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November 13, 2013 
FEATURED TOPIC & 

SPEAKERS: 
WHAT TO EXPECT IN 2014? - DEVELOPMENT, LAND USE AND NYCHA 
ISSUES IN THE 6TH and 7TH COUNCIL DISTRICTS 

Speakers: Gale Brewer - Current UWS City Council Member and Democratic 
Nominee for Manhattan Borough President, Helen Rosenthal - Democratic 
Nominee for 6th Council District, Mark Levine  - Democratic Nominee for 7th 
Council District 

DATE: WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 13TH    

TIME: 8:00 PM 

PLACE: The Youth Hostel, 891 Amsterdam Avenue at 103rd Street 
ROOM: Chapel/Ballroom 

AGENDA CALENDAR 
7:45 PM Sign -in  
8 PM Call to Order  

Wednesday November 13, 2013 
Membership Meeting, 8pm 
Youth Hostel Ballroom 
891 Amsterdam Ave @103rd St. 

 
1. District Leader Reports and Election Day Wrap-up 
2. Holiday Party Ð Call for Volunteers and Food & 

Beverage Contributions 
3. Morningside Heights Historic District Committee Ð 

Laura Friedman Ð Proposal for New Residential 
Development on Cathedral Grounds (113th Street 
between Morningside and Amsterdam) 

4. Friends of Stryker Park  - Bob Leonard and Jim 
Henderson - proposal for a small garden on 97th 
between Columbus and Amsterdam 

5. Panel: What to expect in 2014? Development, Land 
Use and NYCHA issues in the 6th and 7th Council  

 
Wednesday November 20, 2013 
Board Meeting, 8pm, Youth Hostel  
 

Sunday, December 8, 2013 
Holiday Party, 5:30-8:30pm, Youth Hostel Ballroom 
 

Wednesday, December 18, 2013 
Board Meeting, 8pm, Youth Hostel  
 

Wednesday, Jan 8, 2013 
Membership Meeting, 8pm, Youth Hostel Ballroom  
 

Wednesday, Jan 22, 2013 
Board Meeting, 8pm, Youth Hostel  

President  Editors  District Leaders  
Elizabeth Kellner Judy Wood   (judyw123@verizon.net) 

Divya Anantharaman 
Bob Botfeld  
Cynthia Doty 

   
 State Committee   
 Lynn Thomas 

Daniel Marks Cohen  
 



PresidentÕs Column 
By Elizabeth Kellner 

The October club meeting once again afforded an 
opportunity to hear from political leaders, subject matter 
experts on our panel topic -- the Affordable Care 
Act   ("ACA") -- and from on our members on local issues 
of concern, Comptroller John Liu, Council member and 
soon to be Public Advocate Letitia James, District Leader 
and incoming Council member from the 7th Mark Levine 
and District Leader Marc Landis, candidate in the 6th 
Council District, all visited to thank TPID for our support. 
We heard from labor activists, ACA experts and single 
payer advocates about what's good and bad about health 
care reform.  Our District Leaders reported on the run-off 
results and our contribution to the impressive James 
victory, as well as NYCHA in-fill and Jewish Home 
Lifecare development updates.  A neighbor active in the 
opposition to the casino expansion ballot proposition 
spoke about the environmental concerns upstate 
communities have about this controversial and well 
financed so-called "jobs and education" measure.  Last 
but not least, we had a spirited discussion of concerns 
about how to improve communication with County 
Committee members generally and with specific reference 
to the October 1 special meeting on short notice to 
nominate a Democratic Civil Court candidate following an 
unexpected vacancy after the Primary. If you weren't 
there, you missed a lot, so we hope to see you in 
November.  

You will read this newsletter after Election Day on 
November 5.  It is certain that Bill de Blasio will have won 
and many other progressive Democrats will have been 
elected which is all good. Feels like 2008 all over 
again!  But we are all seasoned enough activists to know 
that this is just the beginning.  We hear the mantra of a 
"change" election often enough.  Let's hope a strong 
turnout (by NYC standards) validates a mandate.  No time 
to rest on our laurels though.  State and Congressional 
elections are ahead in 2014, and it matters very much 
what happens there as well.  We are all keenly aware of 
the disappointments and challenges progressive 
Democrats are facing since Obama's re-election just one 
year ago. At the national level we lurch from crisis to crisis, 
perpetually on the defensive - sequestration, the 
government shutdown, debt ceiling, domestic and 
international surveillance, the implementation of the 
Affordable Care Act, threatened cuts to entitlements, just 
to name a few.  At the state level, it's easy to have lost 
count how many public officials or their associates have 
been indicted on corruption charges, our campaign 
finance laws are being eviscerated by right wing legal 

challenges, a renegade group of so-called 
"Democrats" deprive us of the State Senate majority we 
have earned.  Governor Cuomo has yet to take a position 
on fracking and we are left guessing day to day as to 
whether his Moreland Commission is truly independent 
and whether there is any hope for ethics reform in 
Albany.  But we shouldn't be "crying in our beer" -- we just 
won a big, big election returning City Hall to the 
Democrats for the first time since 1993.  So what do we 
do for an encore?  There's plenty to keep us busy whether 
it's fighting the proposed new luxury development down 
the block, preserving the environment, supporting public 
schools and fair wage jobs or safeguarding Social 
Security, Medicare, Medicaid, Food Stamps, etc. The 
momentum is with us.  The nation is watching NYC to find 
out if  a new vision of progressive politics in urban 
America will succeed.  But it is not up to only those 
elected to make it succeed -- the people who put them in 
office must stay engaged, stay involved, stay active.  

District LeaderÕs Report 
By Bob Botfeld 

UPDATE: The lawsuit to stop luxury housing infill at 
Frederick Douglass Houses  

By the time you read this Bill De Blasio will have been 
elected the next Mayor of New York.  His campaign 
promise to reduce the income gap in New York City that 
has become 'Two Cities' resonated with a large majority of 
the voters. 

On the other hand, the lame duck Bloomberg 
administration and its current appointees on the board of 
the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) want to 
divide the Frederick Douglass Houses public housing 
project into two housing developments:  luxury housing for 
the rich and reduced grounds area and open space for the 
current tenants, the poor. 

Our best chance to prevent the luxury development is to 
delay the approval for the luxury development until the 
lame duck becomes a dead duck in January. 

On October 10th on behalf of the Douglass Houses 
Tenants' Association (DHTA), Legal Aid attorneys filed a 
lawsuit to halt NYCHA's effort to build luxury housing in 
Douglass.  Specifically, the lawsuit demands that NYCHA 
rescind the preliminary requests for proposals previously 
sent to prospective developers.  It also argues that 
NYCHA first submit development plans through the 
Uniform Land Use and Review Procedure (ULURP). The 
ULURP process requires an initial review by Community 
Board 7, the Manhattan Borough President, approval by 



the NYC Planning Commission, and most importantly, 
approval by the New York City Council.   The New York 
City Council has joined DHTA in the lawsuit.      

NYCHA asserts that the only local officials needed to 
approve the luxury development infill are the Mayor and 
the NYCHA Board.  

I attended the oral argument in State Supreme Court on 
October 29th before State Supreme Court Justice Cynthia 
Kern.   From NYCHA's argument, it was apparent that 
NYCHA's legal focus is not the substance of the issues of 
authority described above but the very few weeks that the 
Bloomberg Administration has remaining Ð and they want 
to get the luxury development underway. So NYCHA is 
trying to delay the restraining order by arguing that there is 
no reason for the restraining order at this time by 
pretending that NYCHA and the City are merely exploring 
possibilities and not actually soliciting bids for 
development.  

The judge may rule on this ploy/issue prior to our 
November 13th club meeting.  At the meeting, I will report 
on this development and also a companion lawsuit 
brought on behalf of five other Manhattan public housing 
tenant associations.  
 

 

Save the Date! 

TPID HOLIDAY PARTY 
Sunday, Dec 8th: 5:30-8:30PM 

Hostel Ballroom 

Volunteers and food 
contributions are needed 

Contact Elizabeth Kellner if you 
can help: 

212-866-0752 

kellnerelizabeth@gmail.com 
	
  

 

State Committee Report 
By Daniel Marks Cohen 

Somewhat haphazardly, the State Democratic Party finally 
met in Rye Brook for its Fall meeting.  The newly formed 
Progressive Caucus had its second meeting, over 30 paid 

members, and more than twice that number attended the 
meeting - which was terrific.  Guest speaker 
Assemblywoman Deborah Glick updated us about 
Governor CuomoÕs Ò10-point WomenÕs Equality AgendaÓ 
which was submitted as legislation to the Assembly, and it 
passed, but due to the unholy alliance between the 
Republican State Senate and the so called ÒIndependent 
Democratic ConferenceÓ run by Bronx State Senator Jeff 
Klein, the legislation has since stalled in that chamber.   

NINE of the ten points have passed the State Senate 
individually, but the final point is important: it would 
guarantee a womanÕs right to an abortion as established 
by the 1973 Roe v. Wade Supreme Court decision.  It 
would secure a right to late-term abortions when the 
health of the pregnant woman is at risk or when the fetus 
is not viable, as determined by a doctor.  New York State 
law allows abortions after 24 weeks only if the motherÕs 
life is in danger, but it is superseded by the Roe decision 
that allows late-term abortions to protect a womanÕs 
health.  It is important to note that the tenth point does not 
CHANGE anything in practice, just codifies it in law.  But it 
has become a political football for Republicans to prove 
their bona fides and they have co-opted the IDC into 
supporting them (Senator Klein says that the ten point 
does not go far enough, and he supports a broader plan 
for womenÕs rights Ð yet somehow cannot bring himself to 
support this change in law). 

So this is yet another reason to support challengers to the 
four IDC members, including the aforementioned Klein 
(SS 34 Ð Bronx/Westchester), Diane Savino (SS 23 Ð 
Brooklyn/Staten Island), David Carlucci (SS 38 Ð 
Rockland/Westchester) and David Valesky (SS 53 Ð 
Syracuse).  Three out of four are within a short distance 
from the Upper West Side Ð next year, when the Primary 
is likely a foregone conclusion for our representatives 
downstate, we should GO NORTH and push for 
candidates to run against them in a primary because they 
are contributing to the stonewalling of progressive 
legislation.   

Alas, the rest of the State Party meeting was a 
snoozefest.  Several resolutions were submitted before 
the executive committee (a resolution to ban horse 
carriages, a resolution calling for a two-year moratorium 
on fracking, and a resolution to support the GovernorÕs  
WomenÕs Agenda plan as mentioned above), but despite 
best efforts of progressives , the majority voted to 
recommend to table.  Then the full State Committee 
agreed to follow suit in a sheeplike measure.   It is 
maddening to see folks just blindly support the leadership 
for tabling resolutions Ð even if they are noncontroversial, 
even if they are just advisory Ð the State Party can choose 



to ignore them!  But Cuomo runs the party with an iron fist, 
and if he does not approve, it is not approved.  So much 
for the democracy in the Democratic party.  It is very 
frustrating.   

In other news, it was noted this week that that the 
Assembly is now considering moving the Primary 
permanently from the second Tuesday in September to 
the fourth Tuesday in June.   This would allow it to 
coincide with the congressional primary as required by 
Federal law (to allow the military and other service 
members overseas to participate in the primary) Ð as it 
was determined by a federal judge that the September 
primary in New York did not comply with the Military and 
Overseas Voter Empowerment Act.  Eliminating the 
double primary, which was what we had in 2012, would 
save an unnecessary additional cost of $50 million.  The 
only issue for us clubs is petitioning would then be moved 
back from summer in June/July to spring in March/April.  It 
is hard enough to get people to sign petitions when the 
sun is shining, it will be even trickier to do it if it is raining 
and cold.  Not sure how we get around that problem, but it 
will have an impact on all political club operations.  See 
you at the club meeting next month! 

Fast Track and the TPP 
By Daniele Gerard 

A multinational agreement, the Trans-Pacific Partnership 
(ÒTPPÓ), is being negotiated in secret by twelve countries, 
including the United States, Canada, Mexico, Japan, and 
Vietnam. Other countries like China will be able to sign on. 
Congress has not been allowed to see the TPP, while 600 
corporate advisors are involved in writing the agreement 
with the White House. What little public information we 
have has been leaked. The main problem with the 
agreement is that it invalidates laws and regulations of the 
United States and replaces them with secretly negotiated 
rules between the President, multinational corporations, 
and foreign governments.   

In short, TPP would be a permanent power grab by 
corporations that could, among other things, hasten 
fracking for shale gas in the United States, harm the 
safety of our food, increase pressure to offshore American 
jobs, and reduce financial reform protections. 

For example, although many U.S. jurisdictions have 
passed bans and measures to stop or limit fracking, the 
TPP could allow corporations to challenge and force 
localities to overturn bans, thereby granting companies 
permission to drill for shale gas or to work around existing 
legislation to curb liquid natural gas exports. Exports of 
natural gas to free trade agreement partners are exempt 

from rules protecting consumers, communities, and the 
environment. 

Any of our governmentÕs food safety regulations (on 
pesticide levels, bacterial contamination, GMOs, etc.) that 
are stricter than Òinternational standards,Ó as most are, 
could be ruled as Òillegal trade barriers.Ó Food labeling 
laws we rely on (organic, country-of-origin, animal-welfare 
approved, GMO-free, etc.) would also be subject to 
challenge as trade barriers.  

In addition, U.S. corporations would get special foreign-
investor safeguards to limit the cost and risk of relocating 
their factories to low-wage nations that sign on to this 
agreement; this could lead to further offshoring of 
American jobs. TPP also explicitly prohibits transaction 
taxes and restricts other financial reforms aimed at 
protecting citizens and consumers. 

To stop the TPP and any similar agreements, we must 
defeat Òfast trackÓ in Congress. Fast track runs roughshod 
over the constitutionally guaranteed right of Congress to 
Òregulate commerce with foreign nationsÓ by depriving 
Congress of anything but an up or down vote. BUT, 
Congress first has to authorize the White HouseÕs use of 
fast track, which is where we must start to defeat the TPP. 
See Merle McEldowneyÕs article for a fuller explanation of 
fast track. 

By passing the resolution printed in this newsletter, the 
membership will authorize Three Parks to, among other 
advocacy actions, write to Representative Rangel and 
other elected officials urging them to vote against fast 
tracking the TPP and the TPP itself. As of this writing, 
Congress Member Rangel is one of only six NYS 
Democratic Representatives who havenÕt signed Rep. 
Rosa DeLauroÕs letter expressing deep concerns with the 
TPP and including a pledge to vote against fast track. 

For further information, please see: 
http://www.hightowerlowdown.org/node/3402#.UmwYAiQ5
6Uc  
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9SOokUdKYcM#t=163 
 
http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/factsheet/the-trans-
pacific-partnership-fast-tracking-fracking/ 
 
http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/factsheet/dont-fast-
track-fracking-and-unsafe-food/  

 

 



TPP Resolution 

WHEREAS the Trans-Pacific Partnership (ÒTPPÓ) 
agreement invalidates  
laws and regulations of the United States and replaces 
them with rules being negotiated in secret between the 
Obama Administration, multinational corporations, and 
foreign governments;  

WHEREAS Members of Congress have not seen the full 
agreement and may only be able to deliver an up or down 
vote under fast track; 

WHEREAS the little Americans do know about the TPP 
indicates that, among other things, it will wreak havoc on 
national, state, and local environmental, food safety, and 
financial reform laws and regulations; and 

WHEREAS the TPP will protect multinational corporations 
from accountability to American government at all levels. 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Three Parks 
Independent Democrats calls on our federal, state, and 
local officials to vote, speak out, and otherwise take a 
stand against fast track, the TPP, and other similar trade 
agreements. 
 

There is no Second Amendment right to a 
gun 

By Steve Max 

I have long admired abolitionist leader Frederick Douglass 
and his colleagues in the Liberty Party for their clear  
sighted view that the US constitution was a Òglorious 
liberty document,Ó that did not condone slavery.  William 
Lloyd Garrison had condemned the Constitution as an 
Òagreement with Hell,Ó going so far as to publically burn a 
copy. Douglass, to the contrary, understood the 
importance of basing abolitionist principles on the 
Constitution, and of not conferring its legitimacy upon the 
enemies of liberty. Today we Progressives must claim the 
legitimacy of the Constitution in advocating gun control, 
and not let it be further hijacked by the Right.  

Everyone agrees with the gun lobby that the Constitution 
guarantees the right to own guns. Having given away the 
argument we then ask, ÒBut must there be quite so many 
bullets in the magazine?Ó It is time to take the strongest 
position. There is no individual right to own a gun. The 
Second Amendment guaranteed the right to have state 
militias. The gun ownership clause was there to make the 
militia possible. There have been no state militias since 
1903, and there is no longer a constitutional right to gun 
ownership. It doesnÕt exist!   

The congressional debate over the Second Amendment is 
most instructive. The overall context was this: The 
Constitution (1787) had created two institutions new to the 
United States, a standing army and a President who was 
also Commander in Chief.  In this combination, many 
feared European despotism. What if the President made 
himself a king and used the army against the people? The 
answer was close at hand. The Governors of the states 
would call out the militia to restore democracy. But in 
those days, every militiaman was required to bring his own 
gun. The states didnÕt have any. What if the President first 
took away all the guns? Well, the Constitution would have 
to say that he canÕt, hence the Second Amendment. 

 As always, nothing is simple. The Federalists (Hamilton) 
wanted a strong national standing army and hoped that by 
guaranteeing the state militias, they could overcome 
popular objection. Many among the Jeffersonian 
Republicans didnÕt even trust the militia, and wanted to 
guarantee individual gun ownership without reference to 
militia service. Both sides agreed that the main threat in 
contention was the Army of the United States, and the 
debate was over how citizens could best defeat the Army.  

Here is MadisonÕs first draft of what became the Second 
Amendment. 

ÒThe right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not 
be infringed; a well armed and well regulated militia being 
the best security of a free country but no person religiously 
scrupulous of bearing arms shall be compelled to render 
military service in person.Ò 

To get his provision through Congress, Madison had 
linked together both concepts Ð armed citizens and militia 
service.  Note that because of that linkage, the 
amendment ends with a contentious objector clause for 
Quakers, Moravians and others.  The Bill was sent to 
committee and came back with an interesting addition: 

ÒA well regulated militia, composed of the body of the 
people, being the best security of a free State, the right of 
the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed; 
but no person religiously scrupulous shall be compelled to 
bear arms.Ó 

The phrase Òcomposed of the body of the people,Ó (which 
in 1789, meant White men,) reflected another debate of 
that era. Some thought that militia service should be a 
universal requirement. This language paralleled existing 
militia laws in many states, and was in keeping with 
colonial tradition that had required all able bodied men to 
serve and to bring their own guns.  Alexander Hamilton 
had argued against this view in Federalist Paper 29, 



saying that so large a body could not possibly be Òwell 
regulated,Ó meaning well drilled and disciplined. 
Federalists tended to support a smaller ÒselectÓ militia. 
These two views were reflected in the congressional 
debate between Federalists and anti-Federalists over this 
clause.   

The bill went back and fourth between the two houses of 
Congress. The Federalist Senate took out the universal 
service clause along with the conscientious objection.  In 
those days it was well remembered that England had tried 
to use colonial era conscientious objection provisions as 
an excuse to disband the revolutionary militias. (All 
religions oppose war, therefore go home.) During the 
debate, the anti-Federalists attempted to add 
amendments abolishing a peace-time standing army, but 
these were defeated1.  The final version read: 

ÒA well regulated militia being necessary to the security of 
a free State, the right of the People to keep and bear arms 
shall not be infringed.Ó 

Clearly, the right to bear arms was connected to militia 
service. There were not the votes in either house to pass 
a stand-alone right to gun ownership.  

The year after ratification, Congress passed the Militia 
Acts of 1792. We need not go into the wicked purposes to 
which the militia was put under federal direction. For the 
sake of this argument it is sufficient to note that once 
again the idea of universal gun ownership was linked to 
universal military service. Under the Second Militia Act, all 
(free White) men of military age were conscripted into the 
militia, and every such man was required, at his own 
expense, to go out and buy a gun along with prescribed 
quantities of shot, powder a bayonet and other equipment. 

In asserting the link between the right to bear arms and 
military service, we should not be distracted by the 2008 
Supreme Court decision (District of Columbia v. Heller,) 
that discounted the militia clause of the Second 
Amendment. The five justices who voted for it were all 
Reagan and George Bush appointees, and the decision is 
no more worthy of respect than such subsequently 
repudiated decisions as those declaring African 
Americans ineligible for citizenship, or upholding the 
Japanese Internment Act. 

The lesson of this history is clear. The Second 
Amendment was rooted in the then living memory of the 

                                                
1 Strictly speaking, the terms Federalist and Republican werenÕt 
organized parties until 1795, at this time (1789) they were less 
formal points of view in Congress, and were known as the pro and 
anti-Administration factions.  

militia fought battles of Concord, Lexington and Bunker 
Hill. A modern day equivalent of those battles would turn 
America into Syria or worse.  We need to start saying 
loudly and strongly that if you want a military gun, go join 
the National Guard - they have one for you to use. 
Otherwise, government at all levels has the right to limit 
guns just as it does drugs, tobacco, gambling, alcohol, 
tainted meat and host of other evils.  There is simply no 
constitutional right to individual gun ownership.  

The Moreland Commission 
By Steve Max 

Last July, after the LegislatureÕs failure to pass a stricter 
ethics bill, Governor Cuomo appointed the Moreland 
Commission to investigate corruption in state government. 
Previously, it was revealed that language inserted into a 
housing bill, signed by the Governor, had granted 421A tax 
abatements to five midtown luxury apartment buildings which 
did not otherwise qualify for abatements. In one of these 
buildings, two apartments have already sold for ninety million 
dollars each.  When the Moreland Commission began to 
investigate million dollar payments from the New York Real-
estate Board and the buildingÕs owners to the Governor, 
legislators and party officials, Cuomo stepped in and blocked 
the subpoenas.   

It is widely rumored that Governor Cuomo has presidential 
ambitions, and certainly he wants to be re-elected.  If he 
continues to obstruct the Moreland CommissionÕs 
investigation, does he really believe that his future opponents 
wonÕt notice?  Does he really believe that shielding himself 
and corrupt officials of his own party strengthens the party? 
Does he really believe that preventing the Moreland 
Commission from exposing the corrupting role of the real-
estate lobby will increase the publicÕs confidence in 
government?  Or, is he wondering which is worse, the 
investigation or the cover-up.   

Governor, the cover up is worse by far. When you 
established this commission you said, ÒUnder the Executive 
Order, the Commission will also have the power to subpoena 
and examine witnesses under oath as well as subpoena any 
necessary records.Ó  You didnÕt say, ÒAny records that donÕt 
involve me.Ó New York desperately needs the money given 
away in 421A tax abatements.  We need it for affordable 
housing. We need it to make repairs in public housing, and 
for schools and transit among many others.  Instead, the 
money is going to individuals who, it is claimed, can only 
afford a $90 million apartment if they get a public 
subsidy.These tax deferments are a crime in themselves, the 
campaign contributions that secured them are a crime, the 
cover-up now in progress is a crime. Governor, New Yorkers 
demand that you stop obstructing this investigation, and let 
the Moreland Commission follow the money. 



 

 

 

THREE PARKS INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS 
Cathedral Station P.O. Box 1316 • New York, NY 10025 (212) 539-7602 

 

Please pay your 2013 dues by filling out the form below and bringing it to the next meeting  
or by mailing it with your check to: 

 

Three Parks Independent Democrats 
Cathedral Station P.O. Box 1316 

New York, N.Y. 10025 
Attn: Treasurer 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

2013 MEMBERSHIP FORM 
New Member___ 

Renewal___ 
 

Membership Category -- Check One 
 

Individual ($25)  ____ 
Family -- two adults in the same household ($40) ____ 

Low Income ($15)____ 
Low Income Family ($20) ___ 

Sponsor ($50)____  Patron ($100) ____ 
 

Name_______________________ Date___________________ 
Address________________________________ Apt. #_______ 
City_________________________ State_____ Zip__________ 
Phone (H)___________________ (W)____________________ 
Email______________________________________________ 

�  Check here if you prefer to receive the newsletter via email. 

****Please pay your dues with a check or via PayPal – cash and money orders are far more difficult to 
process. Thanks in advance for your cooperation! Please make out all checks to “Three Parks 
Independent Democrats - Dues 2013**** 
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NEXT MEETING 
  

  Wednesday, November 13 th     
WHAT TO EXPECT IN 2014? 

DEVELOPMENT, LAND USE, AND NYCHA  ISSUES 
 


