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CCCE Comments to City Council on City of Yes for Economic 
Opportunity 

 

The Collective for Community, Culture and Environment (CCCE) commends 
the Adams Administration and the Department of City Planning for seeking 
Zoning Resolution updates to address both long-standing and post-COVID 
economic challenges.  CCCE is an all-women urban planning and architecture 
consultancy with 15 members based in New York City.   

Although CCCE supports many of the City of Yes for Economic Opportunity 
zoning text proposals and goals, we herewith offer some critical comments 
and suggestions to highlight the problems and opportunities in the current 
zoning proposals.  We view this as essentially an anti-planning proposal.   

Accordingly, CCCE cannot endorse COY for Economic Opportunity absent 
significant changes, as outlined below, and thus recommends a “NO” vote. 

 

Overall CCCE review of DCP proposals to implement Economic Opportunity 
Goals  

Good/Positive: Updating the Zoning Resolution, which was originally 
adopted in 1961 and, except for selected actions, has not been updated.  
Recognizing, permitting, and regulating some new and newly improved 
economic uses is a good objective. 

Good/Positive: Consideration of Economic Opportunity in the context of 
post-COVID changes in the economy and workplace needs and preferences. 

Negative:  Segmenting COY Economic Opportunity, COY Carbon Neutrality 
and COY Housing packages confuses and distorts, as their impacts overlap 
significantly. Absent Comprehensive and Community Planning, it is 
impossible to evaluate how the zoning changes will or will not coordinate.  

Negative: The proposed Economic Opportunity zoning amendments are 
numerous and often applied universally, without adequate regard to, or 
analysis of, appropriateness in local contexts. 

Negative:  The commercial use proposals dilute the concept of LOCAL 
shopping streets and would erode neighborhood shopping and service areas 
that serve residents’ daily needs.  Such streets are zoned primarily C1.  
Current C2 districts also serve local needs but draw from broader service 
areas.  C2 includes, for example, trade schools and repair shops.  C1 and C2 
are often mapped as overlays on Residential Districts, reflecting their 
community character. 

Negative: COYEO would allow the same retail and service uses in C1/C2 
that are found in the more general business districts (C4/C5/C6), some by 
right and some by permit, including: 

• Motor vehicle repair shops, liberalized provisions for eating and 
drinking places 

• Offices and laboratories 
• Some small-scale production 
• Micro-distribution facilities up to 2,500 sq. ft.   
• Wholesale (but no produce or meat markets) 
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Negative:  Commercial uses would be allowed in ALL Residence Districts 

CPC could authorize (non-ULURP) the location of retail/service uses that 
would be permitted in C2 (including signage), plus offices, to be located on 
the ground floor of a building on a corner lot entirely within 100 feet of 2 
intersecting streets and up to 2,500 sq. ft.  The text does not specify whether 
the building must already exist.   

• Allowing retail and service in residential districts would erode local 
shopping districts and residential neighborhood character, especially 
in lower-density areas. 

Negative:  Open uses would be newly allowed in ALL Residence districts 
such as: 

• Greenhouses, plant nurseries 
• Racket courts or skating rinks with lighting directed away from 

nearby residences 
• Sand, gravel, or clay pits by BSA special permit 

 

Negative: Laboratories on Community Facility campuses would be allowed 
within Residence and Commercial Districts. 

The proposal would empower the City Planning Commission to grant special 
permits to locate laboratories on community facility campuses of at least 
40,000 sq. ft. (contiguous or separated by a street), where not otherwise 
allowed.   

• In addition to special permit findings, meeting performance 
standards for M1 Districts would be required, suggesting that 
impacts incompatible with residential or commercial districts could 
occur.  Note that the City has a poor enforcement record for 
performance standards. 

Negative:  Reducing Use categories is essentially an anti-planning 
proposal. Despite reducing the use categories from 18 to 10, the Zoning 
Resolution would become more complicated, not less, owing in part to the 
many exceptions and caveats in the use provisions.  It is unclear how the 
combined use groups were determined, and some seem to make no sense.  

Negative:  Broad zoning changes that focus primarily on increasing 
construction (including expansions and retrofits) will not adequately 
address location-specific problems without resulting in environmental or 
quality-of-life impacts and demolition and displacement risks.  

• DCP proposals do not include adequate zoning measures or 
parameters to preserve and protect existing businesses (especially 
small locally-owned businesses).  

• On the contrary, the measures would encourage demolition in favor 
of newly allowed uses, especially where small businesses are 
renters. 

Negative: Implementation is left at the discretion of the private sector.  

This leaves actual impacts and/or benefits uncertain. 
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CCCE Review based on principles of equity and inclusion:   

1.  Transparency of public process and participation 

Good/positive:  DCP has attempted to inform the public by providing online 
and in-person accessible materials including presentations, reports, actual 
text, and recordings of Public Hearings and Planning Commission Sessions. 

Negative: There is no mechanism for public recommendations, additions or 
substantive changes to be made to the proposals.  Unfortunately, as both 
Carbon Neutrality and Economic Opportunity were given Negative 
Environmental Declarations in the DCP review, they did not require an EIS or 
ULURP, nor was there a public Scoping hearing that would have allowed 
public comments on the (limited EAS) review. Thus, any suggested additions 
or major changes to these proposals were deemed “out of scope” and thus 
not appropriate, having been excluded from the EAS analysis.   

 
2.   Equity  

Negative: There are currently no elements that specifically address Equity 
and Environmental Justice issues.  

Negative:  The proposals to change the number and naming of Use Groups 
and the establishment of new Manufacturing Districts, regulations, and 
mapping guidelines are far more than “clean up” and “updates”.  Both the 
Use Group changes and the new Manufacturing text should be considered 
independently as separate actions and should undergo a more transparent 
and detailed analysis, beyond the EAS review and including the determination 
of whether new Manufacturing zoning could, without regulatory controls and 
incentives, result in disparate impacts on lower income and communities of 
color and manufacturing and other industrial businesses. 

Missing:  DCP proposes certain new economic activities/uses such as Micro 
Distribution Hubs or Life Sciences businesses that represent growing 
industries while ignoring other new growth industries, such as Last Mile 
Fulfillment Centers that currently pose significant environmental and health 
and safety impacts, especially in Environmental Justice communities. 

• There are no proposed measures, e.g. requiring a Special Permit, to 
regulate the clustering of Last Mile Fulfillment Centers and other 
uses that generate heavy traffic and increase air pollution in 
environmental justice communities.  

Missing: There are no proposed zoning measures that promote new Green 
Businesses through Special Green Zoning Districts or Overlays in 
environmental justice communities.  

 
3.  Protecting and improving environmental conditions 

Good/Positive:  DCP recognizes that since 1961 major improvements in 
pollution protection and business and manufacturing operations have been 
made that, in certain contexts, can make selected uses more compatible 
with others. (CCCE already recommended that similar changes would be 
appropriate in Chinatown in their report for the Chinatown Working Group, 
The Plan for Chinatown & Surrounding Areas, Preserving  Affordability and 
Authenticity.) 
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Negative: DCP assumes that current Zoning and Environmental regulations 
discourage needed development and that across-the-board deregulation 
will not, in many contexts, result in adverse environmental or quality-of-life 
impacts.   

• Without a full EIS many of the proposals lack a complete analysis of 
potential environmental and quality-of-life impacts on local 
residents and businesses. 

 
4.  Recognizing the unique aspects of different neighborhoods  

Negative: DCP assumes that commercial/business activities can be made 
compatible in all districts -including residential- and that contextual 
differences can be addressed in a “one size fits all” approach equating all 
neighborhoods with the same zoning designation and density. Clearly, not 
all commercial areas, be they C1, C2, C4 or C6 or M1, 2 and 3 or R1-10 are 
developed comparably.  Rather, each has unique aspects as a result of 
location, infrastructure challenges and carrying capacity, demographics, 
history, and existing community. 

Missing:  Evidence that this more permissive approach has ever worked. In 
many NYC Commercial and Manufacturing areas competitive uses that can 
pay higher prices or rents tend to push out existing businesses while, either 
contributing to or failing to address higher vacancy rates in other areas.  

In conclusion, despite many positive elements in the COY Economic 
Opportunity proposals, unless the Negative and Missing aspects identified 
above are remedied, the CCCE believes that the zoning proposals, as 
currently conceived, would create more problems than they would resolve 
and miss an “opportunity” to effectively meet the City’s goals.   

CCCE recommends the rejection of COY Economic Opportunity zoning 
measures until the above-referenced deficiencies are corrected. 

 


