















































< To; Betsy Gotbaum - Page3of6 - oL 2007-04-26 14:4&' 30 13MT) 212-202-3524 From: Alan Sugarman

o v, Alan Sugaiman tQ The Honorable Meenakshl '
et Apnl 26, 7007 o -
« Page2of3 .. .. 0

" The DOB obj ,cnon led by the Congreganon i
- IIDOB on October 28; 2005 and then stamped ?DP
March 27, 2007, nearly 17 months later. The [nmmnons are clear that:

" must.be 1ejected uncle1 these circumstances.

'DOB.objection is mote than.30 days old 1t 18 ¢

a d1ffexcnt p10pos al bv the Congregation Wi 2o
_-another. meetmglheanng by LPC held on Janm

1ed The proposal
7006 and a furthel

e — - i v R P P e o oo



" To: Beisy Gotbaum.  Page 4 of 6 o 2007-04-26 1

21 2—'20?_-35?4 From: Alan Sugarman -

Alan Slwalrnan to Thf: Honorable Meenaksh1
-~ April 26, 2007
- Page3 of 5

-Adjoining Condiﬁons. Iféiﬁ J-

‘clea1 that a plan of aclJm

tions are to

‘ 1ances 1esolx 3 1hose conchtlon&” The ph\«smal concht )
N :The d1zm1nog : : -

egation does not-conform to the:

> sefusi on the pmper“
,p_i‘c»posed 1% tre mindmun ¢



To: Betsy Gotbaum . Pags 5016 BMT) - © 212-202-3524 From' Ajan Sugarman

-

V'Alan Stwajmanto The Honorable Meenakshl B
St Apul 26 ?007 T :
' Paﬂe 4 of 5 -

é analyms to the 51te or t i
Vfactors '

ashzon then ﬁle
rlod for commun

$t70Strect.ors.




To: Betsy Gotbaurh . Page60of6 -~ . ' 2007.04-26 14°d8 ao ?oMT) -~ 272:202-3524 From: Alan Sugarman

8

’.'.Alan Suaarman to The Honorable Meenakshl -
Apr]] 76 '7007 :

* Hon.] ‘ate of ihe C1ty ofNeW Y.', k-
s Hon Gail BICWCI’ NeW York City Council Member - ;
’ ::I-IonT Scott Stnnaer Manhattan Borouﬂh Plendent



Yot Betsy Gotbaum - Page 1 6f 7

2007-05-01 1953

212 O2-3521é From: Alan Sugarman

 FAXNUMBER 12126694701

- Alan’ Sugarman

2007-05>0119:5531

Shearith Israel

T COVER M ESSAGE
“!fThlq letter detalls further. &
2 that the Cong: ga

”prpllcatlon to
'7ref11e the Appllcatlon

SA and requeﬂtc




aim »F"@Vge 20f7 f om: Alan SQQ:a‘r’fn'éri‘ -

AJ'mD Sugain an ' 1T W70 Srreer.

: Attomqf A: L.m'

L .-40 Recfm St1eet _ 9th'Floor it
o New '} 011( New Ymk 10006 - .




" Yo Befsy Gotbaum  Pége 3017 L. 2007-0501 7 3524" Fror: Alan Sugarman

; AIaﬂ Sucalman fo. Jeff Mulhgan BSA'
- May 1. 2007 3 -
: Page 2 of 6

On Atwust 15,2005, the Congreganon ﬁled a ne: i t*ofiilé@s‘ w1thLPC shb vm"gfé.”

bmldmv 124 5 hwh

The-chdbél. ‘8 2005 DOB ob_]ecnons state

1) afr

| 2



To; Betsy Gatbaum  Page 4 of 7' 2007-05-01 19:55 35 (GMT) . 2122023524 From: Alan Sugarman

Aian Stwa1man 1, Jeff Mulhgan BSA
. May 12007
. Page3of6

D he1ghts 1t1s not 51t
‘m1t1a1 setback b the

" 2 Tz,:tl_ei‘:_ic' quijed tndar deed dated 52865mL1ber 5327 P




» To: Béts'y'dbtbadm‘ ."’Pag‘el Sof 7 3524 HFr'o‘ri:l: Algﬁ Sugjarmé’n

_‘Alan Sucan'nan to Jeff Mulllgan BSA
May 1, 2007 | '
P_agef}_‘ of 6

22 ‘19271 and do menta czted therein,




* To: Betsy Gotbaum . Page 6 of 7 . 2007-05-01.18'53.35 (M 2'2‘62}352_4 I"rom Alan Sugarman

ES Alan Suoalman tQ Ieff Mulhgan BSA" :
May1;2007 ¢ - -
'-_Page 5 of6 -

- llmmnc thé helght of any bu11dmg on § Wesf 70 Stleet to not bet tall :
Synavogue building .S0as to avoid avxolanon oi Je‘msh Law

',_r'kStatement mcmrectlv descnbes Iew1sh La\
“facing. the Jnk the Worshlper must face Ea

7




. To: Betsy Gotbaum  Page 7 of 7 2007-05-01 19; 23524 From: Alan Sugarman

* _ o ~Alan Sucannan o Ieff Mulhgan BSA
oo 7. May 1,2007
" Pagedof6

7 Resohmon is cleai th'at the Apphcant mus
~each of tlhe fn e fmdmgs for each ofthe 8 1ey




‘Office of the Public Advocate for the City of New York
Betsy Gotbaum
1 Centre Street, 15™ floor, North, New York, NY 10007

(212) 669-7200 phone (212) 669-4701 fax
www.pubadvocate.nyc.gov

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

To: | VIR, ML G- AN | From: /éz’ic//% /éﬁﬁem

Fax: |2/ “}r?ff'— ffc‘_,} Pages:

Phone: Date: §7/ (f 72)2

Re: CC:

As Requested 8 For Review O Please Comment O URGENT O ’

Fax DID N Go TITR0VEH

Confidentiality Notice: This facsimile communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged
information for the use of the designated recipients named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that you have received this communication in error and that any review, disclosure, dissemination,
distribution or copying of it or its contents is prohibited. if you have received this communication in error, pleass
contact above number immediately. Thank you.

- J— . R — - . - I . R



| . . . - - . o . BetsyGOtbaum
Tlh,e Public Advocate for the City of New York -~ o Public Advocate

o May 3,.2007° .




. Jeff Mulhgan Executlve D1rector o

40 Rector Street 9th Floor ‘- o
New York .NY-10006 S

Re Mr Alan Sugarman
e “TDear_Mr-' Mulhgan

nelghbors that your office has not cooperated on the case 6f BSA 74-07- BZ Cong_rega,tlon e
.+ Shearith Israel 6_ 1.0 West 70th Street a/k/a/_99’Central'ParkWest' Block 1122 -Lots 36

he Publlc Advocate for the Clty of New Yorkr R gatey Gotbaum
lmprowngAccess to CftySerwces : L RttbltcAVd\V/ocarte

) May 9,2007 B

NYC Board of Standards & Appealsh . '3 : B

17-west 70" Street; Su1te 4
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE TRIALS AND HEARINGS

40 RECTOR STREET & NEW YORK, N. Y. 10006-1705
212-442-48300 FAX 212-442-4981 TDD 212-442-4939
NYC.GOV/IOATH + RVELEZ@OATHNYC.GOV

ROBERTO VELEZ
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
212-442-4911

o 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 concemns 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

w47
ﬁj T""//’é L L"ﬁ ﬁ ’
Roberto Velez J 7

c: Hon, Meenakshi Srinivasan
Hon. Christopher Collins



Jeffrey Mulligan

Page 1 of 1

From: Kate Wood [katewood@landmarkwest.org]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 6:13 PM

To: Jeffrey Mulligan

Subject: Congregation Shearith Israel

Dear Jeff.

| heard from the appficant that Congregation Shearith Israel will not present its proposal to Community Board 7
until June. Since they submitted their application to BSA on April 2, 1 had thought that CB7 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@landmarkwest.org
www landmarkwest.org

5/10/2007



FRIEDMAN & GOTBAUM LLP

548 BROADWAY SUITE 505
NEW YORK NEw YORK 10012
TEL 212.925.4545

FAX 212.925.5199
JONING@ FRIGOT.COM

May 21, 2007

BY HAND AND TELEFAX 2i2-755-8713

David Rosenberg, Esq.

Marcus Rosenberg & Diamond, LLP
488 Madison Avenue

New York. NY 10022

Re: 74-07-BZ
Congregation Shearith Israel
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 informaticn regarding synagogues and other similar sacred and public sites. If it is 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
general 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.

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

On pape two of your letter you state:

[1]1 would be unfair o force our clients — and the members of Community
Board 7 — to attempt (0 respond to your Application without having access fo 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 copies of all records relating 1o the Property and the New
Building in DOB’s possession. custody or control.

With all due respect, the Community Board and others in the community received full copies of the
application and therefore 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
identify 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
whatsoever, so it would be helpful to understand why whatever materials you are seeking need to
be released and disseminated as opposed to reviewed i sitw. 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 DOB documents we have seen indicate that plans and applications
Jor the New Building were filed on October 7, 2003, objections were issued by the
DOB on on [sic] October 28, 205 [sic] and the application was disapproved on
November 10, 2003. Then, on March 28, 2007, CSI apparently obtained a DOB
stamp which sated [sic]: " Denied for appeal 1o the Roard 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 I also have been advised that they are not obtainable from the BSA, this is
to request that you immediately provide me full and complete copies, including
evidence of filing and objections issued.

The materials requested have already been provided to your client. Consistent with a commitment [
made to 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 Sheet issued with regard thereto.

There is certainly no procedural mystery regarding these filings. It is common knowledge
that the Landmarks Commission requires an Objections Sheet in connection with a review of an
application for which its form of application indicates the project will require land 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 of 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
associated with the earlier Objections Sheet.



On page 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 fo obtain a determination by the Borough
Commissioner. Under the circumstances, 1 request a copy of the submission by CSI
e ohtain the denial and the dates of any meetings held with the identity of the
participants, in connection therewith.

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

Very truly yours,

Enclosure

cce: Hon. Scott Stringer
Hon. Betsy Gotbaum
Hon. Richard Gottiried
Hon, Jeff Mulligan
Hon. Sheldon Fine
Kate Wood
Norman Marcus. Esq.
Rabbi Marc Angel
Peter Neustadter
David Nathan, Esq.

\¥S)



— L : A THE CITY OF NEW YORK -
’”‘RME&Q@EEM&TMS' . . DEPARTMENT OF BUILDINGS

hitp:www.rive.gov/buildings -

X . :
MANHAYTAN (1] BRONX (2} BROOKLYN (3} QUEERS (¢) STATEN ISLAND (5)
280 BROAOWAY I FLOOA 1332 ARTHUR AYVENUE . 210 JORELCOMON STREET  120-55 QURERS 8LVD. BORD BALL- ST. GEORGE
Hew Yark, NY 10007 BRONX NY 10457 © BROQXKLYN, NY 1120} QUEENS, NY 11424 STATEH ISLAND, NY 10201
(108 Applicztion # Examiner: - T ] Date: .10/28/05
' Application Type: yip NH . T T Doc (s}
104250483 S i Type: itk v ' &
- | Address/ Ldcation; 10 West 70th Streec Block: 1127
B oning District: _~~ R8B; R10A~ | Lot 37 -_A:j

E Examiners Signature; ’ ’

o discuss and resobve thesg abjectlons, please call 311 ta schedule zn appoiniment with the Plap Examiner listed abuve. You will need the application number
andd documzmt number foudd ai the top of this objeclion sheet. To mmake the best possible use bl the plan examinar’s and your time, please make surz youare
prepared to Biscuss and resolfve these abjections before your seheduled plan exam appointmeni. ’

Sec”‘m ' ‘ ’ - . ’ . D'ﬂlé Corﬁment;
. jecti . Resclved
Zoning/ Objections , '
Code ) | 1 !

REQUIRED ACTIONS BY THE BOARD_OF STANDARDS & APPEALS

‘ ZRI R10A EXCEEDS THE
1. PROPOSED LOT COVERAGE FOR THE INTERIOR PORTIONS OF RBB &
MAXIMUM ALLOWED. THIS 1S CONTRARY TO SECTION 24-11/77-24. PROPOSED INTERIOR PORTION
LOT COVERAGE IS .80.

2. PROPOSECD REAR YARD IN R8B DOES NOT COMPLY. 20.00' PEOVIDED INSTEAD OF 30.00°
CONTRARY TO SECTION 24-36. )

3. PROPOSED REAR YARD N RTOA INTERIOR PORTION DOES NOT COMPLY. 20.00" PROVICED
INSTEAD OF 30.00° CONTRARY TO SECTION 24-36.

4. PROPOSED INITIAL SETBACK IN R8B DOES NOT COMPLY. 12.00° PROVIDED INSTEAD OF 15.00
CONTRARY TQ SECTION 23-633.

5 PROPOSED BASE HEIGHT IN R8B DOES NOT COMPLY. 94.80' PROVIDED INSTEAD OF 60.00°
CONTRARY TC SECTION 23-633.

6. PROPOSED MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT IN R8B DOES NOT COMPLY. 113.70° PROVIDED INSTEAD
OF 73.00" CONTRARY TO SECTION 23-633.

7. PROPOSED REAR SETBACK N R8B DOES NOT COMPLY. 6.67 PROVIDED INSTEAD OF 10.00"
CONTRARY TO SECTION 23—-662.

8, PROPOSED SEPARATION BETWEEN BUILDINGS N R10A DOES NOT COMPLY. 0.00" PROVIDED
INSTEAD OF 40.00° CONTRARY TO SECTION 24-67 AND 23=711.

DENIED
FOR APPEAL TO BOARD OF

B
STANDARDS AND APPEALS




