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Third Council District Candidate Questionnaire
Please return by June 1. No limit on the length of responses.  

If helpful, feel free to include links for further information.  

Landmarks
Name a historic preservation battle with which you’ve been involved — what was your role, why were 
you involved?

Would you like to see more buildings or areas landmarked in City Council District 3, especially Greenwich 
Village, less, or would you keep it as is? If you would like to see more or less, where would you expand or 
decrease landmark designations?

How would you evaluate the job the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) has done in regulating 
District 3, especially Greenwich Village? Have they done a good job with approving or not approving 
changes to existing buildings? With approving or not approving proposed demolitions and new 
construction? In considering and approving new landmark designations?
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Landmarks (continued)

If there are changes you would like to see with the LPC, how as a City Councilmember would you help 
effectuate that?

What would you tell a property owner who was opposed to their property being landmarked, given that 
you as City Councilmember must ultimately uphold the landmark designation when it comes before the 
City Council?

Zoning
What sort of changes to zoning in Council District 3, and especially Greenwich Village, would you support 
or advocate for? Would you support upzoning (i.e., increasing the allowable density of development as 
compared to current rules), and if so, where and/or under what circumstances?  Would you support 
contextual rezonings (i.e., limiting the height of new development and limiting the transfer of air rights) or 
downzonings (i.e., reducing the allowable density of new development as compared to current rules), and if 
so where and/or under what circumstances? 
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Zoning  (continued)

Do you support the City’s current mandatory inclusionary housing program, and if not, why (and be 
specific — do you oppose all mandates for affordable housing? The fact that it requires a very large 
upzoning? The breadth or depth of affordable housing it requires)?

Would you seek zoning changes that would require new affordable housing in parts of the 3rd 
Council District and especially in Greenwich Village? If so where and under what conditions 
(upzoning? subsidies?)? 

What is your position on the proposed SoHo/NoHo rezoning, which the Mayor and leading Mayoral 
candidates have said they would seek to replicate in other historic neighborhoods with median incomes 
above the city average, such as those in the 3rd Council District? Do you support the approach in the plan 
or any elements of it? If so, which? What is your position on the SoHo/NoHo community alternative plan? 
Do you believe that upzonings increase pressure for demolition of existing rent-regulated housing and 
create a huge amount of new very expensive market-rate housing, which has the opposite effect of the 
purported increase in affordability and diversity?
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Zoning  (continued

In general, are there changes to our zoning and planning system you would seek to implement or support, 
and if so, what are they? What is your position on the City Council’s proposed “Planning Together” 
framework? 

Small Businesses
The City has implemented a plan to make permanent the outdoor dining allowed during the pandemic. Do 
you agree with this move? If not, how would you seek to change it, and what system and allowances for 
outdoor dining would you support?

What sort of measures would you support or propose to help small businesses? Do you support the 
implementation of zoning restrictions on chain stores in certain locations, and if so where? Do you support 
the Small Business Jobs Survival Act?  Any other measures? 

Name

E-mail                                                                                              Phone 

Thank You for Your Answers


	Name a historic preservation battle: 
I spoke at the recent Humanscale protest to save the Pennsylvania Hotel on May 12th. My role was to be one of the speakers, and question the wisdom of demolition -- a tool that developers use without any thought of saving our city's history, tenant's homes or what demolition does to surrounding areas, in terms of its impact, whether it is environmental or in terms of the economic calamity it has on the small businesses and jobs it destroys, as well as the disproprotionate impact it has on communities of color. Given our affordable housing and homelessness crisis, I believe the hotel should be repurposed as 100% deeply affordable housing for the unhoused and low-income people and families.


	Would you like to see more buildings or areas landmarked: I believe historic districts should be preserved and expanded -- and landmark designation is often the only mechanism to protect such properties and stave off inappropriate development. All too often, developers are pushing projects that will tear down historic buildings, change the character of the neighborhood and gentrify areas that will lead to resident and small business displacement. We must use all mechanisms to stop this, and expanding historic districts is one of them.

There still are many areas in the city that need a historic district designation -- such as portions of the Lower East Side, and other neighborhoods, which conveys the city's diversity of tenement architecture and whose links to the immigrant experience in New York City is of local, national and international significance. I am no expert, but I have witnessed and seen historic tenements and buildings all over the city, that still have beautifully detailed facades, their original cornices, ironwork, entryways, wooden doors and wooden or cast iron storefronts. Such detail is irreplaceable and gives our city streets a distinctive feel which can only be preserved by landmark designation.

I would definitely increase more buildings and areas landmarked in District 3. It seems extremely (and unnecessarily) difficult to landmark obvious structures that have historical significance. Obviously, places like the Pennsylvania Hotel are historically significant -- this is the hotel that big band artist Glenn Miller wrote a song about. If I am elected, I would introduce legislation that would not allow property owners to demolish and do away with buildings and areas that have historical signficance. The public has a compelling need to save the history of this city, to stop harmful impact on the public, in addition to other factors -- all of which may supersede the rights of private property owners, who often are building unecessary luxury high rises that are not aligned with the character of the neighborhood, nor add anything of import to the community.
	How would you evaluate the Landmarks Preservation Commission: I believe we need an overhaul of the LPC. We need new voices that truly care about landmarking buildings that deserve such a designation, because the majority of the current board seem to have lost their way with the mission of the LPC. Case in point: the demolition of 14-16 Fifth Avenue to be replaced b a 213 foot building -- why is it being demolished when it was already landmarked? Why did the LPC never landmark the St. Denis Hotel, once the home of important leftist and labor organizations, that was demolished in 2019? Why didn't the LPC landmark the historic Pennsylvania Hotel? And more importantly, why is there not a way to fastrack designations that need to happen in order to protect structures that have historical significance.

And just recently, look at Cuomo's Gateway, that wants to destroy the second oldest Catholic Church from the 1800's -- how is demolishing a historic place of worship allowable? If I am elected, I would introduce legislation that would allow the councilmember as well as the community to have a say in which buildings get landmarked -- and I would give the community and its residents a majority say. The Mayor should not ultimately determine who is on the commission -- again this is top down decision-making that I believe should be replaced with a more bottom down decision making model. I would also put a 10-year ban on commission members leaving the LPC to work for real estate developers, or other similarly-aligned groups. And moreover, I would put regulations so that people with a financial interest to gain, or that have a conflict of interest, examining their records, would not be allowed to be on the LPC.
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	If there are changes you would like to see with the LPC: As a Council member, I would introduce legislation to overhaul the entire commission. Often just changing up the make up of the LPC is not enough. The councilmember, as well as the community, needs not to be just part of the process, but have more of a say since they have more independence and uncompromised decision-making. Often members of the LPC are aligned with the city's EDC or REBNY, and do not make choices that are in the interest of historical preservation. If I was elected, I would like to procedurally change the rules that affect the make-up of the board in order to get real voices that genuinely want to preserve our city's history. But most importantly, allow the community to have final say in these land use decisions. 
	What would you tell a property owner: I would tell them that preserving our city's history is a compelling public need that often will supersede private property rights, and that they should embrace such a priviledge. I do think there are property owners out there that understand that our city's rich history should be preserved, and believe that it is an honor to be part of such a noble mission.

I also would tell them that there is a new philosophy gaining traction that questions the act of demolition. Two French architects — Anne Locaton and Jean Phillipe Vassal -- this year won the prestigious Priztker Prize for Architecture where they have embraced a vow to reject demolition. Recognizing the environmental costs of buildings—from the energy they use to the carbon emissions embodied in their materials— these architects have focused their work on 'adaptive reuse.' Instead of tearing down aging or obsolete buildings, they find ways of adapting existing spaces to meet new needs.

New York City would so benefit from their leadership. This is Locaton and Vassal's philosophy:

“Transformation is the opportunity of doing more and better with what is already existing. The demolishing is a decision of easiness and short term. It is a waste of many things—a waste of energy, a waste of material, and a waste of history. Moreover, it has a very negative social impact. For us, it is an act of violence.”This is what I would tell a property owner.

	What sort of changes to zoning: I do not support upzoning in District 3. We do not need to build any more luxury buildings -- glass monstrosities that ruin the character of the neighborhood, nor ever offer true affordable housing due to the manipulation of the AMI that calculates the wealthy Westchester County into its formula. 

I am also against upzoning especially when we have a surplus of empty office buildings and hotels in our District, that need to be repurposed for deeply affordable low income apartments to solve our housing and homelessness crises. Moreover, I am against upzoning for the secondary gentrification that it brings, which wreaks havoc on tenant and commercial rents in the area. 

I do agree with downzoning, which worked very well in the East Village in 2008, and it looked at as the gold standard of community-driven development. This was a great example when community and the councilmember came together and figured out what the community truly wanted. Because of this bottom down decision-making, all parties emerged happy and there was no displacement. Currently, the Chinatown Working Group, has been fighting to get the same treatment from the city. Again, the way to fight this is to introduce legislation for the community, with an emphasis on residents, to have the final say in development.



	Do you support current mandatory inclusionary housing: I do not support MIH for the reasons cited above. But in a nutshell, it is failure. Out of 80K promised affordable units, it has produced onlu 2K. There is no contractural guarantee that a developer has to create these units, so if often does not create any affordable units, because there is no real repercussion. The developers are not honorable brokers and have demonstrated that over and over. They are experts at zoning codes and overwhelm communities. For these reasons, MIH should be repealed on day one. 

Insteand of upzoning, there are many buildings have not used their all their FAR. Before we build higher, the city should incentivize developers to use up what they have. That would compel builders to build within the means they already have. In addition, I have a plan, see www.marniforcitycouncil.com, to introduce legislation to end the private sale of 'air rights' between developers, and replace such a system with a city-led auction of air rights to build deeply affordable housing -- all with the community's final approval. 
	Would you seek zoning changes to require new affordable housing: No. Like I said before, we need to repurpose empty office buildings and hotels for deeply affordable housing. MIH does not create affordable housing and is a scam. It is a housing doctrine of gentrification and was done so by design. I would repeal it if I get into office on day one.

I would also do whatever is in my power to fight RAD and the Blueprint that is pushed onto NYCHA Tenants. Both are privatization schemes and if implemented will lead to homelessness because both increase rents, and will put residents in harms way. Many NYCHA Tenants are seniors, disabled, low income families living on fixed incomes. RAD gets rid of Section 9 and forces tenants to qualify for Section 8. If they do not qualify for Section 8, rents will become market rate. Federal Judge William Pauley III just ruled that NYCHA protections will not follow NYCHA tenants once their developments convert to RAD or the Blueprint. 

The Blueprint is just as dangerous. It is a new quasi public-private partnership now pushed by NYCHA CEO Greg Russ, could be very dangerous for tenants because if the public trust defaults on payments for their debts, the City Council cannot intervene with emergency funding to help. The only people who would have any say-so over what happens with the public trust are high-level elected officials like the Mayor. But there is the real possibility is that a default could lead to private investors taking over the property, which could raise rents and leave residents displaced.

But there is hope on the horizon. Currently, there is a bill by Congresswoman Nydia Velasquez to fund public housing across the nation with $70 Billion dollars. But NYCHA Tenants need help now, which is why I have been advocating for it to be put in the city budget. As the last bastion of deeply affordable housing, city elected officials need to make NYCHA a priority since up to 600,000 residents live there. One out of 13 New Yorkers live in NYCHA, and it is New York State's second largest city. I believe that local lawmakers must put pressure on Albany to tax large corporations and the wealthy for new funding streams to NYCHA. But we also can ensure that we don't use our annual city budget for wasted projects like the 4 new jails, gentrification projects like Sunnyside Yards, etc. Honestly, all city agencies in 2021 need a real accounting so tax dollars are spent wisely.
	What is your position on the proposed SoHo/NoHo rezoning: I am against the Soho Rezoning. One of big problems is that these rezonings are touted as projects that create affordable housing. They do not. What they do is gentrify the area, increase an influx of wealthy residents, and displace long-term residents and small businesses because the rents increase. But additionally, there will be the demolition of the smaller buildings that house affordable rent stabilized units. This is what developers do so they can put up their luxury buildings: they demolish, and those that live in those units will not be able to save their homes. That is the real truth, even though it is marketed as the creation of 'affordable housing' when those who are displaced are invisible, while those newer units are not affordable for those who live in the neighborhood. Out of 80K promised affordable units since 2016, the Mayor's Mandatory Inclusionary Housing plan only created 2K, a statistic verified by Humanscale.  Soho is indicative of these problems. The Soho rezoning will create a massive out of scale and out of character new towers in the neighborhood. It will also create an incentive for developers to knock down these smaller 4 to 6 story buildings that are home to low income Chinese American and Asainn residents. Data shows nearly 6K earn less that 100K in the area, with a solid majority making less than 75K a year. Where are those people going to go if they are displaced from their affordable, and often deeply affordable homes? I also listened to the public hearing of the Soho rezoning on zoom, (which I believe was not democratic since many residents were not able to participate since they do not have Wifi, Internet or even a computer). For those residents that did testify, 98% were against the rezoning. Why isn't any weight given to their voices, the voices of the long-term residents? If I am elected, I will introduce legislation that allows the community, especially long-term residents, to have the final say in land use decisions. I also would introduce legislation that would not allow developers to demolish buildings and displace existing residents and small businesses -- especially in areas where there are historic buildings and architecture (even if it does not have a designated landmark from the city). Demolition should only occur if there is a pressing public safety need, not at the expense of the public. Currently, our district has a plethora of empty office buildings and hotels that can be repurposed for 100% deeply affordable housing, so there truly is no need to 'build up' or 'upzone' to create affordable housing. We need to read between the lines -- also interesting is the groups like the Citizen Housing & Planning Council (whose board consists of developers like Edison Properties) have a vested financial interest in pushing this Soho rezoning because they personally will profit. Again, there should be a moratorium on all rezonings since we are still in a pandemic, and any decisions needs to wait until we can be in person, to give the opportunity to the public to have an in person venue which allows democratic participation -- unlike online zoom hearings.
	are there changes to our zoning and planning system: I am against Corey Johnson's Master Rezoning Plan.

I cannot say this any better that Professor Tom Angotti said in his December 2020 editorial in City Limits-- he beautifully encapsulates what I am thinking and I agree with his opinion of Speaker Corey Johnson's recent comprehensive plan to rezone our city. It is dangerous for New Yorkers and will lead to more displacement. His plan will disparately impact low income communities of color, as well as make the city more unaffordable than it is already for everyone. This is what the good Professor so articulately says:

"...upon close examination, the speaker's proposal falls short and leaves the door wide open for the continuation of City Planning’s top-down, developer-driven rezonings by offering them a new shroud of legitimacy: a comprehensive plan engineered by city officials that fast-tracks rezonings. Both the plan and the planning process would continue to be controlled from the top, where lobbies with outsized influence rule. Community involvement would continue to center around weak, underfunded and often unrepresentative community boards. There are no guard rails to protect against the city's shallow community participation games, disconnected from decision-making. Community boards remain understaffed, underfunded and underrepresented, and members continue to be appointees of the powerbrokers sitting in the offices of the borough presidents. 

I agree with Mr. Angotti: "Planning should be an on-going process at the neighborhood, city and regional levels. The goal should be transformative planning—dedicated to socio-economic equality and environmental justice while also being comprehensive. It should guarantee the participation and enfranchisement of historically excluded populations, not merely as endorsers but as central participants. As communities of color and immigrant communities—the majority of our population—continue to face wide environmental, public health and economic disparities, transformative planning must seek to change the balance of political power from real estate to real democracy, from Wall Street to Main Street, and from a City Hall overcharged with lobbyists to people power. For comprehensive planning to be truly democratic and equitable it must be an ongoing process led by a diverse assembly of those who live and work in the city, and not a technocratic elite under mayoral control."
	do you agree with outdoor dining: I do agree that emergency measures were needed during the pandemic to keep the small businesses afloat. And this could last even a while after the pandemic is over, for some time, so businesses could recoup their losses. And their losses are great. But the Mayor should not have made it permanent, without community input. That is why, if I am elected, I would create legislation that would give the community final say in these kinds of decisions.

There are many reasons why the community needs such a say. These restaurant sheds take up precious space on the sidewalks and streets, affecting pedestrian walkways, bike lanes, areas for cars to park, seniors and the disabled with mobility issues -- but even the businesses themselves. There is talk of taxing small businesses that use these outdoor spaces, which is a double whammy for small businesses that are trying to recover, but still get taxed.

	what sort of measures for small business: My advocacy for the Small Business Jobs Survival Act is something that I would say defines me. 

My husband and I used to own RedEye Coffee, a very popular coffee shop on 9th Avenue. Even though it was only 110 square feet, we sold over 500 cups of coffee a day, often with a line of surprisingly patient and agreeable customers out the door. Our customers became our family. And my husband Peter as owner-operator gained the reputation as the 9th Avenue Coffee Guru since his coffee had that uncanny ability to transport the drinker to, if I may: java nirvana. Customers told Peter his matcha lattes were transcendent, turmeric cappuccinos sublime, while others drank it no-frills black. Our baristas were true artists and our customers came for coffee multiple times a day. But it wasn’t just our great coffee, folks came for the neighborhood coffee shop experience — it was community in the purest sense.

But that all ended when we lost our lease. When we tried to renew our lease, our landlord attempted to extort us for thousands in cash in exchange for that lease. The new lease also was limited for a mere 6 months, so he could raise our rent, or kick us out (which is in his right as a landlord to do so) but absolutely no way to run a viable business. We were devastated. Closing our shop was probably one of the most painful experiences of my life. But there are thousands of stories like mine of small business owners shuttering their doors due to unreasonable landlords. New York City has been in a small business closure crisis for decades. And knowing that those businesses didn’t have a true advocate in the Council is one of the main reasons I am running for this City Council seat. 

But all those businesses could have been saved if City Council would have passed the Small Business Jobs Survival Act (SBJSA). The SBJSA would have leveled the playing field between business owner and landlord, so landlords wouldn’t have all the power in lease negotiations. This legislation would give all small businesses in the city a long-term affordable and renewable lease — the solution to the crisis of closures. With a majority of support in the Council, the SBJSA could have easily been passed if there would have been the political will from Council Speaker Corey Johnson. He gave the bill a public hearing, but refused to move it to a full-floor vote after he made a public commitment to do so. Perhaps if it would have been passed, my husband and I would still have our beloved coffee shop, which one customer aptly described as “a little slice of paradise in the big bad city.” 
	name: Marni Halasa
	email: marnihalasa@gmail.com
	phone: 9175019444


