
‭COMMUNITY BOARD 1 – MANHATTAN‬
‭RESOLUTION‬

‭DATE: APRIL 22, 2025‬

‭COMMITTEE OF ORIGIN:‬ ‭LAND USE, ZONING, & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT‬

‭COMMITTEE VOTE:‬ ‭12 In Favor‬ ‭0 Opposed‬ ‭0 Abstained‬ ‭1 Recused‬
‭PUBLIC VOTE:‬ ‭1 In Favor‬ ‭0 Opposed‬ ‭0 Abstained‬ ‭0 Recused‬
‭BOARD VOTE:‬ ‭34 In Favor‬ ‭0 Opposed‬ ‭0 Abstained‬ ‭1 Recused‬

‭RE:‬ ‭Sale and Re-Development of City Owned Property at 100 Gold Street ‬

‭WHEREAS:‬ ‭100 Gold Street is an approximately 95,000 square-foot lot containing an‬
‭approximately 656,000 square-foot office building, built in the mid-1960s at the‬
‭corner of Gold and Frankfort Streets at the foot of the Brooklyn Bridge.  In 1993,‬
‭the City of New York bought the building and lot at 100 Gold Street for‬
‭$36,930,000.‬‭1‬ ‭100 Gold Street currently serves as the headquarters of the NYC‬
‭Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD).  The building is‬
‭also home to the Hamilton-Madison House – City Hall Older Adults Center,‬
‭described as providing “high-quality, culturally and linguistically appropriate‬
‭services for older adults aged 60-plus,” including through “programs like‬
‭computer and photography classes, arts clubs, and health management‬
‭workshops” as part of the organization’s mission to “promote wellness,‬
‭independence, and combat social isolation and economic insecurity” in order to‬
‭“empower older New Yorkers to age with dignity in their own community”‬‭2‬‭; and‬

‭WHEREAS:‬ ‭In a January 9, 2025 State of the City address, New York City Mayor Eric Adams‬
‭announced a project, as part of a newly-labeled “Manhattan Plan,” to create “over‬
‭2,000 new mixed income homes at 100 Gold Street, where many of our city staff‬
‭work today.”  The City’s Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) was‬
‭tasked with leading the 100 Gold Street project; and‬

‭WHEREAS:‬ ‭On March 6, 2025, NYCEDC released a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the‬
‭project, which an accompanying press release described as a proposal “for the‬
‭transformation of a city-owned site into a significant mixed-income residential‬
‭building, expected to provide more than 1,000 mixed-income units with a‬
‭minimum of 25 percent required to be affordable”; and‬

‭WHEREAS:‬ ‭There will be a number of future land use actions required to accomplish this‬
‭project, including at a minimum, a land use action under the Uniform Land Use‬
‭Review Procedure (ULURP) for the disposition of City-owned property; and‬

‭2‬ ‭See‬‭,‬‭https://hamiltonmadisonhouse.org/older-adult-youth-community-services/‬‭.‬
‭1‬ ‭See‬‭,‬‭https://www.nyc.gov/site/dcas/business/dcasmanagedbuildings/100-gold-street.page‬‭.‬

https://hamiltonmadisonhouse.org/older-adult-youth-community-services/
https://www.nyc.gov/site/dcas/business/dcasmanagedbuildings/100-gold-street.page


‭WHEREAS:‬ ‭At its April 7, 2025 meeting, Manhattan Community Board 1 (CB1)’s Land Use,‬
‭Zoning and Economic Development (LZE) Committee reviewed the RFP further‬
‭and discussed possible amendments to propose to NYCEDC to strengthen the‬
‭RFP and project process and to highlight current concerns of the community‬
‭about the impacts and public benefits of the project; and‬

‭WHEREAS:‬ ‭The LZE Committee specifically identified the following questions and‬
‭opportunities for clarification of the RFP:‬

‭●‬ ‭The RFP lacks any discussion of the selection criteria and weighting that‬
‭NYCEDC will use in reviewing responses to the RFP:‬

‭o‬ ‭What is the specific selection criteria and scoring system NYCEDC‬
‭will use in reviewing responses to the RFP?  The selection criteria and‬
‭scoring system should be published to potential respondents and the‬
‭public.‬

‭●‬ ‭The amount and depth of affordability of housing is not mentioned in the‬
‭RFP:‬

‭o‬ ‭The RFP should affirmatively state the need, as expressed by CB1’s‬
‭Statement of District Needs‬‭3‬‭, for deep and permanent‬‭affordable‬
‭housing in Community District 1.‬

‭o‬ ‭The RFP should clarify and affirmatively state NYCEDC’s prior‬
‭representations that any funds left over from rehousing City agencies‬
‭from 100 Gold will be used for affordable housing‬‭at this site‬‭.‬

‭●‬ ‭The RFP states: “NYCEDC will seek to leverage any remaining sales‬
‭proceeds after funding real estate and agency relocations costs to provide‬
‭public benefits, which may include additional affordable housing.”‬

‭o‬ ‭The RFP should clarify exactly what are the “public benefits” that‬
‭might be considered,‬‭i.e.‬‭, what is the list of community‬‭needs in‬
‭addition to affordable housing that should be considered by‬
‭respondents?‬

‭▪‬ ‭What other benefits would be considered other than affordable‬
‭housing?  How does this decision get made?‬

‭o‬ ‭The RFP should further clarify what happens if the City does not show‬
‭a profit from the project, such that benefits would suffer.‬

‭▪‬ ‭Public benefits should be calculated‬‭first‬‭, as a project‬‭cost,‬
‭before calculating other project costs in determining the‬
‭profitability of the project.‬

‭3‬ ‭CB1’s Statement of District Needs provides: “CD1 is not adequately stocked with‬
‭existing affordable housing, nor does it have many opportunities to generate new affordable‬
‭units. . . . There are simply not enough emerging units for area residents who are being pushed‬
‭out of their homes as buildings exit older affordability programs such as Mitchell-Lama or other‬
‭tax-levied conveyances.”‬‭Statement of Community and‬‭District Needs and Community Board‬
‭Budget Requests‬‭, Fiscal Year 2024, at p. 22.‬

‭2‬



‭o‬ ‭The RFP should also ask respondents to discuss their plans or proposal‬
‭for the impacts on local infrastructure from the project‬

‭o‬ ‭The RFP should also ask respondents to discuss their plans or proposal‬
‭for minimizing the impact to the immediate local community from‬
‭construction, including whether the respondent will commit to funding‬
‭independent monitoring for construction and environmental impacts.‬

‭●‬ ‭Page 34 of the RFP reads: “Proposals should assume no housing subsidies‬
‭from the City or State, including no City Capital.  However, NYCEDC may‬
‭select a Project that uses any such subsidy, and NYCEDC reserves the right to‬
‭make City Capital available.”‬

‭o‬ ‭This statement in the RFP should be clarified.‬
‭▪‬ ‭Should proposals assume public subsidy or not?  The RFP first‬

‭suggests no but then suggests NYCEDC may make “City‬
‭Capital” available.  If so, under what conditions will “City‬
‭Capital” be made available?‬

‭o‬ ‭Will proposals that include public subsidy be considered responsive or‬
‭not?‬

‭●‬ ‭The RFP states: “NYCEDC seeks Proposals that consider both the as-of-right‬
‭zoning and Proposals that require a rezoning”‬

‭o‬ ‭Why are as-of-right proposals being considered?  How will they be‬
‭evaluated against rezoning proposals?‬

‭o‬ ‭Is there a cap or maximum amount of Floor Area Ration (FAR) that be‬
‭built at this site?‬

‭o‬ ‭Can a developer-respondent increase buildable FAR with the purchase‬
‭of unused development rights?‬

‭●‬ ‭The RFP should ask respondents to identify and discuss specific plans for‬
‭street and sidewalk management to alleviate pressure on the surrounding area.‬

‭o‬ ‭Responses should include plans for handling trash storage and‬
‭removal, so that trash never touches the sidewalks at the site.‬

‭o‬ ‭Responses should also discuss plans for handling deliveries, move-ins‬
‭/ move-outs, loading,‬‭etc‬‭., such that all activities‬‭occur off the streets‬
‭and sidewalks‬

‭o‬ ‭Responses should address parking availability at the project site.‬
‭o‬ ‭CB1 encourages NYCEDC to speak with project sponsors of the 5‬

‭World Trade Center site project, where the developer’s responses /‬
‭plans were amended to successfully account for management of street‬
‭and sidewalk pressures and impacts on the immediate surrounding‬
‭community.‬

‭●‬ ‭The RFP states: “Relocation of the Senior Center from the Site to a‬
‭to-be-determined location will likely require a site selection action subject to‬
‭ULURP and is expected to be included in the same ULURP application for‬
‭the disposition of the Site.  DCAS and NYC Aging will be the applicants for‬
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‭the site selection action, and the Developer will be responsible for‬
‭coordinating with these agencies leading up to and through the duration of‬
‭ULURP.”‬

‭o‬ ‭What are the commitments the City is making to the Senior Center and‬
‭the senior community in CD1?‬

‭o‬ ‭What is the timeline for senior center relocation?‬
‭o‬ ‭Where is it going?  May it come back to the site post-construction?‬
‭o‬ ‭Is ULURP for the Senior Center running concurrent with all other 100‬

‭Gold land use action(s)?‬

‭●‬ ‭NYCEDC’s published statements and materials, including the RFP, should be‬
‭clearer on the process for relocation of the eight City agencies currently‬
‭housed at 100 Gold‬

‭o‬ ‭Where are those City agencies going?  Will they be broken up into‬
‭different boroughs or will they all move together?  How will this‬
‭change impact CD1?‬

‭●‬ ‭NYCEDC should clarify the availability or allowability of cellar uses for this‬
‭project.‬

‭o‬ ‭And in that regard, NYCEDC should clarify plans for underground‬
‭integrity and safety.‬

‭WHEREAS: Additional community concerns need to be addressed in the project RFP and should‬
‭include current District 1 data that clearly indicates:‬

‭1.‬ ‭A critical shortage of affordable housing for both rental and purchase in the District;‬
‭2.‬ ‭A pressing need for open public recreational space on the west side of lower Manhattan;‬
‭3.‬ ‭The transition of FiDi from a commercial to residential neighborhood resulting in the‬

‭diminished mixed-use character of the area;‬
‭4.‬ ‭An overabundance of luxury rental units and condominiums alongside inadequate‬

‭affordable rental and ownership options;‬

‭WHEREAS: Community recommendations for development opportunities that should include‬
‭recommended public amenities to be incorporated in the RFP include:‬

‭1.‬ ‭Public parks, open green spaces, and areas for both passive and active recreation;‬
‭2.‬ ‭Development that emphasizes mixed-use potential with balanced residential and office‬

‭components in the new building;‬
‭3.‬ ‭A needed recreational center, with New Market as the potential recommended site;‬
‭4.‬ ‭Integration with neighborhood resilience planning initiatives;‬

‭WHEREAS:‬ ‭According to the Project Website that NYCEDC currently maintains for the 100‬
‭Gold project (‬‭https://edc.nyc/project/100-gold-street‬‭),‬‭there have been at least‬
‭three Addenda to the RFP since it was first issued on March 6, 2025; and‬
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‭WHEREAS:‬ ‭The LZE Committee believes the 100 Gold RFP should be further amended, or at‬
‭a minimum, this resolution should be included on the Project Website as further‬
‭Addendum, to serve as an indication to bidders about the current needs of the‬
‭community with respect to this proposed project; now‬

‭THEREFORE‬
‭BE IT‬
‭RESOLVED‬
‭THAT:‬ ‭CB1‬‭requests‬‭that NYCEDC further amend the 100‬‭Gold RFP to include the‬

‭questions and concerns identified in this resolution, or at a minimum, that‬
‭NYCEDC include a complete copy of this resolution on the Project Website as‬
‭further Addendum, to serve as an indication to bidders about the current needs of‬
‭the community with respect to this proposed project.‬
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