a letter from
Friedmen & Gotbaum, LLP to David Rosenberg, Esq.

Based on our review, there are no other documents responsive Lo our request.

This letter is a final determination of the Board. You have the right to seck review of this
determination pursuant 10 Article 78 of the Civil Law Practice and Rules, and Public
Officers Law § 89(4)(b).

Please also be aware that it is the Board’s policy to charge 50 cents/page for copies made
in response 10 a FOIL request. Since the attachments total 17 pages, please forward a
check or money order to the NYC Board of Standards and Appeals for $8.5G.




Board of Standards and Appeals

A0 Reqror Street, ¥ Floor » New York, NY 130061795 « Tel. {212) T88-4500 « Fax (212) 755-8769
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MEENAKSHL SRINIVASAN
ChutriCommissioner

May 29, 2007

Ralph Perfeito

Cmbudsman

The Public Advocate for the City of New York
One Centre Strect

New York, New York 10007

Dear Mr. Perfetto:

We ave in receipt of your letter dated May 9, 2007 asking the Board of Standards dﬂd
Appeals to investigate allegations from Alan Sugarman that the Board 1s not cooperating on
providing _information- on “the ,application for a variance at 6-10 West 70% %neet
(Conzregation. Shearith Israel, BSA 74-07-BZ).. We are.also in. receipt of My. Sugarman’s
correspondence to the Public Advacate, wh1ch you have shared with us afler our request.

Your letter states that repxasentauves of the Board met ‘with the applicants without
community representatives invited to attend.. Please be advised that Board staff and two
Board members met with the applicant prior to the {iling of the application, in a meeting that
is entirely consistent with the Procedure for Pre-Applicalion Meetings, as posted on the
Board’s website. There is no requirement that community representatives be invited to
attend such a meeting. After receiving Mr. Sugarman’s complaint that communily
representatives had not been invited, we extended an invitation to Mr. Sugarman to also meet
with representatives of the Board. He did not accept the invitation.

Your letter aiso states that we did not provide notes of the meeting pursuant w0 a FOIL
request. Please note that I, as the Board’s FOIL Officer, along with the Board’s FOIL
Appeals Officer have explained in letters to Mr. Sugatman that hand-written meeting notes
are not. disclosed ‘becanse they are subject to attomev/client privilege or attomey work
ploduct prm];:ge ot because they are ckempl under FOIL §8'7(2) Copucs of the erd’ v
letters to Mr Sugarmcm are attached : S ’ :

i'-"‘.".. N
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Your Jetier also refers to Mr. Sagarman’s allegation that the pre-application meeting was an
ex-parte meeting. Please see the attached letter which states that we will address Mr.
Sugarman’s allegations of ex-parte communication at (e first public bearing of this case,
when calendared.

Finally, you have also attached letters from Mr. Sugaman which identify questions mnd
concerns based on his review of the filed application for the vanance ~ including the date of
the DOB objection Jeuer for the proposed project. Please be advised that we will consider
the 13zues raiscd i Mr. Sugarman’s letter as we review the application for the variance.

Please contact me at (212) 788.8803 should you have any questions.

Greg Belcamino, General Counsel
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Anorney At Law New York, NY 10627
224701571

maobile $117-208-1516
Fax 212-202.5524
sugnrraan G w.co

Qctober 2, 2007
Via Facsimile 212-788-8769

Jeff Mulligan

Executive Director

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street 9° Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

Re:  Freedom of Information Law Requests
Sheanth Israel Project at 8,10, 12 West 70" Street, New York, New York

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Reference 1s made to my prior FOIL request including the latest FOIL request of May
24,2007. '

On June 1, 2007, BSA responded by providing documents that I had filed with the BSA,
but not providing an important document which was a May 29, 2007 letter from you to
The Public Advocate, as I described izt my letter of June 8, 2007. BSA then charged me
£8.50, most of which was for pages I had sent to BSA.

In this request, please exclude copies of any documents sent by me or Landmark West to
‘ the BSA. Also. please exclude the revised application and drawings filed by the
Congregation on September 2, 2007/

For purpose of definition, Congregation herein shali mean Congregatton Sheanth Israel,
and any of 1ts attorneys, consultants and architects acting for or on behalf of
Congregation Shearith Israel, and any members and trustees of Congregation Shearith
Israel.

For this request, the BSA shall mecan the Commuissioners, counscl, and staff of the BSA.
Counsel shall mean present and prior attorneys employed by the BSA.

Pursuant to FOIL. please provide the following documents that in any way relate to the
above application.

I All e-mails including attachment between the Congregation and anv counsel for
the BSA.
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II. All other correspondence between the Congregation and any counsel for the
BSA, not included in 1tem I. '

I vou feel that I should still pay the $8.50 which you billed me for previously. I will do so
when the new documents are available.

Sincerely.

b g

Alan D. Sugarman
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: The Public Advocate for the City of New York Betsy Gotbaum

Impraving Access to City Services Public Advocate

October 2, 2007

Jeff Mulligan, Executive Director
NYC Board of Standards & Appeals
40 Rector Street, 9™ Floor

New York, NY 10006

Re: Mr. Alan Sugarman
17 West 70% Street, Suite 4
New York, NY 10023

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Public Advocate Betsy Gotbaum asked me to write to you on behalf of the
aforementioned constituent, regarding his objections to your reply to our initial inquiry
on his behalf last spring for BSA 74-07-BZ Congregation Shearith Israel, 6-10 west 70"
Street, 99 Central Park West.

Mr. Sugarman has submitted to you his objections in a letter dated to you on
September 19, 2007. Therefore, we are respectfully requesting a review of his objections,
and a reply to our office with your findings.

Sincerely,
Ll ot

Ralph Perfetto
Ombudsman

cc: Mr. Alan Sugarman

. 1 Centre Street New York, NY 10007 Tel (212) 669-7200 Fax (212) 669-4701
www.pubadvocate.nyc.gov :






BOARD OF STANDARDS AND APPEALS

40 Rector Street, 9t Floor - New York, NY 10006- 17 5 - Tel. (212) 788-8500 - Fax (212) 788-8769
Website @ aenrnyd gou/bsa

MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
Chair/Comnussicnsr

October 12, 2007

Alan D. Sugarman

17 West 70" Street

New York, New York 10023

Dear Mr. Sugarman:

This letter is in response to your October 2, 2007 request made under the State Freedom of
Information Law (“FOIL”). The date of your last request was May 24, 2007, so the Board
searched for records dated between May 24, 2007 and October 2, 2007.

Your request was for the following documents that in any way relate to the subject application:

L All emails including attachment between the Congregation (Shearith Israel) and BSA
counsel {including commissioners, counsel and staff).
IL All other correspondence between the Congregation and any counsel for the BSA, not

included in item 1.

You also ask us to exclude copies of any documents sent by your or Landmark West to the BSA,
and to exclude the revised application and drawings filed by the applicant on September 2, 2007.

Based on our review, there are no other documents responsive to your request.

Your letter also notes that we did not provide the May 29, 2007 letter to the Public Advocate in
our June 1, 2007 response to your May 24, 2007 FOIL request. As we stated in our June 1, 2007
letter, the Board provided records dated between April 12, 2007 and May 24, 2007. The letter to
the Public Advocate was dated May 29, 2007.

This letter is a final determination of the Board. You have the right to seek review of this
determination pursuant to Article 78 of the Civil Law Practice and Rules, and Public Officers

Law Sec 89(4)(b).

Please also forward the payment for the outstanding balance of $8.50 for the documents provided
in response to your previous FOIL request.

etutive Dlrector/Records Access Officer

c: Margaret P. Stix, General Counsel

[






Alan D. Sugarman L7 W, 70 Street

‘ . Swte 4
Attorney At Law New Yok, NY 10023

212-873-1371
mobile 917-208-1516
fax 212-202-3524

rgarman@sugardlaw com
October 15, 2007

212-595-9317Re: BSA 74-07-BZ
Congregation Sheanth Israel

6-10 West 70th Street/99 Central Park West
Block 1122 Lots 36. 37 - Manhattan

Hon. Sheldon J. Fine

Chair Manhattan Commumty Board 7
250 W.87% ¢,

New York, NY 10024

Dear Chair Fine:.

On October 12, 2007, 1n the above matter the Board of Standards and Appeals 1ssued a
letter of objections to the revised application of the Congregation Sheanth Israel and
determined that the application remains not complete.

The BSA stated thatif the Congregation is “unable to make a complete submission”
within 60 days, the matter could be dismissed. The BSA stated that theissues "need to
be addressed before these applications may be calendared by the Board.”

Community Board 7 had previously scheduled a meeting of the Land Use Committee to
consider this matter for October 17, 2007. It stands to rcason thatif the Congregation’s
application is so incomplete that the BSA will not even calendar the matter, then
similarly, the Community Board has nao reasonable basis to hold ameeting or hearing on
the matter. Such a Caommunity Board meeting or hearing at this time is entirely

premature.

The BS A objections show that the Congregations’ application:

¢ -Incorrectly describes the requested variances both 1n the narrative and the
accompanying drawings. (New BS A Objection 7-11)

¢ Prowvides confusing drawings that are mislabeled, and even has disunct sets of
drawing that have the same labels. (New BS A Objection13, 14, and 15).

o Misdecribes the actual square footage devoted to the Beit Rabban school (which
would included office, bathroom, assembly, and recreation areas), thereby
understating the valuation of the use by the school.(New BS A Objection 3).
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* Does not analyze uses on the entire zoning lot: the submissions by the
Congregation continue to skirt around the resadennial rental use and income from
the Parsonage which 1t part of the zoning lot claimed by the Congreganon. (New
BS A Objection 5).

* Fals to provide the contextual information as requested before 1n the BSA Imunal
Objection 23, whach had stated: :

BSA # 23. Page 25: Within the suggested "(c) finding, " please discuss the built
context along the subject blockfronts of West 70th Street and the alleged
appropriateness of the proposed building in terms of neighborhood character.
Please reference drawing P-17.

We believe that a context of the subject blockfronts on this narrow street showing
the wall of buildings that will result on the south side of West 70" street will
illustrate the compelling need for shadow studies as to the affect on the
blockfronts. (New BS A Objection 12).

o  Continues toadequately disclose the lot line windows of adjacent buildings, the
obstruction of which had previously been concealed from the Community Board
and BSA. (new objection 17).

*  Overstates the valuation of the land by utilizing overstated development rights,

the cffcct of which 1s to improperly decrcases alleged rates of return. (New BS A
Objcction 22). :

¢ Provides incomplete feasibility analysis for the various schemes, (New BSA

Objections 19-21).

Accordingly. 1t would be premature. 1f not wholly inappropriate. for Community Board to
hold a meeting or hearing on this matter until such time as the Congregation has provided
the minimal information required for BSA to even calendar the application. Neither the
BSA nor the Community Board can consider an application that misdescrnibes the
requested variances, includes inaccurate and confusing drawings, withholds significant
base information, does not describe the objective contextual tmpact on the surrounding
area, and uses patently incomplete (:f not distorted) feasibility studies.

Even then, there is no doubt that as the facts are developed at the initial BSA hearing and
any Community Board meetings or hearings, it will be seen that there 15 no legal or

factual basis for the requested variances, and further gaps and distortions in the
Congrcgation’s application will be revealed.
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Sincerely. . .

Alan D. Sugarman

PS.

ce:

Supporing Documents are posted at ProtectWest70Street.orp.

Jed Weiss, NYC Board of Standards and Appeals

Jeff Mulligan, NYC Board of Standards and Appeals

Hon. Betsty Gotbaum, Public Advocate of the City of New York
Hon. Gale Brewer, New York City Council Member

Hon. Scott Stringer Manhattan Borough President

Hon. Richard Gottfried State Assembly Member

Norman Marcus

Kate Wood, Exccutive Director, Landmark West

Shelly Fricdman, Esq, Fricdman & Gotbaum LLP
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October 17, 2007

" Meenakshi Srinivasan
Chair
Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street, 9th Floor -
New York, NY 10006

Dear Chairperson Srinivasan:

It has come to my attention that adjudicatory officers of the New York City Board of
Standards and Appeals participate in closed ex parte meetings with applicants.

For example, I have been informed that such a meeting took place with attorneys,
architects, and consultants hired by Congregation Shearith Isracl prior to their submission of an
application for zoning variances on an expansion project.

\ _

While it 1s appropriate for agency sfajff to meet with applicants and potential applicants, |
" believe contacts such as these are inappropriate for adjudicatory officers of a quasi-judicial
agency such as the BSA.

I believe these meetings may be contrary to City and State administrative procedure jaws.
Such meetings deprive interested parties of their right to know what argurnents and information
are being submitted to the adjudicatory officer and to present opposing material. The
continuation of this policy may promote the appearance of inappropriate influence, and could
potentially prejudice the Board on matters 1t reviews.

I would appreciate it if you would advise me of BSA’s policy and practice regarding ex
parte meetings and the legal basis for the policy and practices.

Lo s Very truly yours,

o=

Richard N. Gottfried
Assembly Member

RNG/mk

»






BOARD OF STANDARDS AND APPEALS

40 Rector Street, 9 Floor - New York, NY 10006-1705 - Tel. (212) 788-8500 - Fax (212) 788-8769 '
Webstite @ wreaenye. gou/bsa

MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
Chair/Commissioner

October 17, 2007

Ralph Perfetto
Ombudsman
Public Advocate for the City of New York

One Centre Street
New York, New York 10007

Dear Mr. Perfetto:

We are in receipt of your letter dated October 2, 2007 requesting a review of a September 19,
2007 letter from Alan Sugarman. Mr. Sugarman’s letter provides details on his opposition to the
revised application for a variance filed by Shearith Israel. Mr. Sugarman’s letter has been

. reviewed by staff and has been entered into the case file. The commissioners will have copies of
Mr. Sugarman’s letter when they review the application once it has been placed on the public

hearing calendar.

Please contact me should you need additional information on the application.

ftive Director

C: Meenakshi Srinivasan, Chair
Margaret Stix, General Counsel



The Public Advocate for the City of New York Betsy Gotbaum
‘ - Improving Access to City Services Public Advocate

Qctober 2, 2007

Jeff Mulligan, Executive Director
NYC Board of Standards & Appeals
40 Rector Street, 9™ Floor

New York, NY 10006

Re: Mr. Alan Sugarman
17 West 70" Street, Suite 4
New York, NY 10023

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Public Advocate Betsy Gotbaum asked me to write to you on behalf of the
aforementioned constituent, regarding his objections to your reply to our initial inquiry
on his behalf last spring for BSA 74-07-BZ Congregation Shearith Israel, 6-10 west 70"
Street, 99 Central Park West.

Mr. Sugarman has submitted to you his objections in a letter dated to you on
September 19, 2007. Therefore, we are respectfully requesting a review of his objections,
and a reply to our office with your findings.

Sincerely,
)
/ //{/‘I
Citlol Sttt

Ralph Perfetto
Ombudsman

cc: Mr. Alan Sugarman

1 Centre Street New York, NY 10007 Tel (212) 669-7200 Fax (212) 669-4701
www.pubadvocate.nyc.gov






Alan D. Sugarman 17 W. 70 Street

Suite 4
Attorney At Law New York, NY 10023

212-873-1371

mobile 917-208-1516

fax 212-202-3524
sugarman(@sugarlaw.com

October 29, 2007

Jeff Mulligan, Executive Director

Jed Weiss, Senior Examiner

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street - 9th Floor

New York, New York 10006

Re: BSA 74-07-BZ

Congregation Shearith Israel

6-10 West 70th Street/99 Central Park West
Block 1122 Lots 36. 37 - Manhattan

Dear Messrs. Mulligan and Weiss:

Without providing the community and Community Board 7 any opportunity to consider
the merits of the Congregation Shearith Israel’s Second Revised Application filed this
past Thursday, October 24 at 2:00 PM, the Board of Standards and Appeals is moving
forward with a full hearing on Tuesday, November 27, 2007, just after Thanksgiving.

I received a copy of the Notice of Hearing which was dated today. Under the BSA rules,
this notice is to be provided 30 days prior to the hearing. Therefore, the notice is
untimely and the hearing is improper under BSA rules.

In addition, to hold this hearing so abruptly contravenes the spirit and letter of the BSA
rules. Clearly, under the City Charter (Chapter 27 § 668) and under the BSA’s own rules
of procedure (§ 1-06), the BSA is not supposed to hold its hearing until 60 days AFTER
the Community Board receives the entire package of materials. Neither the Congregation
nor the BSA had the courtesy to provide CB7 with this full package last week, In fact,
the Community Board was not even informed of the filing for over 24 hours. Apparently
the package was received today and that means it has 60 days from today to hold its
hearings. '

In the interim, it appears that within hours of its receipt, the BSA was able to review the
new documents — 21 pages of detailed financial numbers and new assumptions, a 41 page
new statement in support with changes on every page, and 70 pages of drawings, added
to the prior material, all of which was not superseded. And, then, the BSA apparently
immediately determined that the new application was substantially complete.

To be clear, all of the problems the Congregation is having is its own doing for having
filed incomplete, incorrect, misleading, and indeed duplicitous versions of its application.
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What was filed last week by the Congregation is nothing more than a new application
package, to which the full 60 day period applies. We cannot understand why BSA is
manipulating the rules to accommodate an applicant who ignores the rules.

What is worse, this is the second time that this same lawyer for a similarly positioned
synagogue has maneuvered the BSA to prevent a community board from completing the
mandated review process — and I refer to the deplorable situation as to the Ramaz project
on the East Side.

The BSA must allow CB7 to have an opportunity to give the application the full
consideration that it deserves and hold off calendaring this application until CB7 has -
completed its review process and the community has had an opportunity to review and
study, and then comment on the Second Revised Application.

The Second Revised Statement in Support has changes on almost every single page.

s
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Redline of pages from the Second Revised Statement Showing Changes on Every Page

As well, the Second Revised economic feasibility study is a substantial departure from
the prior versions and is based upon a completely new methodology with new numbers
that vary by millions of dollars with completely different assumptions.

Similarly, the Second Revised Application remains severely deficient, partly as a result of

the BSA’s failure and refusal to meet its obligations to collect information it knows is
relevant to the necessary variance findings.

Examples:

e The Second Revised Application continues to fail to disclose the facts about the
Beit Rabban School. Despite the community having explicitly alerted BSA staff
as to this issue, BSA seems to be intimidated from asking o the Congregation to
provide a copy of current lease information and future commitments. The school
income is part of the major new reworking of the feasibility study. Why will the
BSA not ask for the facts?
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o The Second Revised Application fails to disclose all relevant information about
the renovated six bedroom Parsonage townhouse on Central Park West, which is
part of the zoning site and is being rented out at $18,000 a month or more. This is
relevant to the financial need asserted by the Congregation as well as to whether
alternatives exist to meet the Congregation’s asserted needs.! Clearly, many of
the urgent needs asserted by the Congregation could be accommodated by the
Parsonage space. And, the BSA has never even asked for specific information
about the Parsonage even though the community over many months has explicitly
informed the BSA of this situation.

CPW Parsonage: 6 br, terrace, |
living room, dining room

» The Second Revised Application continues to fail to provide any back-up in its
narrative as to the supposed access, accessibility and circulation issues that the
Congregation claims only a new nine-story building will resolve. Despite having
been explicitly alerted by the community as to the gross distortions in the
previous application, the BSA continues to avoid requiring any back-up or
specificity by the applicant as to its wild conclusory assertions.

" Atits 17 October preliminary hearing held by CB7 on the incomplete application, the Congregation
finally admitted that the Parsonage is being rented out at market rates and was recently renovated:

Page 119

9 1t did renovate it, it did

10 imply landmarks for facade work and the
11 like, and has again_rented it out and,

12 at market rate to a tepant who has a
13 family there and can use the building in
14 which it was built for the purposes it

15 was built as a residential unit. How

16 that might have been different

17 architecturally beyond that tied into
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_____ First Floor Access

;... Elevators

Identxcal Aocess in Ex1stmg and Proposed Buxldmg

As one example, the latest Second Revised Statement in Support continues with a
new narrative that claims multiple new elevators will service the sanctuary, when, in -

fact there is an elevator working today which is merely being replaced in the new
building. But, the BSA stands by in silence.

¢ The Second Revised Application continues to fail to provide information
absolutely required to support findings as to the impact on the community in the
form of shadow studies showing the Impact on West 70" Street. This is despite
the fact that the essential issue in the case is the desire of the Congregation to
vitiate mid-block zoning. Intrinsically, mid-block zoning is about bulk, light and
air. The issues of light, air and bulk have not been decided—not by the LPC and
not by the CB7. At the landmarks stage of this matter, both the Congregation and
the LPC agreed that issues of light, air, and bulk were not matters for
consideration by LPC. Now, that we are at the BSA stage, the Congregation, is
insisting that issues were resolved by the LPC approval. (See below). Why would
the Congregation make such a representation?

2002-3 Shadow Studies Provided to LPC by CSI
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So, why is it that the LPC, which has no jurisdiction over shadows supposedly,
receive shadow studies, but, the BSA, which does have jurisdiction, did not receive
or even ask for shadow studies.

Could it be that the shadow studies they have done but have not provided to either the
CB?7 or the public disclose the true impact of the proposed luxury condominium
project on light and air?

Yet BSA staff adamantly refuses to request that the Congregation provide shadow
studies, despite the fact that in 2003, the Congregation did provide limited shadow
studies to LPC, studies so damaging to the Congregation, that no further studies every
surfaced. Why is the BSA ignoring its responsibilities to gather this information?

There are other issues where large factual gaps exist, including issues relating to the 6000
square foot banquet hall.

But let us assume that finally the BSA insists upon this relevant core information at the
BSA hearing — this means that the Community Board will never ever have a chance to
review and comment upon core factual matters. This is NOT how the system was
intended to work.

Even more troubling, the Congregation announced to the Community Board that this
project is all but approved by the BSA and that is has been approved by the Bloomberg
Administration. [ am sure the BSA will be pleased to know that this matter has already
been decided by the Bloomberg administration, and, that its role now is to rubber stamp
that decision. As Shelly Friedman stated to CB7’s Committee on October 17, 2007:



Alan Sugarman to Jeff Mulligan BSA
October 29, 2007
Page 6 of 10

Page 7

3 Tonight we appear before you

4 with the full imprimatur of the

5 Landmarks Commission, which is approved
6 on behalf of the Bloomberg

7 administration, everything vou see here

8 tonight.

9 At this point, I think it's

10 fair to say that that in and of itself

11 is a big change. We are no longer

12 simply an applicant. We have a design

13 approved by and supported by the

14 Bloomberg administration, the Landmarks
15 Commission and we think that's a

16 significant difference that appeared

17 before you last time.

Page 8:

6 [Tlhe issues regarding scale and

7 appropriateness and historical district

8 are now, as far as the State of New York

9 is concerned, the voice of the Landmarks
10 Commission has been heard.

11 As you know, this was the

12 building you're going to see was .
13 unanimously approved by the Landmarks
14 Commission and that is, and that is an

15 important element of any application to
16 the Board of Standard and Appeals with
17 regard to the required findings.

18 In addition to the imprimatur

19 of the Bloomberg administration, we have
20 a monitor of the community board in

21 several respect.

For the Congregation and Mr. Friedman, the BSA is an “easy” agency:

Page 15

8 So that's why we're at the

9 Board of Standards and Appeals through
10 absolutely no effort of our own to get
11 to the easier agency.

That of course brings up the relationship between the Congregation and Mr. Friedman
and the BSA. First, the central issue of the role of the economic feasibility study was the
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Community Requests for Further Information

The Congregation has been less than cooperative when approached by the community
with requests for information and less than forthcoming when making presentations to
city agencies. [ believe that it is crucially important that the BSA insist on direct and
complete responses to the following questions. These questions relate to the Revised
Application — so far [ have not completed a review of the Second Revised Application.
We have also been unable to make any sense at all as to the Feasibility Study second
supplement which we just received.

These questions are indicative or more to come after we review the new material.

L.
2.

N e v e

12.

13.

What is the rent being paid on the Parsonage?

What renovations were performed on the Parsonage within the last 4 years, and
how much was expended?

As to the “Hebrew School” operated by the Congregation and stated as part of its
program, please provide a schedule showing when the school meets with detail as
to the number of students actually attending the sessions and the specific
classrooms utilized by this “Hebrew School.”

What is the rent being paid by the tenant Beit Rabban School?
Provide a copy of the lease with the Beit Rabban School?
What is the tuition range for students at the Beit Rabban School?

Who paid, and how much, for the renovations in the Community House and
vacant site for improvement for the Beit Rabban School — including window
openings and the trailer?

Is there a memorandum of understanding or lease ars it would apply to the new
Beit Rabban School?

How many of the students of the Beit Rabban School live within 1 mile of the
school?

. How many of the directors of the Beit Rabban School live within | mile of the

school?

. Please provide a shadow study showing the impact of shadows on West 70™

Street and show at least 50 percent of the West 70" block.

What is the proposed use and permitted occupancy that will be in the Certificate
of Occupancy for the Banquet Hall?

How does the Congregation propose to provide adequate exits for the
subterranean banguet hall, especially for a building which the NYC Department
of Buildings has designated as sensitive: i.e., a potential terrorist target?

—
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14. What will be their impact on traffic by banquet hall use? (If each member of the

Congregation holds one event every 15 years, then there will be an event every
single weekend with traffic related to 6000 square feet.)

15. What accommodations are made for garbage generated by banquet events?

16. Page 11 of the revised Application, it states that: “Its primary sanctuary cannot be
reached without great labor.” Please provide a drawing showing exactly where

members face “great labor” entering the sanctuary and provide photographs of the
specific areas.

17. On page 11 of the revised Application, it states that “These access deficiencies
can only be addressed by demolishing the Community House and replacing it
with a new contiguous building designed with circulation systems ...” Please
mark clearly on drawings exactly where these circulation systems are improved
and show the difference between the current and proposed building as to the
circulations systems. Also, please provide a copy of the studies referred to on
page 11. Please mark the multiple elevators claimed to service the upper floors of
the synagogue. Please show the handicapped ramps to provide accessibility
between the lower levels of the sanctuary and the new building, and show how
this accessibility is different from that in the current building.

18. Please provide an existing conditions drawing showing the entire eastern face of
18 West 70" Street as requested previously.

Please adjourn the scheduled BSA meeting, require complete information from the
Applicant, and then provide the Community Board with the 60 day review period allowed
under the City Charter and BSA rules.

Sincerely,

[ 7 fogonen

Alan D. Sugarman

P.S. Supporting Documents are posted at ProtectWest70Strect.org.

cc:
Hon. Betsy Gotbaum, Public Advocate of the City of New York
Hon. Gale A. Brewer, New York City Council Member
Hon. Scott M. Stringer, Manhattan Borough President
Hon. Richard N. Gottfried, State Assembly Member, District 64
Hon. Thomas K. Duane, State Senator, District 29
Hon. Sheldon J. Fine, Chair, Manhattan Community Board 7 -
Hon. Helen Rosenthal, Chair-elect, Manhattan Community Board 7
Alan Geiger, Department of City Planning
Kate Wood, Executive Director, LANDMARK WEST!
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Shelly Friedman, Esq. and Lori Cuisinier, Friedman & Gotbaum LLP






Board of Standards and Appeals

40 Rector Street, 9™ Floor « New York, NY 10006-1705 « Tel. {212) 788-8500 » Fax (212) 788-8769
Website ® wuww.nyc.gov/bsa

MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
Chair/Commissioner

VIA FACSIMILE
AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

November 7, 2007

Hon. Richard N. Gottfried, 75" A D.
NYS Assembly

242 West 27 Street

New York, New York 10001

Dear Assemblyman Gottfried:

I am responding to your October 17, 2007 letter to Chairperson Meenakshi Srinivasan in
which you inquire whether the Board’s participation in pre-application meetings
constitutes ex parte communication. Your letter cites a meeting with representatives of
Congregation Shearith Israel asan example.

Please be advised that the Board has a strict policy prohibiting commissioners from
communicating with applicants or the general public — outside of the public hearing
process — on pending/filed cases. However, the Board does hold informal pre-application
meetings with potential applicants that are generally attended by staff, the Board chair,
and sometimes an additional commissioner. Potential applicants may meet with the
Board to ensure that they fully understand the Board’s procedures and requirements
before beginning the lengthy application process (see

http://www.nvc. gov/html/bsa/downloads/pdf/forms/pre-ap instructions.pdf describing
the procedure for pre-application meetings). These meetings, which have no bearing on
the ultimate outcome of the case if subsequently filed, are a common practice among
zoning boards to promote efficiency (see Comment: Ex Parte Communications in Local
Land Use Decisions, 15 B.C. Envil. Aff. L. Rev. 181, 187 (1987)).

The Board’s pre-application meetings do not constitute ex parte communications under
the State or City Administrative Procedure Act (“CAPA”) which defines ex parte
communications as “communications relating to other than ministerial matters regarding
a hearing” which are received by a hearing officer (see CAPA § 1046(c) (emphasis
added)). Because a pre-application meeting occurs outside a hearing context, indeed
occurs before an actual application is even filed, such a meeting does not therefore
constitute ex parte communication.



—

Please note that, in the case of Shearith Israel, the pre-application meeting to which you
refer occurred on November 8, 2006, well in advance of the April 2, 2007 filing of the
application. Since that meeting did not occur while the application was pending, it was
not ex parte.

Should you or any member of your staff have additional questions regarding the Board’s

pre-application process, please feel free to contact Jeff Mulligan, the Board’s Executive
Director, at (212) 788-8805.

i cer,el{y"‘

Margaret P St1x

.General Counsel

C: Meenakshi Srinivasan, Chair
Jeff Mulligan, Executive Director
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November 14, 2007

Jeff Mulligan. Executive Director
NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street - 9th Floor

New York, New York 10006

Re:BSA 74-07-BZ

Congregation Shearith Israel

6-10 West 70th Street/99 Central Park West
Block 1122 Lots 36. 37 - Manhattan

Dear My. Mulligans:

I have received a copy of a letter dated November 7, 2007 from Margaret O. Stix,
General Counsel of BSA, to Assemblyman Richard Gottfried concerning improper ex
parte meetings by BSA hearing examiners adjudicating waivers of zoning laws at quasi
judicial proceedings. As you know, I have a pending request that two Commissioners
recuse themselves from this proceeding.

I am aware that this would mean that the proceeding would necd to be adjourned until
May or Bloomberg appoints another Commissioner, but, this issuc of rccusal has been on
the table since at least April of this year, if not last November. Furthermore, the
Applicant should have considered this possibility of delay when it solicited such a
obviously improper meeting.

Ms. Sux’s response 15 wholly disingenuous - to suggest that the November meeting is
part of this proceeding is a gross misrepresentation of the facts. No authority can be
provided to show that hearing examiners of zoning boards with full time professional
staff may meet with quasi judicial applicants for the purpose of discussing a proposed
application.

In any cvent, Ms. Stix asscrts there arce strict policics prohibiting cx parte
communications by the Board. I note that in many variance proceedings, Commissioners
make on-site visits.

If an on-site visit 1s made of the Congregation’s site {(which I would assume would
include inspection of the private home at the Parsonage and the interior where all of the
alleged access 1ssues exist), what provision 1s made to avoid discussions of any type
between the Applicant and the Commissioners?

—

A
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In any event, I formally request that [ be advised of any such proposed site visit and that
I, along with other opponents of this project who are on record as being opposed, be
invited to accompany the Commissioner’'s at any such visit. This would be an excellent
opportunity 1o explore the innumerable inconsistencies between the Second Revised
Statement tn Support and the actual situation at the site.

As I have also noted in prior communication. and a significant fact ignored by Ms. Stix’s
letter. that just prior to the improper November. 2006 meeting both I and Landmark
West had already communicated with the BSA as to our opposition to the project. Yet
knowing the 1dentity of opponents to the project, the BSA went ahead and held a private

ex parte meeting and has adamantly refused since to provide notes of the meeting or to
otherwise explain what occurred.

This situation should not be made worse by one more ex parte meeting.

QA g

Alan D. Sugarman

P.S. Supporung Documents are posted at ProtectWest70Street org,

ce:

Hon. Richard N. Gottfried, State Assembly Member, District 64
Hon. Meenakshi Srinivasan, Chair. Board of Standard and Appeals
Margaret P. Stux, General Counsel, Board of Standards and Appeals
Richard Asche, Co-Chair CB7 Land Use Committee

Page Cowley, Co-Chair CB7 Land Use Committee

Hon. Betsy Gotbaum, Public Advocate of the City of New York
Hon. Galc A. Brewer, New York City Council Member

Hon. Scott M. Stnnger, Manhattan Borough President

Hon. Thomas K. Duane, State Senator, Distriet 29

Alan Geiger. Department of City Planning

Kate Wood, Executive Director, LANDMARK WEST! ‘
Shelly Friedman, Esq. and Lo Cuisinier, Friedman & Gotbaum LLP
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fax 212.202-3524
sumamman@sugatlaw.com

Apnl 11, 2008

ViaUS Maul
ViaFacsimile 212-788-8769
Via E-Mail jmulligan@dcas.nyc .gov

JeffMulligan

Executive Director

NYCBoardof Standardsand Appeals
40 Rector Street 9™ Floor

New York, NY 10006-1705

Re:  Freedom of Information Law Request -FOIL
Shearith Israel Project at 8,10, 12 West 70™ Street, New York, New York

DearMr.Mulligan:

On behalf of myself, Nizam Peter Kettaneh, and other residents of West 70th St., I hereby
make this formal FOIL request.

In this request, please exclude copies of any documents sent by me, Landmark West, or
David Rosenberg to the BSA. Also, please exclude the application and drawings
packages filed by the Congregation on or about April 2, 2007, September 2, 2007,
October 27,2007, December 28, 2008, March 11,2008, and April 1, 2008. Please also
exclude the transcripts of the two public meetings.

For purpose of definition, Congregation or CSI herein shall mean Congregation Sheanth
Israel and any of its attorneys, consultants and architects acting for or on behalf of

Congregation Shearith Israel, and any members or trustees or honorary trustees of
Congregation Shearith Israel. '

For this request, the BSA shall mean the Commissioners, counsel, and staff of the BSA.

Pursuant to FOIL, please provide the following documents (including of course e-mails,
notes of meeting and telephone calls) that in any way relate to the above application.

1. All documents concermng on-site visits at Shearith Isracl by Commissioners or
anyone else at the BSA including documents showing the names of representatives of
CSI present at the site visits and the date or dates of said site visits.

BA
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2. All documents including notes of meeting whereby the BSA referred to, waived,
modified, varied or clanfied the application and other information requests or
requirements of BSA including without limitation BSA's "Detailed Instructions for
Completing BZ Application” and without limitation those reflected in objection letters,
letters provided by BSA, BSA regulations, statutes, or requests by BSA to CSI at
transcribed hearings, orin or by any other documents.

3. All documents reflecting communications between BSA and DOB conceming
this application including references to the 1ssues raised by David Rosenberg in the
- litigation with DOB related to CSI and the letters from David Rosenberg to BSA.

3. All other communications including e-mails, correspondence and notes of
communications, between CSI and BSA not previously supplied by BSA in response to a
FOIL from me and not excluded above.

It is our position thatin an Article 78 proceeding appealing any action on the variance
application, the City and the BSA cannot use an documents or information not disclosed
to us pursuant to this and other FOIL requests. Nor canthe BSA itself in making its
findings rely upon or refer to documents and information not so disclosed.

I you feel that I should still pay the $8.50 which you billed me for previously for

documents including documents [ generated. I will do so when the new documents are
available or will pay now if you so advise. This is the second time I have stated this.

Sincerely,

(e P fegee

AlanD.Sugarman
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MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
ChairfCommissioner

April 21, 2008

Alan D. Sugarman
17 West 70™ Street
New York, New York 10023

Dear M. Sugarman:

This letter is 1n response to your April 11, 2008 request made under the State
Freedom of Information Law (“"FOIL”). The date of your last request was
October 2, 2007, so the Board searched for records dated between October 2,
2007 and April 11, 2008.

Based on our review, the following documents are provided pursuant to your
request:

1. An email from Shelly Friedman of CSI on March 4, 2008 and a response from
Jeff Mulligan on March 7, 2008. The attachment to the March 4, 2008 email is

also enclosed.

2. An eight page fax from Jessica Daniels and Jack Freeman of CSI on February
22,2008. ’

3. A February 11, 2008 email from BSA Commissioner Eileen Montanez re. site
visit to CS1

4. A January 2, 2008 email from Shelly Friedman

5. A November 23, 2007 email from BSA Commissioner Dara Ottley-Brown re.
site visit to CSI

6. A November 21, 2007 email from BSA Commissioner Susan Hinkson re. site
visit to CSI

7. A November 26, 2007 email from Shelly Friedman

8. An October 16, 2007 email from Shelly Friedman (with attachments)



Please be advised that we do not have any additional documents responsive to
your April 11, 2008 request. Please also be advised that, as we have stated in
previous correspondence to you, hanidwritten notes, to the extent that they exist,
are exemnpt from disclosure under FOIL Sec. 83(2)(g).

This letter is a final determination of the Board. You have the right to seek
review of this determination pursuant to Article 78 of the Civil Law Practice and
Rules, and Public Officers Law Sec 89(4)(b).

The total copying cost for these documents is $12.50. Please also forward the
payment for the outstanding balance of $8.50 for the documents provided in
response to your previous FOIL request.

Jeff Mulligan ‘
xecutive Director/Records Access Officer

c: Margarei P. Stix, General Counsel
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Jeffrey Mulligan

From: Jeffrey Mulligan

Sent:  Friday, March 07, 2008 1:55 PM

To: Shelly Friedman

Subject: RE: CSi Response to Lebow Letter of 2/21/08

Shelly ~ Please submit a hardcopy. Thanks.

From: Shelly Friedman [mailto:sfriedman@frigot.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 6:24 PM

To: Jeffrey Mulligan; iatholdings@aol.com; CAPlatt@pbdw.com; rhdovell@pbdw.com
Subject: CSI Response to Lebow Letter of 2/21/08

CS! response attached. Jeff — Is it acceptable to email cc's tike this? Wil submit hardcopy if necessary.

PLEASE CONSIDER THE t-.'\w:['("‘.:’tf “NT BEFQRE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

SHELLY S. |1
FRIEDMAN 3‘

P}(mdnm Suite 505
GOTBALIM. y

York, NY 10012

'i

Phone: 212.925.4545
Fax: 212.025.5160

The informad o cont ained 1n this electronic message is intended only for the person or entity to which 1t
ential and is or may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work

e, joint defense privileges, trade secret profections and/or other applicable protections
from disclosy : - of this message Is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
the use dissemination. disiribution or reproduction of this communication is strictly prohibited. I you
have receive: this communication in error, please immediately notify us by calling the sender at (212)
9254545, or maii to sirtedmangefrizot.com

i3 a0 MI\,"'\\.“

product doctri

4/21/2008



FRIEDMAN & GOTBAUM LLP

568 BROADWAY SUITE 505
NEW YORX NEW YORK 10012
TEL 212 925.4545

FAX 212.925.5199
ZONING@ FRIGOT.COM

March 4, 2008
Via US MAIL

Mark D. Lebow, Esq
" Lebow & Sokolow, LLP
770 Lexington Avenue
New York, NY 10065-8165
. . Re: Congregation Shearith Israel (“CSI"")
6-10 West 70th Street/99 Central Park West
74-07-BZ /CEOR No.: 07BSA07iM

Dear Mr. Lebow:
T'write in response to your letter of February 21, 2008.

Please be advised that we will submit for the record the floorplan drawing shown to the Board
for iflustrative purposes with our supplemental papers on March I1. Inasmuch as the floorplan was
used only to respond to 2 Commissioner’s question at the hearing and not as part of our application,
no submission was necessary. Nor was any member of the public prevented from asking to examine
the drawing at the time.

In addition, we will not accede to your request that Craig Morrison be given the opportunity to
“tour all of the buildings on the zoning site that is [sic] the subject of this application.”” I note that Mr.
Morrison did not believe a tour of the buildings was necessary prior to his offering his expert
testimony at the February 12th hearing nor did he state during his testimony that his ability to offer his
expert opinion was in any way hampered by lack of access to the buildings. Talso note that he neither
complied with the Board's schedule for timely submission of his report to the Board and Applicant,
nor produced a copy of his report to any party until after the public hearing had closed for the day.
Under the circumstances, your request appears to be a procedural afterthought on which to base
further requests for extensions and delays. If Mr. Morrison now feels he lacks the factual basis
necessary to render his opinion, he should fee! free to direct any factual Questions he may have in
writing to Messrs. Platt and Dovell within the timeframe allowed each party for comment.

With regard to your third point, any documents filed and logged in at the Board office on
behalf of the Applicant will be hand-delivered or overnight expressed to you as filed.

Very truly yours,
Shelly S. Ftiedman
cc: Hon. Meenakshi Srinivasan
Hon. Jeff Mulligan
Peter Neustadter

Charles Platt
Ray Dovell



LEBOW & SOKOLOW LLP

~ ATTORNEYS AT Law
770 LEXINGTON AVENUE, StXTi FLOOR
New YorK, New Yory (6065-8165
Ten: 212-935-6000 Fax: 212-935-4865

February 21, 2008

VIA U.S. MAIL

Shelly S. Friedman, Esq.
Friedman & Gotbaum LLP
568 Broadway, Suite 503
New York, New York 10012

Re: Congregation Shearith Israel, 6-10 West 70" Street -

Dear Mr. Friedman:
Following up on the hearing of February 12, 2008, we have two requests:

First, please provide us with copies of the drawings that you and Charles Platt
- presented to the BSA during the February 12 bearing. Among other subjects, the
drawings appeared to contain another variation of the proposed building in which a
"notch” was suggested relating to the windows in 18 West 70th Street. Not only does it
appear that the drawings were not filed with the BSA, but the drawings were not shown
to the public attending the hearing,

Second, we request that our architect Craig Mosrison be permitted, as soon as
possible, to tour 2ll of the buildings on the zoning site that is the subject of the
application. Please suggest times convenient to your client.

This lctter also confirms our understanding that any documents the Applicant files
_ with the BSA or provides to its staff will at the same time be hand delivered of faxed to
me. We agree to reciprocate.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

.Lebow

ce: Hon. Meenakshi Srinivasan, BS
Mr. Jeffrey Mulligan, BSA



Norman Marcus, Esq.

David Rosenberg, Esq.

Alan D. Sugarman, Esq.

James Greer, Esq.

Ms. Kate Wood, Landmark West
Mr. Craig Morrison, AIA

Mr Martin Levine, MAI
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RIAL ESTATE SERVICES

132 NASSAU STREET
NEW YORK., NY 10034
TE: 012.732.4056°

FAX: 212.732. 1442

FRAZIER

L ASSOCIATES, tncC.

MEMORANDUM

Date *: February 22, 2008

To : Jeffrey Mulligan
Jed Weiss
New York City Board of Standards and Appeals

From : . Jack Freeman

Re : 6-10 West 70™ Street
BSA Meeting Response

Attached please find a letter in response to the BSA meeting of February 20, 2008.




FREEMAN

REAL ESTATE SEAVICES

132 NASSAU STREET
NEW TYORXK, NY 10028
TEL 12732 4054

FAX:213.732.1442 .

L ASSOCLATES, INC.

February 22, 2008

Jeffrey Mulligan, Executive Director

New York City Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street

New York, New York 10007

Re:

6-10 West 70 Street
New York, NY
74-07-BZ

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

Following our meeting on February 20, 2008, we had the chance to review the
materials we provided in our previous submissions and December 21, 2007 Response
to the Board. Below we provide a summary to highlight the assumptions made for
the most recent submission: ‘

The floor area of the As of Right with Tower-was determir y Platt Byard
Dovell White’s (PBDW) zoning analysissta be 37,888.11 sq ft. This served as

the basis of our property valuation and As of Right analysis. For your review
we have attacbed is an axonometric drawing of the As of Right with Tower
Development and floor area schedule as provided by PBDW (for current
discussion purposes, PBDW’s 37,888.11 sq.ft. is more or less consistent with
the +/-36,000 sq ft. you described at the meeting; differences can be discussed
and resolved with PBDW). '

Of the As of Right 37,888.11 sq.ft., 19,755 (as shown on floor area schedule)

1s residential square footage, and 18,133 is community facilities area. In our

—

IS e

J/
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most recent submission, the acquisition cost of $14,816,000 was determaed
based only on the 19,755 sq.ft. of As of Right residential aréaat $750/sq.ft

previous analyses, the acquisition costs were based on the entire building,
which included the community facility areas.

Attached is a copy of page two of the December 21, 2007 Hearing Response
submussion, which descnbes the As of Right with Tower Development, as per
the above. Schedule A from the same submission (attached), shows the As of
Right scheme is not feasible and has a capital loss of $7,076,000.




BSA Heanng Response
6-10 West 70" Street
New York, NY
February 22, 2008
Page2

The Proposed Development has slightly more floor area, 42,962 sq ft. of total
floor area, of which 14,430 sq ft. is community facility area, and 20,863 sq ft
1s residential area. As seen in Schedule A, the return is 12.19%. This is
somewhat higher than in previous analyses, but is a direct result of the
decrease in acquisition costs based on'the elimination of the Community
Facility floor area requested by the Board. In other variances the Board has
accepted increased returns, which result at changes in assumptions made at
their request.

As we noted at the meeting, and as shown by the analysis of the As of Right
with Tower Development, without the floor area included in the Proposed
Development, the project would not be economically feasible. When PBDW
completes their analysis of creating a courtyard, we will analyze the effect of
the loss of floor area from the courtyard and discuss that with you at next
Thursday’s meeting.

Please feel free to call me if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

- Jack Freeman
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C) AsofRight with Tower Development

The As of Right with Tower Development would occupy the full zoning envelope,
and would consist of a new synagogue lobby on the ground floor, and community
facility space on floors two through four. Floors five through sixteen would be for
sale condominium units. There would be a total of thirteen residential units.

The gross built area of this alternative would be 37,888 sq.ft, not including the
cellar. The zoning floor area for this alternative would be 37,888 sq.ft. The total
gross residential area, which includes residential lobby and core but,does not include
the cellar, would be 19,755 sq.ft. The residential sellable area is 10,795 sq.ft.

D) Proposed Development

The Proposed Development altemative would consist of new construction of an
eight-story plus penthouse. The new development ¢onsists of a new synagogue lobby
on the ground floor, and community facility space on floors two through four. Floors
five through eight and the penthouse would be for sale condominium units. There
would be a total of five residential units.

The gross built area of -this alternative would be 42,962 sq.ft., not including the
cellar. The zoning floor area for this alternative would be 42,962 sq.ft. The total

* gross residential area, which includes residential lobby and core but does not include

the cellar, would be 22,907 sq.ft. The residential sellable area is 14,980 sq.ft.

This development program is referred to as the “Proposed Development”.

E) AsofRight Residential F.AR. 4.0~ Scheme C

" The “As of Right Residential F.ALR. 4.0” altemative was submitted at the request of
" the Board based on Notice of Objections of June 15, 2007, Objection #37. A revised

analysis at the request of the Board was performed in the October 24, 2007
submission. . :

The specifics of this alternative are discussed in Exhibit C.

Value of the Prepe

Estimating the acquisition cost 1s part of every Economic Analysis Report submitted
as part of the BSA procedure. For this mixed institutional and residential
development, property valuation was estimated assuming complying development
after review and analysis of comparable land sales, based on an average $/square foot
of buildable floor area.
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SCHEDULE A1: ANALYSIS SUMMARY - CONDOMINIUM USE

REVISED LESSER A
AS OF RIGHT VARIANCE AS OF RIGHT REVISED L '
CF/RESIDENTIAL CFRESIDENTIAL WITH TOWER PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL
* DEVELOPMENT DEVELDPMENT DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT FAR. 40
(Residential Onty} {Residential Only)
BUILBING AREA (SQ.FT.) .
BUILT RESIDENTIAL AREA 7594 12575 0.018 08 f"?i;
SELLABLE AREA 70% 5316 68% 8,503  76% 10,346 52% 15789 82% 7
CAPITAL INVESTMENT SUMMARY
ACQUISITION COST . $14,816.000 314,816,000 " $14,815,000 $14,816.000 5’4‘315;023
HOLDING & PREP. COSTS ’ 30 $0 N b 341,808,000
- BASE CONSTRUCTION COSTS $3,722,000 $4,339.000 $8,056.000 $7.488.000 s'su’uoo
SOFT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $4,337,000 $4.525,000 $6,274,000 6,434,000 $6.847.
. $22,875,000 $23.680,000 £29,146,000 $28,738,000 $13,471,000
PROJECT VALUE
SALE OF UNITS $12,623.000 $20.19%.000 $24,585,600 $40.968.000 w,ws,xo
(less) SALES COMMISSIONS 6% ($757.000) ($1,211,000) (31,476,000} {52,458.000} '_ ($2.412. _0)
EST. NET PROJECT VALUE §11,886.000 $18,960,000 $23,119,000 $36,510,000 $37.787.000
PROJEC.T INVESTMENT
ACQUISITION COST : ) $14,816 060 414,816,000 $14,816 000 $14,816,000 314.5154023
HOLDING & PREP. COSTS 50 30 . 30 bt 314,808,000
BASE CONSTRUCTION COSTS $3,722.000 $4,339,000 . §8,056,000 $7,488,000 o
SOFT CONSTRUCTION COSTS $4,337,000 $4.525.000 $6,274,000 36,434,000 3668 000
CARRYING COSTS DURING SALES PERIOD $470,000 $492,000 $600,000 $664.000 g
EST. TOTAL INVESTMENT $23,345,000 $24.173.000 $29,746,000 $29,402,000 $34,158.000
RETURN ON INVESTMENT
ESTIMATED PROJECT VALUE " §11,866.000 $18,260.000 $23,118,000 $38.510,000 gﬁi:}m)
(less)EST. TOTAL INVESTMENT ($23,345.000) ($24,172,000) ($29.746.000) ($28,402,000) { (3‘734‘0001
(iess) EST.TRANSACTION TAXES (5230000} ($368.000) {s442.000) (3748.0%0) P
EST.PROFIT {loss) ($11,709.000) (35.561.000) {87.076,000) $8.360,000 $2,854.000
DEVELOPMENT/SALES PERIGD (MONTHS) 23 2 2 28 28
ANNUALIZE D PROFIT {loss) ($6.109.000) ($2.901.000) (52.654.000) $3.583.000 $1.240.000
RETURN ON TOTAL INVESTMENT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 28.43% 8.47%
ANNUALIZED RETURN ON TOTAL INVESTMENT 0.00% 0.00% 12.19%

sEwzxz==
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EXISTING AS OF RIGHT ZONING ENVELOPE @

DEVELOF_‘MENT SITE

LOT AREA AT DEVELOPMENT SITE: 6,427 SF .

PERMITTED FLOOR AREA:

COMBINED - 35.848 SF

R10A- 17,070 5F
" REQ. 1887ESF

WEST 70th ST.

PLATT BYARD DOVELL WHITE

0
ARCHITECTS LLP

1

STEPHEN TILLY, Arcnitect _
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Jeffrey Mulligan
From: Eileen Montanez
Sent:  Monday, February 11, 2008 11:30 AM
To: Meenakshi Srinivasan; Susan M. Hinkson; Dara Ottley-Brown; Christopher Collins; Jeffrey Mulligan
Subject: FW: site visiis

On Friday, # visited the following sites:

124-07-BZ

824-61-BZ

74-07-BZ

233-07-BZ

221-07-BZ

218-07-BZ

261-07-A

4/21/2008
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Jeffrey Mulligan

From: Shelly Friedman [sfriedman@frigot.com)]
Sent:  Wednesday, January 02, 2008 12:06 PM
To: Jeffrey Mulligan

Subject: Shearith

FYI - We hand-messengered copies to Lebow and Arlene Monday, so they have them ahead of the usual
schedule. | am just too nice a guy for this business. Best. .

Shelly S. Friedman Friedman & Gotbaum, LLP

The information contained in this electronic message is intended only for the person or entity to whom it is addressed. It is confidential and is or may be protected by
the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, and/or other applicable protections from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipi;m,
you are hereby notified that the use dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this communication is strictly prohibited Ifyourhave received this communication
in error, please notify by mail to sitiedmunZBirigot com
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Dara Ottley-Brown

From:
Sent:
To:

Dara Ottley-Brown
Friday, November 23, 2007 5:01 PM
Meenakshi Srinivasan; Christopher Collins; Susan M. Hinkson

Subject: Site Visit

Tracking:

Recipient Delivery Read

Meenakshi Srinivasan Deliverad: 11/23/2007 5:01 PM Read: 11/23/2007 5:01 PM
Christopher Collins  Delivered: 11/23/2007 5:01 PM Read: 11/23/2007 5:26 PM
Susan M. Hinkson Delivered: 11/23/2007 5:01 PM Read: 11/26/2007 9:34 AM

I'm going to check out 74-07 BZ this evening.

Dara Ottley-Brown

Commissioner

Board of Standards and Appeals

(212) 788-8788

4/21/2008



Meenakshi Srinivasan

From: Susan M. Hinkson

Sent:  Wednesday November 21, 2007 1:11 PM
To: Meenzakshi Srinivasan

Subject: Shearith

Hi

I'm going to go up there today and walk around. T want to get a feel for the neighborhood before the
hearing. ’

Susan

Susan Hinkson, RA, JD, AlA

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
Commissioner

40 Rector Street 9th Floor

New York, NY

A1 [INNK



FW: Crucial Public Hearing on Shearith Israel Tower Proposal

Jeffrey Mulligan

From:  Shelly Friedman [sfriedman@frigot.com)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2007 9:36 PM
To: Jeffrey Mulligan
Subject: FW: Crucial Public Hearing on Shearith israel Tower Proposal

Attachments: BSA Objection Form pdf

FYIL.

From: Jim Grossman [mailto:jgrossman@rubenstein.com]

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2007 9:33 PM

To: Shelly Friedman

Subject: FW: Crucial Public Hearing on Shearith Israel Tower Proposal

From: LANDMARK WEST! {inailto: landmar kwesti@landmarkwest.org]
Sent: Mon 11/26/2007 6:01 PM

To: landmarkwest@landmarkwest.org

Subject: Crucial Public Hearing on Shearith [srael Tower Proposal

Congregation Shearith Israel: Important Public Hearing at the NYC Board of Standards and Appeals

Page 1 of 1

Don't miss tomomrow's absolutely crucial public hearing, Tuesday, November 27, starting at 1:30 PM at 40 Rector Street, 6th
Floor (take the #] subway down to Rector Street and walk west). Bring photo ID. COngreganon Shearith Israel's application

1s estimated to come up by about 2:30 PM, so time yourself accordingly!

Remember, the BSA is the final word on whether Congregation Shearith Israel gets the 7 zoning variances it wants to build a
9-story, 105'-tall community house with 5 floors of luxury condominiums stacked on top. Even though Shearith Israel can
accommodate all of its mission-related activities in an as-of-right building (without getting any special waivers or
exemptions), it seeks to violate the low-rise, mid-block zoning that protects West 70th Street and many other blocks

throughout the Upper West Side/Central Park West Historic District. Why? Profit.

Tomorrow is your opportunity to make your opposition heard loud and clear (even if you den't plan to speak, your presence

will speak volumes). See you there!

4/21/2008
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Jeffrey Muiligan '

From: Shelly Friedman [sfriedmaﬁ@frigot,com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 3:57 PM

To: Jeffrey Mulligan

Subject: FW: CSI Meeting on Wednesday
Attachments: BSA Objections Oct 07.CV.CV02 pdf

Jeff - There is a high degree of confidence that we will have our responses into Jed in sufficient time to meet the
deadline for a 11/28 hearing date. Accordingly, that is our preference as the Rabbi would like to avoid a repeat
when community members complained (inaccurately) that submitting our application on the day of Passover Eve
somehow violated Jewish Canon Law.

| am attached the edict sent out by the Community Board chairs. | think they are doing yeoman's work to make
this a workable functional meeting in the face of tactics to delay. | know this was copied to Jed but | wanted to
send it to you in furtherance of our past discussions sc that you can see the havoc the "Objections” moniker and
the reference to an incomplete application is having out there in the public realm (highlighted in red). The rallying
cry now is the the BSA opposes the application and that the only thing that has prevented its deniaf prior to
hearing is Shearith's political skullduggery. And the reference in the letter to an "incomplete application” has
others saying that under BSA rules the application should never have gotten past intake if it were incomplete. its
alt nonsense, but apparently there are lawyers out here spending somebody's money on that very issue.

There is a lot of effort and goodwill be spent trying to explain BSA procedure on these points. Neither an apglicant
nor a community board chair should be tagged with the burden of demonstrating the objectivity of the BSA in the
face of false statements by others that the BSA Notice of Objections indicates the Board's opposition {o an
application. This would all be avoided with a different choice of metaphors for the innocent and helpiut process of
responding to staff questions.

Best, Sheily

SHELLY S, FRIEDMAN

FRIEDMAN & 508 Broadway Suite 505
GOTBAUM. LLP New York, NY 10012

The information contalned in this electronic message 1s intended only for the person or entity to which it
is addressed. It iz confidential and is or may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work
product ductrine, foint defense privileges, trade secret protections and/or other applicable protections
from dm,lowu 11 the reader of this message is not the intended recipient. you are hereby notified that
the use dissenyination, distribunion or }.LPI.ULIU\:E{O” of this communication is strictly prohibited. 1fyou
have received this communication in error. please immediately notify us by calling the sender at (212)

9254545, or matl w strednae@ingot.com

From: Page Cowley {matito pcowley@pac-architects. com}

AMTINOR



. City of New York
¢ Board of Standards and Appeals
% 32 40 Rector Street, 9w Floor
<% New York, New York 10006-1705
% Phone: (212) 788-8500
Fax: (212) 788-8769

BSA Calendar Number: 74-07-BZ

FORM FOR OBJECTION & CONSENT

This form is being sent to notify you than an application for a variance or a special permit under the
Zoning Resolution has been received by the Board of Standards and Appeals, to allow

A variation from the requirements of the Zoning Resolution so as 1o allow a nine (9) story residential/community faciity
buiiding, the proposat is contrary to regulations for ot coverage (24-11), rear yard (24-36), base height, building height and
setback (23-63) and rear setback (23-663). R8B and R10A districts. .

6-10 West 70th Street, South Side of West 70th Street
(Address of Premises)

on the property located at

Block 1122 Lot(s) 36and37 , Borough of _Manhattan

Please complete‘the Aftidavit provided below and indicate whether you consent or object to the proposed
varlance or special permit. '

State of New York
City of New York $s. Date:
County of New York '

My name is T live at

. Tam the owner/lessee of the foﬂowing lot:

Block , Lot(s) , Borough of Manhattan ; the address of that

lot 1s

Please indicate whether you consent or object to the proposed action by checking one (1) of the boxes below and providing the
required information.

. XKXXKXXXKXXXXX XXX XXX XRXKXKKXXKXXRXK XXX XK XXX XXX XXX X KXX XXX
I give my consent to the proposal at

(Address of Premises where zoning action is proposed)

T object to the proposed variance or special permit for the following reasons: (attach additional paper if necessary)

Swom to before me this day (Sign Here)

of 2

Note: If executed by a corporation, a corporate
(Notary Public) acknowledgment must be attached
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Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 2:08 PM

To: SFine50@aol.com; richard asche; Penny Ryan; Thomas Vitulio-Martin; Melanie Radley; Daniel Meltzer;
Watson, Maria; LizSamurovich@aol.com; Siegel, Jeffrey; Helen Rosenthal; Lenore Norman;
KNeuwelt@aol.com; Ethel Sheffer

Cc: Hunter Armstrong; jweiss@dcas.nyc.gov; Shelly Friedman

Subject: FW: CSI Meeting on Wednesday

Dear Land Use Committee & CB7 Board Members

This Wednesday, October 17th, the CB7 Land Use Committee is holding a PRELIMINARY
INFORMATION SESSION regarding an application before the Board of Standards & Appeals (BSA)
refating to the Spanish & Portuguese Synagogue a.k.a. Congregation Sherith Israel, 6-10
West 70th Street. The meeting is being hosted by Congregation Rodeph Shoiom, 7 West 83rd Street
at 7:00 PM. The oroject was recently reviewed by the BSA and an objection sheet was issued. A copy
of the ietter to the apphcant and the accompanying objection sheet is attached.

The cover letter from the BSA states that these objections must be addressed before the application
may be carendared for & hearing at the BSA. As a result, this application is considered incomplete until
Fissues raEed by tha B3A are answered.

The meeting tomorrow evening is to provide CB7 and the community an opportunity to hear the-
application currently before the BSA and review the project as approved before the NYC Landmarks
Preservation Commission.

Because this is a complicated application with interrelated requests for variances, we have copied from
the BSA website the information about the findings that must be met before a variance may be
granted. We urge you to familiarize yourseif with thns Criteria so that the discussion and questions to
the applicant are germane.

Please be advised that this meeting is for discussion and questions from both the community who are
invited to attend and CB7. Questions from the Community at large will be considered first. THERE
WILL BE NO RESOLUTION OR VOTE AT THIS MEETING. A second meeting will be scheduled
once the applicant has resubmitted to the BSA in response to the BSA letter dated October 12, 2007.
If you require further information, the website for the BSA is: www.nyc.gov/bsa

We fook forward to seeing you on Wednesday.

Richard Asche, Page Cowley, Co-Chairs Land Use Committee
Shelly Fine, Chair, CB7

FROM THE BSA WEB-SITE RE VARIANCES
Applications that come before the Board

Variances

Section 72 21 of the Zoning :tion authorizes the Board to modify or waive Zoning regulations. In applying
for a variance, property owners typically claim that full compliance with zoning regulations is not possible in
order to realize a reasonable economic return on their property. The Board must determine, in granting a
varlance, that each and every one of five findings identified in Section 72-21 are met. The five findings are
excerpted from the Zoning Resolution below:

(a) that there are unigue physical conditions ... inherent in the particular zoning lot; and that, as a result of
such unique physical conditions, practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship arise;

(b) that because of such physical conditions there is no reasonable possibility that the development of the -

zoning lot will bring a reascnable return ... this finding shal! not be reguired for the granting of a variance to a
non-profit organization;

4/21/2008



FW: CSI Meeting on Wednesday Page 3 of 4

(c) that the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neaghborhood

(d) that the practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship claimed as a ground for a variance have not been
created by the owner;

{e) ..the variance, if granted, is the minimum variance necessary to afford relief,
Special. Parmiits

Section 73-01 of the Zoning Rasolution authorizes the Board to grant special permits for specified uses, or for
the modification of use and bulk in appropriate cases.

Special permit applications that affect use regulations include auto service stations in designated commercial
districts, eating and drinking establishments with entertainment in designated commercial and manufacturing
districts, physical culture establishments (i.e., “health clubs”) in designated commercial and manufacturing
districts, cellular phone towers, and modification of zoning fots divided by zoning district boundaries and parking
requirements.

Special permit applications that affect bulk regulations inciude the enlargement of single- and two- family
residences in designated areas of Brooklyn, enlargement of non-residential buddmgs, and modxﬁcatmn of
community facility uses.

Rights ta Continue Construction/Vested Rights

Section 11-331 af ¥ Ra ot authorizes the Board to renew (or “vest”) building permits that have
lapsed due to zoning changes In order for the permits to be renewed, the Board must determine that, on the
date that the permits lapsed, excavation of the site had been completed and substantial progress made on
completion of the foundations.

The Board can aiso renew permits if an applicant files to vest under the common law doctrine. Based on case
faw, the Board can make a vesting determination if it is determined that work was commenced under validly-
issued permits, tangible change to the property occurred, and economic 10ss would result due to significant
expenditure or irrevecable financial commitment.

Extensions and Modifications to Previcus BSA Grants

The Board reviews applications to extend the term of previously approved variances and special permits (if a
term was imposed on the approval) and/or to modify previous approvals for both before and after 1961, under
Sections 1i-411, 21-412, and 11-413 of the Zening Resoluticn. The Board also hears applications to extend the
time to complete work and/or obtain a Certificate of Occupancy.

General City Law Waivers

Under specific circumstances, the Board may grant an administrative appeal to both Sections 35 and 36 of the
NYS General City Law,

Section 35 generally prohibits building in the bed of any street identified on an official map. The Board may
grant an appeat to allow issuance of a building permit when a property owner can establish that the land within
the mapped street is not yielding a fair return, or when the proposed street extension has been mapped for 10
years but the City has yet to acquire title.

Section 36 generatly prohibits the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for buildings that do not front on a
mapped street. The Board may grant an appeal if compliance with Section 36 would result in a practrcal
difficulty or unnecessary hardship.

Prior to making its determination, the Board forwards applications for waivers from the General City Law to the
Departments of Transportation, Fire and Environmental Protection for review and comment.

Appeals

Section 72-11 authorizes the Board to hear and decide appeals to decisions rendered by the Department of
Buildings or any City agency which, under the provisions of the Charter, has jurisdiction over the use of land or
use or bulk of buitdings or other structures. The Board is autherized to reverse, affirm (in whole or in part), or
modify such decision. All appeais to the Board must be made within 30 days of the agency determination.

Application Process

4/21/2008
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Upon fiiing, an application is assigned a caiendar number and is forwarded to a staff examiner for review. For
appiications on the Zoning ("BZ™ and Special Order Catendars {(*SOC™"), applicants are required to provide
caopies of the filed applications to the local community board, borough president, councilmember and the
Department of City Planning. When the examiner determines that the application is substantially complete, the
application is scheduled for a public hearing. Applicants are notified by the Board of the hearing date at least 30
days in advance of the date.

Netification of Public Hearings

At least 2C days in advance of the public hearing, applicants must provide notice of the hearing to the local
community board, borough president, councitmember-and Department of City Planning far applications on the
BZ and SQC calendars. Applicants with projects on the 87 calendar are also required to notify property owners

within a 400 foot radius of the subject site (200 foot radius for applications that involve one- to three-family
homes, or for special permit applications for {ots of less than 40,000 square feet).

------ End of Forwarded Message

4/21/2008
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Board of Standards and Appeals

40 Reccor Sireer, 90 Floor » New Yock, NY 10008-1203 » Tel. (2127 788.8500 « Fax {212) 738.8769

Webzite B www.nyc. govihsa

MEENAKSH! IRINVASAN
CharfCommssicriey

Oclober 12, 2607

Sheliy 8. Friedman, Esq.
Friedman & Gotbaum, LLP
568 Broadway, Suite 505
New York, NY 10012

BSA Cal No: T4.47-BZ
CEQR No- O7BSADTIM
Premises, 6-10 West 70" Sireet, Manhattan

Dear Mr. Friedoman:

Aftached is 2 Sevond Notice of Objections for the above referenced BZ application which raises
issues that need to be addressed before these applications may be calendared by the Board fora
hearing. The Board desires o process applications on & tmely basis and requests that applicants
notify the Board if they ars unable to make a complete submission within sixty (6Q) days. Failure -
te respond in & tmely manner could lead to the dismissal of the application for lack of

prosecution,

Each of the following obizctions should be addressed potnt-by-point. A copy of all materials
sent in response to these objections must also be submitted o the epplicable Community
Bosard(s), Perough President, City Council member, Barough Commissioner of the Departnient
of Buildings, Borough Directer of the Department of City Planning (DCP) and to the BSA
Liaison at the DCP, Mr. Alan Geiger. Applicants are required to notify cach of these entities
cach and every tirps 4 submission 15 made to the Board of Standards and Appeals, Proof of

— e — —-proper notification may be provided by returm teceipts, copies of transmitial Jetters, carbon copy

{cc's) ists or other comparable proofs.
For further tnformanon regarding these requiremnents, or for information relating to the following

objections, please call Jed Waiss, Senior Examiner at (212) 788-8781 or email him at
iweiss@deasnve goy . For detailed instructions for completing BSA applications, please visit

www.aye.govibsa
7

Jeff Mtlligan,
Exc,e{xﬁiv& Director
v




New York City Board of Standards and Appeals
Second Notice of Objections

T4-07-BL 1 G7BSAQTIM

Premises: 6-10 West 70™ Street, Manhattan
Applicant: Shelly S. Friedman, Esq., Friedman & Gotbaum, LLP

.I)ate: Octeber 12, 2007

STATEMENT OF FACTS AND FINDINGS

L

~

Page 1+ As previously requested withia Objection # 1 of the First Notice, please explicitly
state the numbse of proposed stories (9) within the introductory section.

Page 3: Within the sccond paragraph, please change “.. .rear yard exceedances for the third
and fousth floors™ ta .. rear yard exceedances for the sggond, third, and fourth floors.”

Page 13: When desoribing the existing school space for Beit Rabban, please specifically
state how many classrooms and square footage are devoied 1o this tenant school.

Page 21: Flease replisce the second sentence of the first full paragraph with the following:
“While the Synagegue provides a full celiar level gpd a small sub-cellar, the demolition and
replacement of the Community House will permit excavation of Lot37 to provide both a
sub-cellar and cellar level for the proposed building.”

Page 23: Please revise the floor-by-{loor table as follows:
_ o Anzlyze the entire zoning lot (both fots 36 and 37)

¢ Provide a “toral” row noting the toral square footage for each program element

o Provide “exisitng” and “proposed” conditions within separate cotumns
Page 23: Objection # 12 of the Fizst Notice has not been adequately addressed. It s stated
that “{t}hese new office areas will be unlized by CSI's new assistant Rabbi; program director,
secretary and assistant; archivist and tour director.” However, it is Jater stated within the
endnote on this page that “staff is increased from approximately 12to 16 persons. Given the
apparent discrepancy of these two statements, please provide a precise written description of
all existing and proposed staff members, Additienally, please state whether or not CS[
anticipates ermployes growth,

Page 27, Within the “Lot Coverage in R10A and R8B" section, please change “...comer lots
within 100 f1, of 2 comer™ to “jois within 100 ft ofa corper”
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8. Page 2§ Within the final sentence of the “Rear Yard in R10A and R8B” section, please
change ”.. provide a fully comphiant renr yard” to .. do pot forther encraach into the

M " . 1
coouired rear vaed

9. Page 29: Vithin the first sentence of the “Rear Setback” section, please changs “rear ot

bne™ to “rear yard line ™

10. Page 25 & 30: Alse within the "Rear Seiback™ section, plcase change “This 3.5 fi. setback

differential resulied in rhf' issuance of DOR objeciion #7‘" 1o "The proposed base bgipht
ghoye the germiitted 60" and the groggsed rear setback at less than the required 18 resulted in
the issuancs o D08 Oblection # 7.

1. Page 30: Please remove the final sentence of the “Rear Setback” section. The discussion of
the ground floar level which is aliowed to be butlt full to rear lot line as 2 permitted
obstructinn is not germane to this section.

12, Page 31: For the auggested “(c) finding,” as previously requested by Objection # 23 of the

First Notice, please describe existing built conditions along both West 70" Street block-
fronts between Central Park West and Columbus Avenue.

AS-OF-RIGHT ConDlTions DRAWINGS

13. As-of-right schemes “A” and ‘B’ both appear to violate the rear yard and thus are not “as-of-
right.” The rear portion of the building within the required rear yard appears to exceed one-
story and thu:; does not qualify as a permitted obstruction pursuant to ZR § 24-33. Please

revise these drawing sets to show & compliant rear yeard,

14. Please re-label all as-of-righ drawings so as each drawing set has its own wnigue identifier
(e.g. ACR-A-3, AOR-B-3, and AOR-C-3}.

15. Schame C (Residential Scheme): This as-of-right scenario does not maximize floor area that
can be geconumnodated within the REB zoning envelope. Instead of showing a six-story
building with five stories below the 60" maximum base height, please reduce the floor-to-
ceiling heights and show a seven-story building with five steries up 1o the 55° minimum base
height and two fleors above, '

PROPOSED CONDITONS DiitawinNGs

16. Drawing P-4 {“"Proposed Areas of Non-Compliance™): A legend is provided on this sheet for
four discrete non-complying elements (building height, base height, and front and rear
setback); however the drawing only shows the area of non-compliance for huilding height.
Plcacc revise this drawing by graphicaily shrwxng all areas of proposed non-comphancc

17. Picase provide an iflnstrazive elevation drawmg showing a comparison- 01 lor ine windows
on ndjacen: building(s) that would be blocked under an ag-of-right and the proposed scenario.

Pegs 2 of 3
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S ESSER-YARIANCE” DRAWINGS

L8 Objection # 30 has not been complied with. Please provide a full plan set for a lesser-
variance seenane that shows compliznt building height, base height, front and rear setback
bt non-complying vear vard and lot coverage.

Feasmilyy Srupy

19. Please analyze the rovised as-of-right scenarios {"Scheme A" and “Scheme B™) as described
by Obfectior # 13,

tne revised “Scheme C (astof-right residential scenario) as described by

20 Please sna _,M;
¥ 15 of the Sscond Noties.

(Obizction #

21. Please apalyze the “lesser-vartance” scheime as described within Objection # 30 of the First
Notice, C ' :

22. The responsg 5:% en to Objection # 36 of the First Notice is not satisfactory. [t does not
directly respond to the overall pemt that because the development site, although partially
located within an RI0A district, is primarily zoned R8B and located entirely within an
historic distvict, 2nd thus cannot reasonably utilize additional floor area from the R10A
district. Therefore, 3L is not approprate 1o adjust upward the vacart land sales comparables
for zoning.

Page 3 ofi
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Alan D. Sugarman 17 W. 70 Street

Suite 4
Attorney At Law New York, NY 10023

212-873-1371

mobile 917-208-1516

fax 212-202-3524
sugarman(@sugarlaw.com

April 22, 2008

Via US Mail
Via Facsimile 212-788-8769
Via E-Mail jmulligan@dcas.nyc.gov

Jeff Mulligan

Executive Director

NYC Board of Standards and Appeals
40 Rector Street - 9th Floor

New York, New York 10006

Re: Freedom of Information Law Request -FOIL - Re BSA Feasibility Studies
Shearith Israel Project at 8,10, 12 West 70" Street, New York, New York

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

On behalf of myself, Nizam Peter Kettaneh, and other residents of West 70th St., I hereby. make
this formal FOIL request.

Pursuant to FOIL, please provide the following documents (including of course e-mails, notes of
meeting and telephone calls) that in any way relate to the following:

1. All rules, regulations, policies, procedures, and other explanatory documehts asto
requirements for preparation, filing, analysis, and or interpretation of feasibility studies submitted
with reference to finding (b) of 72-21 of the Zoning Resolution -

2. Information as to the drafting, adoption, modification, release date, and supporting
studies or reports or comments upon Item M of the Detailed Instructions for Completing BSA
Application..

Please exclude from this request formal adjudicated decisions of the BSA.

It is our position that in an Article 78 proceeding appealing any action on the above variance
application, the City and the BSA cannot use or rely upon any documents or information not"
disclosed to us pursuant to this and other FOIL requests. Nor can the BSA itself in mgking its
findings rely upon or refer to documents and information not so disclosed. ’

Sincerely,

[l g

Alan D. Sugarman

120



Board of Standards and Appeals

40 Rector Street, 9™ Floor » New York, NY 10006-1705 » Tel. (212) 788-8500 « Fax (212) 788-8769
Website @ www.nyc.gov/bsa

MEENAKSHI SRINIVASAN
ChairfCommissioner

May 7, 2008

Alan D. Sugarman, Esq.
17 West 70" Street
New York, New York 10023

Dear Mr. Sugarman:

This letter is in response to your April 22, 2008 request made under the State
Freedom on Information Law (“FOIL”).

Your request was for documents that in any way relate to the following:

1. All rules, regulations, policies, procedures, and other explanatory documents
as to requirements for preparation, filing, analysis, and or interpretation of
feasibility studies submitted with reference to finding (b) of 72-21 of the Zoning
Resolution.

2. Information as to the drafting, adoption, modification, release date, and
supporting studies or reports or comments upon Item M of the Detailed
Instructions for Completing BSA application.

You also asked us to exclude formal adjudicated decisions of the BSA.

I am aware that you are familiar with the Board’s guidelines, posted on the
website, for completing a financial feasibility analysis (Item M of the Detailed
Instructions for Completing BSA application). Therefore, I am not providing you
with a copy of those guidelines. Based on our review, there aré no other '
documents responsive to your request.

This letter is a final determination of the Board. You have the right to seek
review of this determination pursuant to Article 78 of the Civil Law Practice and
Rules, and Public Officers Law Sec 89(4)(b).

Exgcutive Director/Records Access Officer




Margaret Stix, General Counsel
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