Public Open Spaces and Public-Serving Uses Studies

Financial District and Seaport Climate Resilience Master Plan
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1. Overview & Objectives

This appendix is intended to supplement the Financial District and Seaport Climate Resilience Master Plan — Chapter 5: A Resilient 21%*-Century Waterfront. The
Master Plan needs to provide enough space along the Financial District and Seaport waterfront to replace and enhance the existing public destinations and
incorporate new, additional open space and community programming. This appendix provides additional detail on the research, design studies, and
recommendations put forward for the Master Plan as it relates to open space and program.

1.1 Goals of the Master Plan

To achieve the Master Plan’s goal of enhancing the public waterfront, the Master Plan set out to:
a) preserve and enhance existing public destinations,
b) create multi-level waterfront open space,
c) and provide community serving uses.

Meeting these goals required in-depth studies of the existing open space, research on applicable projects and programs of interest, testing of different design
scenarios, and ensuring the design was responsive to community and stakeholder feedback. In addition, the Master Plan seeks to “[ilntegrate climate resilience
infrastructure into the city by ensuring universal accessibility and emergency vehicular connections to the waterfront and along the shoreline, and a continuous
bikeway.” The Master Plan defines Universal Access as: “An environment designed to be usable by all people to the greatest extent possible; design that is
focused on providing equitable access and experiences for people with disabilities.” Universal access is an element of the Master Plan that extends to open
space so to ensure universal access to the waterfront and through open space, the Master Plan proposes pathways and slopes over which people are moving
that are no steeper than 5% or 1:20 to keep movement as comfortable as possible. The Americans with Disabilities Acts stipulates that movement routes with
slopes steeper than 1:20 (5%) are considered ramps and require handrails and railings.

i Incorporating Open Space & Program

The Project Team had to ensure that any proposed open space or potential program did not interfere with the project’s primary goal of providing continuous
and reliable flood defense. The new flood defense requires building both outwards and upwards, the main consideration was how to balance city and water
facing open space and programmatic opportunities on either side of the flood defense. This required careful consideration of the existing urban fabric on the
city-side of the flood defense structure and being responsive to the destinations and adjacencies of the re-envisioned public waterfront on the waterside of the
structure. While the following appendix captures the Project Team’s recommendation for the siting of open space and the preferred options for sitewide
programming, these recommendations will require further study as the project moves towards implementation.

iii. Incorporating Community Serving Buildings

While the Project Team found that incorporating residential and large-scale commercial development into the project would not sufficiently align with the
project’s goals, the Master Plan integrates community buildings and small amenity buildings such as restaurants and comfort stations. Including community
serving buildings helps enliven gateway entrances, enhance and activate upper-level open space, and create more usable interior and outdoor space in
constrained areas. At the gateways such as Old Slip, small buildings create inviting corners framing the entrance to the waterfront on South Street. Where the
flood defense alignment is pulled in between the Wall Street and Maiden Lane access points, the insertion of a community building along South Street allows
the Master Plan to site a large relatively flat open space at the upper level and a substantial amount of interior space along the street.



1.2 Approach
The Project Team’s approach to integrating open space, program and community buildings into the design was as follows:
1. Understand existing and surrounding program opportunities
a. Including the need to replace and enhance existing programs and open spaces where possible
b. Study the land use, density, and zoning of the built environment of the site and its immediate context
Study projects of a similar scale and context within New York City
Gather feedback and prioritize program recommendations from the community
Test two design scenarios for incorporating program into the Financial District and Seaport Waterfront with the same flood defense footprint
Prioritize programs based on stakeholder input and agency feedback
Create Hybridized Scheme that balances these priorities
Provide preferred and alternate program recommendations for individual spaces across the site

NoubkwnN

2. Existing conditions

The Master Plan establishes a plan for new space along the Financial District and Seaport waterfront to replace the public destinations people use today with
enhanced new, additional open spaces and community programming.

To inform the design, the Project Team documented every feature of the existing waterfront and asked community members what they hope to see along the
waterfront in the future. Based on these inputs, the Project Team tested a wide variety of open space typologies and public serving uses to assess what could
work in the study area. The Project Team found that most of the community’s ideas—including new open and green spaces, recreational spaces, restaurants,
and community centers—can be integrated into the Master Plan. However, larger recreational opportunities such as full-scale soccer fields are unlikely to fit in
the study area. The Project Team also tested residential and large-scale commercial uses and found that the Master Plan’s footprint significantly limits the
viability of these uses.

2.1 Open Space & Program
The Project Team began by posing key questions to help form urban design principles, draw key takeaways, and form recommendations for open space and
program across the project site.

1. What are the qualities of the existing open space?

2. What is the user experience?

3. What programs does the open space provide?



i. What are the qualities of the existing open space?
Waterfront open space was defined as the area from the outer edge of the FDR Drive Viaduct to the edge of the shoreline and was categorized in two primary
ways: 1) that which sits beneath the FDR Drive Viaduct and 2) that which sits outside of the viaduct. The following graphics demonstrate in plan and section
the categorization.

Figure 1: Waterfront open space
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Figure 2: Open space under the FDR Drive viaduct (section cut representative of waterfront between Old Slip and Brooklyn Bridge)



The existing open space is primarily composed of the waterfront esplanade, the East River Greenway, and vegetation (see Figure 3). The existing vegetation is
dispersed across the entire length of the site and includes trees, above ground planters, and elevated lawns on Pier 15.

Across South Street, the existing open space is met with other city open spaces including plazas, parks, and playgrounds. Together, these create a network of

open spaces extending back into the Financial District and Seaport neighborhoods. The connection between waterfront open spaces and upland open spaces
was an important consideration for the development of open space and potential programming east of the FDR Drive viaduct.
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Figure 3: Existing open space in and adjacent to the study area



There are roughly 10 acres of existing total open space across the study area. In addition, there are roughly 160,000 square feet of structures and 45,000
square feet of greenway. When analyzing the existing open space, the Project Team also divided the site into four regions by their different site characteristics.
In Region 1, open space adjacent the FDR Drive viaduct underpass is narrow and disconnected from the urban fabric, in Region 2, it widens and is met with 1-2
story structures, in Region 3, it is connected to structures around Pier 17 and in Region 4, it is bifurcated by the greenway.
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Figure 4: Total open space



The following images and diagrams represent waterfront conditions from the Battery Maritime Building to the Brooklyn Bridge. The Project Team characterized
the area by unique waterfront conditions, represented by four regions, as a way of understanding the varying conditions across the site. An overview of the
site is provided below, with corresponding section cuts following.
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Open space was characterized as water-facing or non-water facing. In water-facing open space, one has unobstructed views out towards the East River. In non-

water facing open space views are blocked

Almost the entirety of the open space is water facing, or roughly 97%. Thus, the Master Plan maintains and maximizes direct waterfront views.

EXISTING WATERFRONT FACING VS. NON-WATERFRONT FACING OPEN SPACE
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Figure 6: Existing waterfront facing vs non-waterfront facing open space
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Open space was also characterized as usable or inaccessible. Usable open space can be accessed with ease. Inaccessible open space consists of planters,
vegetation, and other place unnavigable by foot.

Almost the entirety of the existing open space, or roughly 94%, is usable. Thus, the Master Plan minimizes steep or inaccessible slopes that cannot be used for

recreation or alternative purposes. This was particularly important when considering the future grade change and need to raise the esplanade to the project’s
design flood elevation.

EXISTING USABLE VS. UNUSABLE OPEN SPACE
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Figure 7: Existing usable vs unusable open space
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Open space was characterized as open to the sky or under structure. Open space open to the sky has direct sky and sun exposure. Areas under structure fall
under the footprint of the FDR drive viaduct.

Just over two-thirds of the existing open space, or roughly 70%, is open to the sky. While the Master Plan does not preclude the FDR Drive viaduct coming
down in the future, it was important to propose a plan that considers the potential of future open space both underneath the FDR Drive viaduct, in the shade
of the FDR Drive viaduct or new structures, and what the removal of the FDR Drive viaduct would mean for future open space across the site.
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Figure 8: Existing open to the sky vs under structure open space defined within the project

iii. What is the user experience?
The Project Team analyzed the user experience across the site and concluded the following:

e The waterfront has intentional users (those with specific needs) vs. users passing through by nature of the site’s connectedness to the city’s
transportation networks.

e The waterfront’s maritime transportation serves different users’ needs and activates public space differently based on who the user is.

e  Certain program types (e.g., dog run) are not used by all user groups and replacement programming should be developed in conjunction with
community input.

e  User groups regard the site as a distribution of scattered destinations that are connected by mobility infrastructure.
e No user groups should be precluded from future site access and use.

The following figures document the key considerations analyzed and the user profiles.
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CRITICAL CONSIDERATIONS

What is our methodeology? What are our different user groups?

'

S
g
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WORKER RECREATIONAL NYC VISITOR TOURIST POTUS?
USER

are they?
do they go?
do they go?
do they go?
deo they do?
do they stay?
+

Are there ?

Figure 9: User profiles
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RESIDENT

User Profiles

Whe are they?

MNew Yorkers who live in the Financial District or Seapart

neighborhoods, or more broadly, live in nearby in Lower Manhattan.

These are likely the individuals mas! familiar with Ihe site.

Why do they visit?

As one of the most Hexible user groups, residents go to the
waterfrant for a variaty of reasons inc|uding the experiance of baing
outdoars, r‘ny-:u—duy needs, movemenl, dining, and mare.

I S|

Expariancs Aceoss naighbarhood Dina
waterfrant amenities (e.q. dog poik)

What do they do?

Residents octivities can vary fram “local” amenities, such as the
dog pork or outdoor sealing, to dwelling, exercise, and leisure, to
oceasional commercial activity and dining.

4 SR AN ;

Spand tims Relax Waolk alang Eat 4+ drink Fish Gate
suidasrs ssplanede i

What is the primary time of use?

How long do B e
h 2 Brief (dag park] vs. axtended
they stay (dwelling, dining, src.}

Are there inhibitors that discourage them from
using the waterfront open space?

e Lacks lush park-like spaces and active recreation

program.
e Weatheris not consistently favorable.

Figure 10: User profile: resident

Where do they go?
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COMMUTER

User Profiles

Whe are they?

Commuters who either live or work nearby (Lower Manhattan), or
pass through the FiDi-Seaport neighborhoods as part of a larger,
multi-modal commute. These are individuals whose familiarity with the

site could vary.

Why do they visit?

As the most intentional user group, commuters sither move to or from
the waterfront to access maritime and/or upland transit, as well as pass
through the site by foot, bike, or to connect to other modes of transit,

!

Trevel te/ fram
Atall
fo.g. bame ro/from work)

el

Connact 1o ather

modes of transit

What do they do?

Commuters are likely on the go, getting en or off terry vessels, traveling
north-south b',r bike or foot, or mul\ing connactions fo up!und nodes of
transit to access the subway or buses.

= & 1

Commute by :-muuluy Commute by
furry Foet

What is the primary time of use?

How long do LY Brief poriods
'Il'ley sl‘ﬂy? Passing through ot vorious speeds

Are there inhibitors that discourage them from
using the waterfront open space?

e Limited connectivity to subway system and public
fransit.

Figure 11: User profile: commuter
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WORKER

User Profiles

Who are they? What do they do? Where do they go?

Individuols who work in either the Financial District or Seoport ond

Warkers are likely a passive user group, sither relaxing aleng the waterfront
are likely fomiliar with the neighberhood and waterfront.

or sitfing to dine of restaurants. A|!ernutwe|)‘, they seek active uses such a
walking along the esplanads to move and loke a break from work

o4
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asplaneds
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00,

I d Yaries
» S , B RS 2 " ::’:103‘::5:::9 o @ Brief (lunchtime walk] vs. extended
o (dinnar with cowarkars)
Why do they visit?

Workers ||k=[y visit the site to take a break from their work
enviranments, lo loke in lhe experience waterhionl, and lo relax and
sociclize amang the commercial dining establishments,

Are there inhibitors that discourage them from
using the waterfront open space?

e Distance from offices.

5 PEDESTRAMN
_“H_‘_ _ll"“ *‘ * Limited food and beverage facilities i

. . w===r CYCLIST
o Weather is not consistently favorable. ©) cmaiesmarion
Rast fram Exparisncs Dine + PEETARANECE
wark waterfrant socialize RN

Figure 12: User profile: worker
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RECREATIONAL USER

User Profiles

Who are they? What do they do? Where do they go?
Individuals who enjoy exercising (walking, running, or biking) Recreatianal users typically walk, run, or bike along the Easi River
ulong the waterfront esp|unude or East River Greenway. These are Gresnwuy. Occusionu”y, pauple ulilize the waterfront for other forms
individuals whose familiarity with the site could vary of recreation such as tai chi or stretching.
Run Bike Walk o

What is the primary time of use?

00,

6:00 2:00 12:00 3:00 6:00 9:00 1
=
[ s I m [ vt [ wlmwm] =¥ s |
How i""'g do LY Brief periods
I‘hey siqy? Passing through at variovs speeds
Why do they visit?
Racreational users visit the site by way of the East River Greenway Are there inhibitors that discourage them from
lo exercise olong the Manhattan waterfroni. using the waterfront open space?
* . . . . PEDESTAMN
e Lack of clear wayfinding to site and site 42221 PEDAETRAIN
destinations/amenitiWeather is not consistently favorable. ol e
Exarcise ;rr?n::v"u“ ]

Figure 13: User profile: recreational user



NYC VISITOR

User Profiles

Who are they? What do they do? Where do they go?
Individuals whe are from the New York City area, but likely de nol Regianal visitors from NYC typically come lo the site for the waterfront
live or work nearby, and are coming fo explore. These are peop|u restaurants, lo otend a concert at Pier 17, or to visil the historic shlps.
wha are likely samewhat familiar or not at all with the site. People will also come to access terries and stroll along the water.
e
i —
—_— -
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take in views  esplanade transit
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S L
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T @ i
o AT -
How long do L Periods vary
h 2 Brief [specific destination) vs, extended ;
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Why do they visit? ) !
NYC visitors may visit the site for a variety of reasons inc|uding the Are there inhibitors that discourage them from ' .":
deslre. for a .wut.erfranl Expe((ence_, to visit cultural, CDHI?:II-EICIUI. DY- l.l!il'lg "'lE Wd"el‘h’ol‘lf open spuce? ‘_:'
historic deslinations, or less intenfionally by way of maritime transit - r
e Limited connectivity between public transit and | mecarn o
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Observe Exparisnce Dine » Vislt eultural » ? . ey
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_‘jLLl_ ?1 ? waterfront. | o PeoRsTRA M
o Lack of clear wayfinding to site and site [ e

Figure 14: User profile: New York City visitor
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iii. What programs does the open space provide?

The Project Team first considered programmatic distribution across the site. Certain programs, such as the waterfront esplanade and East River Greenway, are
continuous, maintaining a north-south connection that allows people — both pedestrians and cyclists — to move easily across the site. Other programs, such as
specific destinations, vegetation, and public amenities, are distributed across the site and enhance the overall waterfront experience. The following graphic
illustrates an overview of the programs that exist along the waterfront today.
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PROGRAMS

Overview

Waterfront Esplanade

East River Greenway

Program & Destinations
Public programming

Civic destinations
Commercial activity

Vegetation
Planters
Trees

Amenities
Seating
Benches
Railings

Battery Maritime

Pier 16 ..
Pler 15 Pler 17
South < > North
Peck Slip
p—
‘\
a3 = =
' (3
L]
_____ == -‘-: #—_ - B -

Figure 15: Program overview
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“

The waterfront esplanade is a defining feature of the site — it is the neighborhood’s “edge” and the direct interface between upland conditions and the East
River. As stated in the East River Waterfront Plan, “a vibrant edge will generate year-round activity and provide new amenities for residents, workers and
visitors alike.” Thus, it was crucial that the Master Plan maintain an active and continuously navigable edge (Figure 16).
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PROGRAMS
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Figure 16: Continuous programs



The Project Team considered how the distributed elements are placed, if and where they’re clustered, and how this relates to the neighborhood connections.
Larger-scale public programs, civic destinations, and commercial activity are centered around Pier 11 to Pier 17, while elements such as vegetation, seating,
and benches are more evenly distributed across the entire waterfront esplanade (Figure 17).
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PROGRAMS

Continuous vs. Distributed Battery Maritime

Program & Destinations
Public programming

Civic destinations
Commercial activity

|

= &

Vegetation

/|
SOME ELEMENTS ARE [
DISTRIBUTED

Planters
Trees

e e e —————

Amenities (; j L

Seating
Benches

|
|
I
|
Railings :
|
I

Reach A Reach B

Figure 17: Distributed programs across the study area
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Peck Slip
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Existing program types were mapped and categorized, as shown in Figure 18 and Figure 19.

MAPPING EXISTING OPEN SPACE PROGRAM TYPES
Battery Maritime Building to Brooklyn Bridge

LEGENDS
OPEN SPACE | TOTAL: 444,684 sqft (10 Acre)

&3%

at [ FLEXIBLE ELEVATED OPEN SPACE | 20,240 sqft (0.5 Acre)
1% [ GET-DOWNS | 3,608 sqft (0.08 Acre)
s% [ VEGETATION | 21,971 sqft (0.5 Acre)

o [ MARITIME TRANSIT | 41,533 sqft (0.95 Acre)

15% <

1% s YERTICAL ACCESS | 2,701 sqft {0.06 Acre)

ESPLANADE (FLEXIBLE AT GRADE OPEN SPACE) | 281,064 sqft (6.4 Acre)

—

COMMUNITY AMENITIES | 4,717 sqft (0.1 Acre)

PARKING | 68,850 sqft (1.5 Acre)

STRUCTURES | 161,628 sqft (3.7 Acre)

GREENWAY | 38,484 sqft (0.8 Acre)
Internal Draft Mot For Distribution

Figure 18: Map of existing open space program types

038 100 700" 00' |
e e

Fili & $eapart Climate Resilience Master Plan

7
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HOW ARE WE CATEGORIZING THE EXISTING OPEN SPACE PROGRAM TYPES?

Esplanade (Flexible At Grade Open Space)

*  Walkways
* Seating [benches, stools, efc.)
* Passive unpragrammed space (e.g. plazas)

Community Amenities
* Neighborhood-serving amenifies {e.g. dog park)

= Flexible Elevated Open Space

* Spaces above af grade open space that
provide elevated waterfront access and
vantage points [e.g. upper level at Pier 15)

= Maritime Transit

«  Areas for fransit queuing and waiting (e.g. Pier 11) B

= Get-Downs

* Stepped areas lower than adjacent
esplanade and/or walkway for
getting people closer to the water

= East River Greenway

*  Continuous separated two-way bike
path running parallel to the shoreline
land-side of the esplanade

= Vegetation
* Inaccessible areas used for planting

iv. Design Recommendations

The following recommendations were integrated into the Master Plan:

= Structures

*  Public use facilities (e.g. public restrooms)

*  Structures located on outboard piers
(e.g. buildings on Pier 15)

Figure 19: Existing program type categories

1. Sustain or enhance the presence and relationship with the water provided by the existing esplanade.

Provide planting.
Provide public realm amenities.

vk wn

Provide public realm programs that activate the public realm and serve existing and projected users.

Integrate existing historic assets and make legible important site histories.
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2.2 Built Environment

The Project Team analyzed the built environment in Lower Manhattan, including the study area. This included density, land use, and zoning. These studies
informed appropriate program and scale of building for the Master Plan.

i. Area land use and density

The Financial District is characterized by higher density and taller buildings while the Seaport, which contains the South Street Seaport Historic District, is much

less dense and much shorter (Figure 20).

DENSITY & DISTRIBUTION
Density Defined

EEEEL (5 )
W R R T '

IV e

SOUTH STREET SEAPORT
HISTORIC DISTRICT

Buill FAR
0-1
1-6
6-10

B 10-14

|__RFT

N 1618

. 5-20

. o022

. 22- 2

. 2432

B 32 or above

Phase 3 Urban Design Frinciples: Buildings Internal Droft. Not For Distribution 02,/18 /21 FiDi & Ssaport Climate Resiliance Maste: Man

Figure 20: Density analysis
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The built fabric abutting the study area changes from south to north. In the southern portion of the site (Area 1) is characterized by wide and low massing
buildings such as the US Coast Guard Site, Whitehall Ferry Terminal, and Battery Maritime Building. The middle portion of the study area (Areas 2 and 3), from

roughly Whitehall Street to Maiden Lane, is characterize by high density and medium to large massing buildings. From Maiden Lane to the Brooklyn Bridge
(Areas 4 and 5), the built fabric is less dense and more diverse (Figure 21).

DENSITY & DISTRIBUTION

Immediate Context

Figure 21: Total building area (sq ft)
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The following figures provide additional detail on the density and open space analysis.

CONTEXT ANALYSIS

Density and Open Space W—— -

Study Area 1: Tall Buildings with Study Area 2: Tall Buildings with +  Study Area 3: Low Buildings with
Large Fooftprints, Mid Density | Medium Footprints, High Density & Small Footprints, Low Density

e )

n

Study Area 5: Wide
and Low Buildings

Total Building ~ Total Lot Average
Floor Area Area Built FAR3
(sf)! (sf)?

-
W) 7,538,689 415,286 18.16

'CZ 7 ef64203 207,283 2073 LEGEND

Built FAR Heot Map
Y ; 1-10
G) 3,048,848 562,066 542 et

2 B 14-
'@) 560407  £40,692 089 B 148

r

) =i
) B 520 &
r’\;) 524460 564,098 093 - 20- 22 i L]
. 2225 | ! |
I
A

1. PLUTO Field: BldgArea; 2. PLUTO Field: LotArea; 3. Sum of all Building
Areas divided by the sum of all Lot Areas within each Study Area; All Figu,—e 22: Density and open space



CONTEXT ANALYSIS

Study Area 1 - Ferry Terminals

Program Distribution &
Building Areas? (sf)

Building Building Building
Height ! Class? [ r— Rotail
() Other, Garage,
. . e . Stotage, Faclary
USGE / 02 - Offiee Bulldings - Office Only - 26
1 South Street *# Stores [ 123,800
Y7 - Selected Government Inataliationa.
{Exchuding Cffice Buldings, Training
Whitehall Ferry Sehoels, Acadenve,
Yermint] 89 Piers, Air Fiekds, Vacant Land, Vacant [ 280000
4 South Street Sites, and Land Under Waler and
Easements) - Department of Ports and
Tefmninals
¥7 - Selected Government Instaliationa
(Exciuding Cfice Buldings, Training
Battery Maritime Schools, Acadenic, S
e Building! 72 Plers, Air Fields, Vacant Land, Yacant i 158197

Sites, and Land Under Water and
Easements) - Depariment of Ports and
Teminals

1. DOITT NYC Open Data Building Footprints/Heights; 2. PLUTO

field: BldgClass; 3. PLUTO fields: ComArea, ResArea, OfficeArea,
RetailArea, GarageArea, StrgeArea, FactryArea, OtherArea; All
sourced from PLUTO 20v7

’fﬁ

l

’Ilf
L" |
U, / W i




CONTEXT ANALYSIS
Study Area 1 - Ferry Terminals

Total
Building A';gj:ﬂ Built
idi Floor Area Ul )
Building ()" (sf) FARZ  Zoning*
uses/ .
st N 1228000 123800 00 MI4
Whitehall Farry
Terminal | 2B0000 2095 132 M1-4
4 South Street
Hattery Maritime
Building/ 156,197 191502 083 Cad
10 South Streat
=
LEGEND I
5.87 —bBuilt FAR i
52,969 — building Area 1
A Lot Depth= _:
Built FAR Heat Map i
] 1-10 _‘ B | SR |
. 0-14 —T =
B 14-18 i If‘y
|_RCE | e
Bl s-20 F "\1 P
1. PLUTO field: BldgArea; 2. PLUTO field: LotArea; 3. PLUTO field: = 20-22 i \ B L ¢
BUIItFAR; 4. PLUTO field: ZoneDist1; All sourced from PLUTO 20v7; ) ; . . ‘ 1 L
*Denotes where PLUTO data may be out of date, to be [ o/ L) |
verified. * Based on PLUTE 2047, the shorler <f Lot Depih® & “Lot Front* IJ \L) |
Internal Draft. Not For Distribution 02/08,/21 L. u Fibi & Seapart Climais Resilience Master Plan

Figure 23: Area land use and density distribution of open space in Study Area 1 — Ferry Terminals



CONTEXT ANALYSIS

Study Area 2 - Whitehall Street to Old Slip
Program Distribution &
Building Area? (sf)

Building Building Building s
Height ! Class? B Fescantal Rotcil
(f) Ciher, Garags,
L. W i 8 Storoge, Faclory
RE - Candominims - Commercial BUiSng
m:.ﬂml Plazal 455 [Mixed Commercial Condo Building | ERUEEY
@ 125 Broad Street 505 RS- Condominiums - Office Space B 051550
4 New York Plazal 04 Office Buildings - Offce Orily or Cffice
15 Broad Sireel 284 i Comm = 20 Stcries or More I 1015.06°

(7) swarsma 15 vo-Consmmims-oncesvoc: |

1. DOITT NYC Open Data Building Footprints/Heights; 2. PLUTO
field: BldgClass; 3. PLUTO fields: ComArea, ResArea, OfficeArea,
RetailArea, GarageArea, StrgeArea, FactryArea, OtherArea; All
sourced from PLUTO 20v7




CONTEXT ANALYSIS
Study Area 2 - Whitehall Street to Old Slip

Total Lot
Building O R s "
- Area?  Built * R
Building Floor Area ng4 =
(sf) FARs Zoning .
sy 1 - 3
- kS
"y One New York Plaal 2 iR ; o i
(‘/EJ; 1 Water Street 1888126 111,382 16.95 C55 I
St N
| 125 Broad Strest 1051090 54,023 1847 085 B -
i - i
1 |
'\ 4 New York Plazal . A b |
) 115 Broad Strest 1.018408° 54023 1881 CS5 v |‘
;'9“ o
55 Water Street 3583167 100882 2230 08B b
» ~ | . 3
P 42 ] .2 I
y W .
4 )
_a = |l

LEGEND

5.87 —»Buili FAR
52,969 — Building Area

A%, Lot Depth®

Built FAR Heal Map

1-10
10-14
| 4-14
I 1s-18
B 18- 20
1. PLUTO field: BldgArea; 2. PLUTO field: LotArea; 3. PLUTO field: B 20-22
BUIItFAR; 4. PLUTO field: ZoneDist1; All sourced from PLUTO 20v7;
*Denotes where PLUTO data may be out of date, to be . 22-26
verified. * Based an PLUTO 207, the shorter of “Lat Depth” & “Lot Fromt®

Figure 24: Area land use and density distribution of open space in Study Area 2 — Whitehall Street to Old Slip



CONTEXT ANALYSIS
Study Area 3 - Old Slip to Maiden Lane

Program Distribution &
Building Area? (sf)

Building Building Building
Height ! Class? [ Swvidunrich FRatall
ft Otho.
() Woe W OO N
Q4 Office Buildings - Office nly cr Office
@ 77 Front Streat e o B o
04- Office Buldings - Office Only er Office
@ 7 Water Street M e s Bl 5560
04 - Offica Buldings - Office Only or Office
111 Wall Strest gy LN Ao, [ EETER
@ 26 Wall Street 277 DA- Elevator Apartments - Canverted [0 arage0
RM - Condominiums - Mixed Residaniial &
@ 98 Wal Street 304 Commercial Building (Mised Rasidential & | 73,260
04 - Office Buldings - Office nly or Cffice
120 Wall Strest B Bl se2412
@ 110 Wall Strest 345 HO-Hotels - Miscellanecus [ =570
04 Office Buildngs - Office Only or Ofic
@ LS, 387 yiin Cornm - 20 Stories or More I soesa
04 - Offica Buildngs - Office Only or Offce
@ 180 Maiden Lane s O SMlioa Eufkinge Ol I oo
©4 - Office Buidings - Office Oniy or Office
- o ool i Bl sseoe0

1. DOITT NYC Open Data Building Footprints/Heights; 2. PLUTO

field: BldgClass; 3. PLUTO fields: ComArea, ResArea, OfficeArea,
RetailArea, GarageArea, StrgeArea, FactryArea, OtherArea; All
sourced from PLUTO 20v7

L
-
-
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Lt
114l
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1
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CONTEXT ANALYSIS

Study Area 3 - Old Slip to Maiden Lane

Total
Building Lot
Floor Area Area? Built
Building (sf)? (sf)  FAR3  Zoning*

77 Front Street 973567 42776 2308 69
@ 77 Water Strest 541566 25778 2101 GBSO
111 Wall Street 0250 48741 2032 B
@ 95 Wall Street 473480 22957 206
@ 59 Wall Street 72250 4318 1888 C8D
@ 120 Wall Stroat 562412 23475 2481 C8D
@ 110 Wall Street IS0 17017 1572 B
@ 100 Wall Street 453564 22358 2070 OB
@ 180 Maiden Lane 1.079,361 46,789 23.06 C53
@ 88 Pine Strect BH48B0  27EN 2408 55

1. PLUTO field: BldgArea:; 2. PLUTO field: LotArea; 3. PLUTO field:
BUIltFAR; 4. PLUTO field: ZoneDist1; All sourced from PLUTO 20v7;

*Denotes where PLUTO data may be out of date, to be

verified.

e g

e 4,

LEGEND

5.87 —» il FAR
52,969 — Building Area

Ay, Lt Depth®
Bulll FAR Heat Map
1-10
10-14
-6
-8
18- 20
B 20-22
N 22-26

© Based an FLUTO 2007, e shertar of “Lot Dapth™ & “Lot Frant"; *Danates dirsct macsurasant bem G5

Figure 25: Area land use and density distribution of open space in Study Area 3 — Old Slip to Maiden Lane
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CONTEXT ANALYSIS

Study Area 4 - Maiden Lane to Dover Street

Program Distribution &
Building Area?® (sf)

Building Building Building
Height ! Class? W Resicaniial
() | B
Seaport Residences R4 - Condominiums - Residential nit in
161 Maiden Lane B Blevator B I LR
151 Maiden Lane 234 H2 - Hotels - Full Senvice Hote! DREE
D7 - Elevalor Apariments - Semi-Fireproal
@ 158 Front Street W ek cares | 52,969
o e
@ 170 John Street 56 Commercial Bullding [Mixed Resicential & 20,675
Commersial}
RC - Condominiums - Commercial Buiding
@ 175 Water Street 401 (Mixed Commersial Cande Building | EEd
Classfication Codes)
REG - Condominiums - Commercial Buikding
One Seaport Plaza ; : ThCias
et 4% (Mixed Gummgcn& Building B 7esn
@ Fulton Market sg OB - Store Bulldings (Taxpayers ncluded) - yug 4oy
11 Fulton Street Shopping Genters With or Without Parking '
RM - Condominiums - Mixed Residential &
@ 117 Beskman Sueet 24 Commerial Building (Mixed Residenial & 31,776
Commercial)
D7 - Elevator Apariments - Semi-Fireproal
(26) 118 south street o6 L Rer 14,083
PS.343 . W1 - Educational Structurss - Public
@ 1 Peck Slip L) Elamantary, Junicr or Sanior High I 2,0

1. DOITT NYC Open Data Building Footprints/Heights; 2. PLUTO

field: BldgClass; 3. PLUTO fields: ComArea, ResArea, OfficeArea,
RetailArea, GarageArea, StrgeArea, FactryArea, OtherArea; All
sourced from PLUTO 20v7
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CONTEXT ANALYSIS
Study Area 4 - Maiden Lane to Dover Street

Total
Building Lot il
Floor Area Area?  Built :
Building (sf)? (sf)  FAR3  Zoning*

£7 o Seaport Residences -
\'3\ 161 Maiden Lane (EL L e
N
| I }l 151 Malden Lane 138891 6,700 20.88 53
N
N :
(20) 155 Front streat 52050 90068 587  C53 =g
e "'\ — - . 4
:\21 170 John Stroet 20675 5,082 4407 54 V.
':22/.\ 175 Water Street 482377 24,121 1947  C53 |
¥ One Ssapart Plara > L o -
\2_9 189 Water Street Td4.148 41,656 1786 C53 &
/2 Fulton Market S B
124 11 Fulton Street Va8 B
=
25) 117 Beekman Street 31,175 5481 481  CB-2A
) ;
T
1:36 118 South Street 14053 2830 534 CE2A T8 ‘____.ig'_,,
LEGEND T~ N
faa P.5.343 Lo = i " = s |a.89 | 158l
"?z) 1 Peck Slip N&3ER: Wi L 5.87 —pBuill FAR R S . simtc 1 S = S | | 7646 10,090 |
52969 Building Area ¥ T i S
] | G : 8,32 i |
A, Lot Depth® || s.a7 = § | 112,362 :
Built FAR Heat Map _-I.Ioz-' | |
1-10 S |
50-!4 Y f 1 'I|l|l
14 . )RR |5 S
A-18 2.64 | -, = /| sonerl ||| (577
[ 16-18 4,07 125500 | | N e o il ALy
20,675 ( 3.4 =/ [ lanooo 0| a4 | = s
) ) ) B 13-20 | 125128 18 [ (RI e . i
1. PLUTO field: BldgArea; 2. PLUTO field: LotArea:; 3. PLUTO field: | e T ] 4
BUIltFAR; 4. PLUTO field: ZoneDist1; All sourced from PLUTO 20v7; W 20-22 2] 7oF TR = 3 = g ~ 4 — o4 Jamam (] i
*Denotes where PLUTO data may be out of date, to be Bl 2z-26 S = TR e e et LI | I
verified. _ = R i
* Basod on FLUTO 2047, the shortar of "Lot Dopth™ & "Lot Franl™; *Denoles direct meosurament from GI5. -

Figure 26: Area land use and density distribution of open space in Study Area 4 — Maiden Lane to Dover Street
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CONTEXT ANALYSIS

Study Area 5 - Pier 15 to Pier 17

Program Distribution &
Building Area? (sf)

Building Building Building B .
Height ! Class? W Fesicdariial Rl |
(ft) Cither, Garags,
.. W orice < Slerage Factory
Pher 15 . T2-Tranzportallon Facilities (Assessed in
@ South Stract ™ GRe)- Prer, Deck, Bulkhead 1esazs
@ Pier 17 jopr  K6-Stars Buildings (Taxpayers Included) - 242,074
95 South Street Shopping Centers With or Witheut Pareng "
@ Tin Building age 2~ Store Buldings (Taxpayers Included) - I 89.020°
: 95 Marginal Street Mufi-Stary Retail Building =

1. DOITT NYC Open Data Building Footprints/Heights; 2. PLUTO
field: BldgClass; 3. PLUTO fields: ComArea, ResArea, OfficeArea,
RetailArea, GarageArea, StrgeArea, FactryArea, OtherArea; All
sourced from PLUTO 20v7

Figure 27: Building Height in feet of Study Area 5 - Pier 15 to 17
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CONTEXT ANALYSIS
Study Area 5 - Pier 15 to Pier 17

Total
Building Lot
o Floor Area Area? Built
Building (sf) (sf)  FAR®  Zoning*
Pier 15
@ 164325 164328 100 €45
Pler 17
. b N 242074 208475 116 CAE
Tin Building
@ 95 Marginal Street 500200 21823 268 CAB
LEGEND - ——
5.87 —b Buill FAR b " ] Ty
52,969 Building Area ! : |* N - i
' | :
A3, Lot Dapt ¢ ) i | 2l i L {*
[ | . T
Built FAR Heat Map 1 jo3a " |
1-10 :lﬁ.+ I':lus! i:_"_—'—g—‘-e.—_. ____% pae_
1 | |
I 10-14 i J \ &
[ TR 1 i \5 116 |
| BT : ! | | i |
1. PLUTO field: BldgArea; 2. PLUTO field: LotArea; 3. PLUTO field: B s-20 1 r 3 §
BUIltFAR; 4. PLUTO field: ZoneDist1; All sourced from PLUTO 20v7; . 20-22 1 i ]
*Denotes where PLUTO data may be out of date, to be a..__I -
verified. . 22-2¢ ——aead

* Based an PLUTOD 2047, the shorter of Lot Depth” & “Lot Front™
Figure 28: Area land use and density distribution of open space in Study Area 5 — Pier 15 to Pier 17
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iil. Zoning Analysis

The Project Team conducted zoning analyses for the study area to help inform what type, size, and scale of buildings and uses might be proposed for the
Master Plan. The following figures present information on the existing zoning in Lower Manhattan, including overall zoning site analyses and research on
subdistricts, as well as detailed information on what different zones correspond to. Lastly, the regulations for different zones throughout the study area are

presented.

EXISTING ZONING

Site Analysis: Existing Zoning Districts

= Alltax lots on the FiDi & Seaport waterfront are currently
zoned under M1.4 or C4-6,

These tax lots would all be considered “waterfront
zoning lots” as defined by the Zoning Resalution.

All lots are located within the Special Lower
Manhattan District, while the lots from Fier 9 1o Pier 17
are also within the South Street Seaport Subdistrict.

I}
# 7
/4
7 i1/
/ -\":ti.-'
f".'.-;.
Ay
i
LEGEND L
A
[ Commercial Districts ;'_’,j},-’
[ Manufacturing Districts (}.ﬁ_; f
pd ]
[ Residence Districts. "fﬁ ST ] 1%
1y/ —— —=1 — — .
£ Forks i i 1 ; ] i
] .: \] 5 I| 1
A : ALL LOTS ARE EITHER M1-4 OR €4-6 P

ll WATERFRONT ZONING LOTS WITHIN THE |
| SPECIAL LOWER MANHATTAN DISTRICT. Imi
PIER 9 TO PIER 17 ARE ALSO WITHIN THE !
SOUTH STREET SEAPORT SUBDISTRICT.

' it
A |

£77 Commercial Overlay

L3 Special Purpose Districls
227 Special District Subdistricts

[ 1 Waterfront Tax Lots ;.‘
Figure 29: Existing Zoning Districts
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ZONING DISTRICT

South Street Seaport Subdistrict

allowing the transfer of development rights to designated
receiving lots.

[wvrwe T e o/ site / plansing zoning/d s/ spacial-purpase-divri
menhattan aaged L)

* The South Street Seaport Subdistrict contains certain
provisions that do not apply to other areas of the Speciol
District. Except as otherwise provided in the Subdistrict
regulations, the Subdistrict is subject to all other
regulations of the Special Lower Manhatian District and
the underlying districts. (ZR 91-04)

*  Within the areo bounded by South Street, the southerly
edge of Pier , the U. 5. Pierhead Line and the northerly
edge of Pier 14, which, for the requirements of this
Section, shall be deemed to be a single zoning lot, the
City Planning Commission may, by special permil, permil
modification of the bulk regulations, other than flloor area

ratio. [ZR 91-69)

* Within the South Street Seaport Subdistrict, all or any
portion of the development rights transferred from o
gronting lot moy be added 1o the loor area of all or any
one of the receiving lots in an amount not to exceed the
ratio of 10 square feet of development rights to each
squore foot of lot area of such receiving lot, except that
with respect to a receiving lot having a lot area of less
than 30,000 square feet, the total Acor area ratio shall
not exceed 21.6. However, if a receiving lotis located in
o C4-6 District, the totol Roor area rolio sholl not exceed
3.4, In no event shall the residential Roor area ratio
exceed 12.0. (ZR 91-45)

The South Street Seaport Subdistrict protects the scale and
character of 18th and 19th century mercantile buildings by

The South Street Seaport Subdisirict transfer areas map shows each
granting lol and receiving lol within the Subdistricl. (ZR 91-63):

i South Streel Seaport Subdistricl

I Receiving Lat

[ Granting Lot

EZETE Designated Pedestian Ways

Numbers indicate Brooklyn Bridge Southeast Urban Renewal Plan Parcels

Figure 30: South Street Seaport subdistrict zoning

Mote: Possages ar fexis that refer to the Zoning Resolution (ZR) ara aither
excerpts or paraphrases as deemed appropriate by the project team. For
the full 1ext, please consult the ZR

Sowrce: ZR 122
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ZONING DISTRICT
M1-4

= M1 districts are obten buHters between M2 or M3 districts
ond adjocent residentiol or commercial districts.

* M1 districts typically include light industrial uses, such as
woodworking shops, repair shops, and wholesale service
and storage facilities.

* Mearly oll industrial uses ore allowed in M1 districts if
they meet the stringent M1 performance standards.

* Dffices, hotels and most retail uses are also permitted.

= Certain community facilities, such as hospitals, are
allowed in M1 districts only by special permit, but houses
of worship are allowed as-of-right,

* Residence nol permitted in M 1-4 unless poired with
residence districts in Special Mixed Use Districts

* Building height and setbacks are controlled by a sky
exposure plane which may be penetrated by a tower in
certain districts'

= Parking is not required in M1-4.

Souce: www |.nyc.gov, site/ planring,’ ssning/ disricts-teely/ M 1.page

1. In MI-4, bulldings or pertions tharest which in the aggregere scsupy not mere than
4D percent of the lot area of o 2oning lot or, for zoning ot of lsvs than 20,000 square
feet, p o 50% of the lol crea, sy penetrate o sstoblished sky expasure plone. (27
43-45)

a - Horzonta! distance. s « loftinl sethack dislance & - Honzorlal dislance

i - Height of shy sxpsirs plane v - Verlioal distanon h - Height of sky capeosu plane
abevn fwﬂ:ﬂ-’t above stroed feg

(1 ) [ sty Excoaure Fano (

s+ Depth of lhe oploral
ST Cpon area
W - Varscal distancs

™
¥ |S4y Exposure Fane

Base Maximum FAR (Mot modified by any bonuses and /or waterfront/ special district regulations)

Zoning District Equivalent nmercial FAR
Residential

Distnct

1)
/

Community
Facility FAR

Mote: Passages or texts that refer to the Zoning Resolution {ZR) are aither
excerpls or porophroses as deemed appropriate by the project team. For
the full text, please cansult the ZR

Front Setback Requirements
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'IHI.I:I Setback i Height oF o Sky Exp Plans
tiort wall or ather porfion Slape aver Zoning Lot
Narow:  Wide of a building or ofher | yioht cbove | Mamow  Wide
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[s) [} {h) {wza) (v:a)
. " 40" or 4 stories, " . .
29 15 bbb te s 60 a7 5.6:1
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MNarrow Wide Huight obove | Mamow Wida
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(5] s} {h} {wa) |l
15" 1w &40 arl 7l

Source: IH 43-43

idential FAR

Maximum FAR

IM1-4 N/A 2 2

Source: IR £3.12

Manufacturing Districls

Source: NYC DCP Zaring Hardbeok, p151

Figure 31: M1-4 zoning districts
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ZONING DISTRICT
C4-6

* Cd districts are mapped in regional commercial centers
thot are located oulside of the central business districts.

= Inthese areas, specialty and department stares, thealers
ond other commercial and office uses serve a larger
region and generate more iraffic than neighborhood
shopping areas

* Use Groups 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 12, which include most
retoil establishments, are permitted in C4 districts.

= C4-8 districts are mapped in densely built areas in
Manhattan

Seurnce: www | nyc.ges/ siie/ planning,/ zoning,/disrricirsol/cd poge

Mote: Possages or texts that refer to the Zoning Resalution {ZR) are either
excerpfs or poraphroses os deemed appropriate by the project team. For
the full text, please consult the ZR

(1) initial Satback

Front Setback Requirements

Sky Exp Plans

Marrow Wide

Ma ximum Height of o

of g building or other

S e Height above | Mamow  Wide
strectyre within tho inifio!

il wall or afher porfion Slope aver Zoning Lot

Frant Open Area

Marrow Widae

Strest Streel the Sireet Line Sireat Strest
sethack diviance
(] (s} {h] {va) {v:a)
20° 15 85" or & stories, 8s’ 271 s
whichever is less
Alternate Front Setback Requirements
Depth of Oplional Sky Exposure Plans

Slope over Zoning Lot

Huight obove | Mamrow Wide
Strost Stroet the Street Line | Street Street
(=] (s} |h} {va) vl
- Horizantal diskance = - Mt kdistanca - Horeseital dslancs 3 - Depth of lhe cplorsl ]
- Hekghl o 4hy et ke s I+ Height 6l sk exposcne plane front open ara 15 1 [:E3 ar Fé
Abovo sireot ing above strpel o ¥« Varteal distanco
ra b 1 s ™ e
(v ) [ s Exposue o {2 ) [TlsvEnvasus Fane Source: T8 33-43

Base Maximum FAR (Mot modified by any benuses and / or waterfront/ special distict regulations)

Zoning District qui acturing ommercial FAR  Community Residential FAR  Maximum FAR

Facility FAR

|C4-6 R10 0 34 10

Sowrce: IR 33.122; 33.123; 34.112

Permitted Use Groups

Commercial Districls

Source: NYC DCP Zoning Handbosk, p 127

Figure 32: C4-6 zoning district analysis
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REGULATIONS BY LOT
Site Analysis: Current Land Use (PLUTO)

LEGEND

_ One & Two Family Buildings

[ Multi-Family Walk-Up Buildings

B Multi-Family Elevator Buildings

I Mixed Residential and C ial Buildings
Bl Commercial and Office Buildings

I Industrial and Manufacturing

_ Transportation and Utility

B Public Facilities and Instilutions

[ Open Space and Outdoor Recreation
0 Parking Focilities

B Vocont Land

~ Othersor No Data

Figure 33: Current land use of project site using PLUTO
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The following figures demonstrate regulations by lot.

REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Lot Profile

BBL 1000030010 / :
1 SGUTH STREET, 10004 )

Manhattan (Borough 1) | Block 3 | Lot 10 | L
Waterfront Block: Yes _.'J % :;_‘
Coastal Zone: Yes | |.r'3
Flood Zone: FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes rl I
Curren! Zoning: M1-4 | ili
Special Purpose District:  Special Lower Manhattan District | .%,
Special Subdistrict: N/A [z
Historic District: N/A Ig
Lot Area: 123,800 §F

Total Square Footage!: 25,827 SF

Built FAR?; 0.21

Max Commercial FAR?: 2.0
Max Comm. Fac. FARY: 7.8
Max Residential FAR: 0.0
Current Land Use: Commercial & Office Buildings

Current Building Class:  Office Buildings - Office Only - 2-6
Stories { 02 )

Ch-6
(R0 EQUIVALENT)

Source: All values are o1 shawn on Zala [zola planning aye.gov) unless atharwise aoted

1 Tokal squore fociage baisd on the buiiding investary for aveldsd losiei i Task § (ntsrmediate_FiDK_Struciur [mvemory.ade)
2 Teta| Squere Footage / Lot Area

* Per IR 91-22, Special Lower Monhattan Disric, “Baskc erd Maximum Floor Anea Ratios [FAR]” table

Figure 34: Lot profile and lot regulations for 1 South Street | Block 3, Lot 10 — US Coast Guard Site



REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Lot Profile

BBL 1000020001
4 SOUTH STREET, 10004

Manhaitan (Borough 1) | Block 2 | Lot 1 |

Waterfront Block:
Coaostal Zone:

Flood Zone:

Current Zoning;
Special Purpose Districk:
Special Subdistrick:
Historic District:

Lot Area:

Total Square Foatage':
Built FAR?:

Max Commercial FAR?:
Max Comm, Fac, FARY:
Maox Residentiol FART:
Current Land Use:
Current Building Class:

Yes I
Yes I
FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes
M1-4 |
Special Lower Manhatan District |
N/A

N/A

209,215 SF

280,000 SF

1.34

2.0

7.8

0.0

Transportation & Ufility

Ca-6
{R10 EQUIVALENT)

Selected Government Installations
[Excluding Office Buildings, Training
Schools, Acodemic, Garages,
Warehouses, Piers, Air Fields, Vacant
Land, Vacant Sites, ond Land Under
Woler and Easements) - Department of
Ports and Terminals | Y7 )

Souree: All values ore o3 shown on Zala (zola plinning.nye. gov) enless clherwise noted
1 Total square faciage based on the bullding inventary for aveided lesssi in Task 8 (Inrarmediate_Fidn_Structurs [nveniary.alix)

% Totol Squore Footage / Lot Ao

* Par IR 91-22, Special Lower Manhanan Distrizt, “Basiz ond Maximum Floor Area Raties [FAR)" 1able

Figure 35: Lot profile and lot regulations for 4 South Street | Block 2, Lot 1 — Whitehall Ferry Terminal

VANTW 83MOTV13345

111510 NY.
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REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Lot Profile

|
BBL 1000020003 |
MARGINAL STREET, 0 f
Manhattan (Borough 1) | Block 2 | Lot 3 ||I
Waterfront Block: Yes Irj
Coostal Zone: Yes II|
Flood Zone: FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes [
Current Zoning: C4-6 |
Special Purpose Districk:  Speciol Lower Manhattan District |
Special Subdistrick: N/A 1 M
Historic District N/A il (RN
Lot Area: 38,800 SF '.‘ N %
Total Square Footage': 7,500 SF 1| il ;—-
Built FAR?: 019 '\l / \
Max Commercial FAR: 3.4 -'aﬁ:‘\ ./'f F\M""“-——— - s 2o E e e e L
Max Comm, Fac, FAR®, 3.4 A =
o
Mox Residentiol FAR%: 3.4 O e
Current Land Use: Transportation & Ufility 4"’-‘:}3“;“;:-%‘_ (R10 EQUIVALENT)
Current Building Class:  Selected Government Installations W "ﬁ:ﬁf.};__;_‘h

[Excluding Office Buildings, Training e
Schools, Acodemic, Garages,

Warehouses, Piers, Air Fields, Vacant

Land, Vacant Sites, and Land Under

Waler and Easements) - Department of

Ports and Terminals | Y7 )

Source: All valies are o1 shown on Zala (zoka planaing my. gov) woless aherwise noted
! Tetal square foctage based on the bullding inventary for aveided losses in Task 8 (Intermediate_Fidh_Structure Inveniory.adix)
% Totol Squore Footage / Lot Ao

* Par IR 91-22, Special Lower Manhanan Distrizt, “Basiz end Maximum Floor Area Raties [FAR)" 1able

Figure 36: Lot profile and lot regulations for Marginal Street | Block 2, Lot 3

VANTW 83MOTV13345
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REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Lot Profile

i s
BBL 1000020023 |
1 PIER &, 10004 h
Manhattan (Borough 1) | Block 2 | Lot 23 ||I
Waterfront Block: Yes II'JI
Coastal Zone: Yes II|
Flood Zone: FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes [
Current Zoning; C4-6 |
Special Purpose Districk: Speciol Lower Manhattan Dislrict |
Special Subdistrick: N/A I i
Historic District: N/A 1” ) \
LorArme: 510,025 SF i NN
Total Square Footage': 10,293 SF 1| wils _f'-
Built FAR?: 0.02 I\ 7, \
Max Commercial FAR": 3.4 -:;a;;\:_'% yi ! TS S e -
Max Comm, Fac, FAR®, 3.4 ':-‘4:,\;\‘_’:’
Max Residential FAR®: 3.4 ‘:k’;::\[\““:x 1 =7
Current Land Use: Transportation & Utility ‘?Wﬁ::l;;:.q:q.‘}x {R1D EQUIVALENT)
Current Building Class:  Transportalion Facilities (Assessed in ’" "?.;f“f‘:{.t__
ORE) - Pier, Dock, Bulkhead [ T2 ) i = Sl

J3ds

N W 83MOT 1V

111510 NY.

Source: &l volues are o3 shown on Zala frola, plinning. aye.gov) unless olherwise noted

! Total squere foctage based on the bullding invemary for aveided losses in Task B [Intermediate_Fidh_Structure Inveniory.dsx)
% Totol Squore Footage / Lot Areo

* Pgr ZR 91-22, Special Lower Menhaman District, “Bask end Maximum Floor Area Raties [FAR)" 1able

Figure 37: Lot profile and lot regulations for 1 Pier 6 | Block 2, Lot 23



REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Lot Profile

BBL 1000360018 ! .
1PIER N, 0 I : /
Manhattan (Borough 1) | Block 36 | Lot 18 |

Waterfrant Block: Yes II'JI %;‘;
Coaostal Zone: Yes ! |5
Flood Zone: FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes rl |§
Current Zoning: Ca-6 | E
Special Purpose District:.  Speciol Lower Manhattan Dislrict | 13
Special Subdistrick: South Street Seaport Subdistrict | 1 | E
Historic District N/A 1'."’- AN 1
Lot Area: 199,625 SF i NN\ {5
Total Square Foctage': 6,549 SF 1| s _f" 1-'
Built FARZ: 0.03 'l / \‘ |
Max Commercial FART: 3.4 -'-;:.\}"_'% ‘,"f / R — B = . L E
Max Comm, Foc, FAR%: 3.4 (‘:7":‘\;\-4’! < s R
Mox Residentiol FAR®: 3.4 N 25 I
Cirrent Land Uses Transportation & Utility 4‘-?.-\.;‘:;;:.:_‘: : {R10 EQUIVALENT) |
Current Building Class:  Transportalion Facilities (Assessed in gl "ﬁ;ﬁf:;__ : 1
ORE] - Pier, Dock, Bulkhead [ T2 ) il SRR N T CT iy’ || - |:|
===}

Source: &l volues are o3 shown on Zala frola, plinning. nye. gov) unless olherwise noted

! Total squere foctage based on the bullding invemary for aveided losses in Task B [Intermediate_Fidh_Structure Inveniory.dsx)
% Totol Squore Footage / Lot Areo

* Pgr ZR 91-22, Special Lower Menhaman District, “Bask end Maximum Floor Area Raties [FAR)" 1able

Figure 38: Lot profile and lot regulations for 1 Pier 11 | Block 36, Lot 18
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REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Lot Profile

|
BBL 1000360030 /
(Blank), 10005 |
Manhattan (Borough 1) | Block 36 | Lot 30 ||I
Waterfront Block: Yes |’JI
Couostal Zone: Yes II|
Flood Zone: FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes [
Current Zoning: C4-6 |
Special Purpose Districk: Speciol Lower Manhatian District |
Special Subdistrick: South Street Seaport Subdistrict I T
Historic District: N/A 1|\" "\\\ -
Lot Area: 169,425 SF | YN
Total Square Footage': O SF 1| wils .f'-
Built FAR?: 0.0 'l / \
Max Commercial FAR": 3.4 va}{% ‘/ == — i
Max Comm, Fuc, FAR®: 3.4 H’{IE\‘J:’
Max Residential FART: 3.4 “k}‘.\_\ﬁ‘ | o
Current Land Use: Transportation & Ufility 4"’-".1,:‘?:-%‘_ (R10 EQUIVAL
Current Building Class:  Transportalion Facilities {Assessed in W "ﬁ?ﬁj‘a}___ :
ORE] - Pier, Dock, Bulkhead [ T2 ) RS

Source: il values are o1 shown on Zala fzola plinaing nye.gov) unless oltherwise aoted

! Total square foctage based on the bullding invemary for aveided losses in Task 8 (Intermediate_Fidi_Structure Inveniory.adix)
% Totol Squore Footage / Lot Ao

* Par ZR 91-22, Special Lower Manhaman Distrizt, “Basiz ond Maximum Floor Area Raries [FAR)" 1able

Figure 39: Lot profile and lot regulations for (Blank) | Block 36, Lot 30

VANTW 83MOTIVI334S

=T IDIHIsI0 NY.
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REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Lot Profile

BBL 1000730008 |
PIER-16 SOUTH STREET, 10038 |
Manhaitan (Borough 1) | Block 73 | Lot B |

Waterfront Block: Yes [

Coaostal Zone:

Flood Zone:

Current Zoning;

Special Purpose Districk:
Special Subdistrick:
Historic District:

Yes

FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes
C4-6

Special Lower Manhation Dislrict
South Street Seaport Subdistrict
South Street Seaport Historic District

RN W B3MOT1Y13d5

LJ1E1510 NY.

FRESH Zaone: Discretionary Tax Incentives
Lot Area: 146,025 SF
Total Square Footage!: 2082 SF
' \'\.
Built FAR?: 0.01 Y LU T =
Max Commercial FARY: 3.4 "(\;\ / —F
L .3 1
Max Comm. Foc, FARS: 3.4 "1;3\]-':;-:“ Ca6
Max Residential FAR: 34 '?'\-'ﬁ;;;:-:.{‘h {R10 EQUIVALENT)
Current Land Use: Transportation & Ufility W "ﬁ;ﬁf:;__
Cp =l

Current Building Class:  Transportation Facilities {Assessed in B L

ORE) - Pier, Dock, Bulkhead [ T2 )

Source: il volues ar o3 shown on Zala frola,planning. nye.gov) unless olherwise aoted

! Total squere foctage based on the bullding invemary for aveided losses in Task 8 (Intermediate_Fidi_Structure Inveniory.adsx)
% Totol Squore Footage / Lot Areo

2 Py ZR 91-22, Special Lower Menhanan District, “Bask end Maximum Floor Area Raties [FAR)" 1able

Figure 40: Lot profile and lot regulations for Pier-16 South Street | Block 73, Lot 8



REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Lot Profile

J p

8BL 1000730010 /

95 SOUTH STREET, 10038 ;

Manhattan (Borough 1) | Block 73 | Lot 10 |

Waterfront Block: Yes ."] [

Coastal Zone: Yes |

Flood Zone: FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes fl

Currenl Zoning: C4-6 1

Special Purpose District:  Special Lower Manhattan District |

Special Subdistrick: South Sireet Seaport Subdistrict I AN

Historic District: South Street Seaport Historic Diskrict 1|'—‘ : .'\,_ i

FRESH Zone: Discretionary Tax Incentives '.\ \“'F\ -

Lot Area: 208,475 SF 1'\ il [\
Total Square Footage: 242,074 5F '\\ // N

Built FARZ: 116 :),,::\ i e e — " W
Max Commercial FAR?: 3.4 ;“?;E\ ;,-" ' :

Max Comm, Foc, FAR®: 3.4 ":e,p\ - =
Max Residential FAR: 3.4 M AN (R10 EGUIVALENT)
Current Land Use: C ial & Office Building ANU‘;?;;‘*;:?\___:_‘
Current Building Class:  Store Buildings (Taxpayers Included) . iy - Teomeee | SRS = e L el 8

- Shopping Centers With or Without

Parking [ K& )

Seurce: All values are o0 shawn en Zole (zela planning myegov) wnbeis stharwise noted,
1 Total square toolage based on the building inventory for avoided losses in Task § [intenmediate_Fik_Structure Inventory s
# Tetal Squore Footage /Lot Area

i Par ZH 9122, Specinl Lower Manhattan Districs, *Basic and Maximum Floor Area Ratios [FAR)" iable

Figure 41: Lot profile and lot regulations for 95 South Street | Block 73, Lot 10

VHNY W BIMOT1VII345
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REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Current Lot Profile

BBL 1000730014
SQUTH STREET, 10038

Manhattan (Borough 1) | Block 73 | Lot 14

Waterfront Block:
Coastal Zone:

Flood Zone:

Currenl Zoning:
Special Purpose Districk:
Special Subdistrick:
Historic District:

FRESH Zone:

Lot Area:

Total Square Footage':
Built FAR?:

Max Commercial FAR™:
Max Comm, Fac, FARY;
Max Residential FAR®:
Current Land Use:

Current Building Class:

Yes

Yes

FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes
C4-6

Special Lower Manhattan District
N/A

N/A

Discrationary Tax Incentives
23,350 SF

23,350 5F

1.0

34

3.4

3.4

Transportation & Utility

Selected Government Installations
[Excluding Office Buildings, Training

Schools, Acodemic, Garages, Waoreh
Piers, Air Fields, Vacant Land, Vacant Sites,
and Land Under Water and Easements) -
Depariment of Porls and Terminals [ Y7 )

Seurce: All values are o1 shawn on Zale [zola planning nye gov) unless atharwise aated,
1 Total square footage baved on the building inventory for avoided losue in Tack § (Intarmediate_FiDi_Structyre lnventory.xle)

? Tetul Squore Faotage / Lol Amea

3 Per IH 91-23, Special Lower Menhanan Disirics, “Baic end Maximum Floor Area Ratios (FAR) rable
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Figure 42: Lot profile and lot regulations for South Street | Block 73, Lot 14
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REGULATIONS BY LOT

Site Analysis: Current Lot Profile

BBL 1000730017
PIER 19,0
Manhattan (Borough 1) | Block 73 | Lot 17

Waterfront Block: Yes

J3ds

Coaostal Zone:
Flood Zone:
Current Zoning;

Special Purpose Districk:

Special Subdistrick:
Historic District:

FRESH Zone:

Lot Area:

Total Square Footage':
Built FAR2:

Max Commercial FARY:
Maox Comm. Foc, FART:
Max Residentiol FARI:
Current Land Use:
Current Building Class:

Yes

FIRM 2007: Yes | pFIRM 2015: Yes
C4-6

Special Lower Monhattan Dislrict
N/A

N/A

Discretionary Tax Incentives
404,450 5F

0 sF

0.0

3.4

3.4

34

Transportafion & Ufility

Transportation Facililies (Assessed in
ORE) - Pier, Dock, Bulkhead [ T2 )

Source: &l values arm o3 shown on Zala fzcla planning. aye. gov) unless ctherwise noted

! Total squere foctage based on the bullding invemary for aveided losses in Task B [Intermediate_Fidh_Structure Inveniory.dsx)

% Totol Squore Footage / Lot Areo

* Pgr ZR 91-22, Special Lower Menhaman District, “Bask end Maximum Floor Area Raties [FAR)" 1able

N W 83MOT 1V

13181510 NY.

Figure 43: Lot profile and lot regulations for Pier 19 | Block 73, Lot 17



3. Considerations for Program on the Shoreline Extension

3.1 Structures and Open Space

The Project Team studied the relationship between the FDR Drive viaduct and the upland side of the flood defense to understand suitable program and
necessary offsets from the viaduct for emergency access, noise, light, and air. The Project Team also studied siting buildings in relation to the flood defense
system and FDR Drive viaduct. The Master Plan maintains a setback of 24 feet from the FDR Drive viaduct before siting an access point or significant grade
change. This setback is intended to allow flexible emergency access and space for light and air to reach the underside of the FDR Drive viaduct. As the design is
advanced, this setback may become wider or narrower to reflect the specific spatial requirements of a particular area. Specific site program, safety and access
requirements, and local light and air needs under the FDR will be key factors in refining this offset.
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i. City Side Program and Buildings in Relation to the FDR Drive viaduct
The Project Team tested scenarios for program at the at current waterfront grade, terraced along the grade change, and at the upper level. The scenarios were
tested using a stretch of the study area adjacent to the Maiden Lane access point.

The following figures are from the series of studies that were conducted.

SIMPLE SLOPE

4 hAIDEN LANE

s 85/
: on / ACCE
30 (L MTIGATION / A7
prerive WA seRrRONTE
13
orerd SPAC

0 1
i gD CHANGE
Ly =

24
SETRACK

Figure 44: Scenario testing area
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Programming the lower level could take advantage of the space under the FDR Drive viaduct for a more expansive footprint, similar to the way the current East
River Esplanade works today (Figure 46).

&0
55/
“LOW" PROGRAM AREA 40 G M\TVG*“O‘:T{ E*CCE
UBPER VL WaTERFRD

gpen SEACE

T B
i GRADE CHMGE

SETBACK

N LANE

& MAKD

Figure 45: Programming the lower level
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Programming terraces adjacent to access points enhances the access points and locates program further from the noise and fumes of the FDR Drive viaduct
(Figure 47).

“MIDDLE” PROGRAM AREA

30
uppER VL
2 gper SEACE

GRADECH AHGE

oA
SETBACK

Figure 46: Programming the middle level
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Programming the upper level provides opportunities to locate additional open space along the upper-level pathways and give further distance from the FDR
Drive (Figure 48).

&0 /
ACCESS -
30' iTGATION / B - —
gereRiv WAL ceernont ESPL "

gpen SEACE

“HIGH” PROGRAM AREA

L o
” GRADE CHMGE

SEYBACKE

’ Al

Figure 47: Programming the upper level
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Strategically locating single story buildings along South Street creates a street wall and a large upper-level space that can be flexibly programmed as open
space or with a mix of small or large buildings (Figures 49 through 51).

“HIGH” PROGRAM AREA (WITH BUILDINGS) )

wppER VL

s e SEACE

oy r,kwé CHANGE
'iE'TBF\L'_l‘-

4 MAIDEN LANE

h

"

SINGLE STORY
J

CNOMM NITY SERVING USE

Figure 48: Programming the upper level with strategically located buildings
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"HIGH” PROGRAM AREA (WITH SMALL BUILDINGS)

|

AME +1 .
. BULDING

| TORY
S(\Z‘\(‘)Gr)\—EA%N\TY SERVING USE

Figure 49: Programming the upper level with strategically located buildings (small)
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“HIGH” PROGRAM AREA (WITH TALL BUILDINGS)

S ORY
S\NGLEA NITY SERV!

UT NG USE
COM

Figure 50: Programming the upper level with strategically located buildings (tall)
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iii. Considerations for Siting Medium and Large Buildings

As part of studying whether development could help offset project costs, the Project Team studied how larger buildings could be sited in relation to the flood

defense, the FDR Drive viaduct, and open space. Ultimately, large-scale buildings were not consistent with project goals and the Project Team concluded that
development would not significantly offset project costs.

The Project Team tested variables including building height, footprint depth, floor plate depth, base height, massing setbacks, and relation of building and
adjacent open space and esplanade (Figure 52).

prrsss BUILDING
i HEIGHT

Figure 51: Building variables tested

65



iiil. Public Waterfront Open Space

Public waterfront open space is central to the Master Plan. The Project Team looked at development precedents in New York City and elsewhere to understand
scale and strategies to maintain waterfront open space adjacent to buildings. The following figures illustrate the footprint studies the Project Team completed.

FOOTPRINT STUDIES

Keep the waterfront public

SEPARATING PARK
& DEVELOPMENT

Domino Park Hunters Point South Brooklyn Bridge Park
Figure 52: Footprint examples of public waterfront open space adjacent to mixed use development
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FOOTPRINT STUDIES

Keep the waterfront public

' ' § e
MARITIME
ACCESS/USE

BOSTON
HARBORWALK

BOSTON

HARBOR

BOSTON
HARBORWALK
UNDER

SHORE PUBLIC CANTILEVER

WALKWAY
UNDER BUILDING

-IN 3
5
a
-
z
-
x

WATERFRONT
PENHAGEN HARBOR
G L = ESPLANADE

B0' CANTILEVER
OVER OPEN SPACE

. WATERFRONT
ESPLANADE

=

BOSTON
HARBORWALK

sburg, NY Institute of Contemporary Art | Boston, MA Royal Danish Playhouse | Copenhagen, DK
Figure 53:Precedents that bring waterfront open space through or under the massing of waterfront buildings
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The Project Team looked at precedents of buildings sited next to elevated highways in the study area and elsewhere in New York City to understand to offset
dimensions and how proximity might affect light, air, and spatial experience for pedestrians under the highway.

FOOTPRINT STUDIES
Existing Adjacency to FDR

120 Wall Street Tin Building Industry Kitchen
Figure 54: Footprint examples of buildings adjacent to FDR
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FOOTPRINT STUDIES

Adjacent to Elevated Highway

American Copper Buildings

One Brooklyn Bridge Park Industry City
Figure 55: Footprint examples of buildings adjacent to the elevated highway

GOWANUS
EXPRESSWAY

STREETS HAVE
THROUGH-ACCESS
UNDER ELEVATED
HIGHWAY

69



Precedent analysis informed a series of studies that looked at building footprint depth with the FDR Drive viaduct in place on a uniform shoreline extension of

150 feet. Siting buildings larger than single story buildings and pavilions adjacent to the FDR Drive viaduct would require a supplemental access road for drop
off, operations, and emergency access, further reducing the potential footprint depth of buildings next to the FDR Drive viaduct.

The following figures demonstrate the summary of the footprint studies.

FOOTPRINT STUDIES

Footprint Depth with 150’ Extension from Existing Bulkhead

With FDR

Baseline Offsets

« |f FDR remains, a minimum clearance of £30" is
assumed for vehicle and emergency occess

* |t an al-grade roadway, a 15 sidewalk is assumed

* 70" of waterfront space is held for flood protection,
waterfront open space, ond maritime access

Reduce Waterfront offset

* Maritime access zone is reduced lo 24" and yields
a total of 54’ beyond the building face.

131 5 150' ]

Maximum Floor Plate Depth

* In localized areas, building overhangs could yield
a more flexible tower floor plate. These overhangs
could coincide with base heights to minimize visual
impact to the waterfront experience.

MNew Access Road/
B Roadway

Waterfrant Esplanade

1ar Maritime Access Zone

1
]
"
{ SIS 1

Figure 56: Footprint studies summary
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FOOTPRINT STUDIES
Old slip to Wall Street, Existing Conditions

"\

Street Corridors

Existing Pedestrion Access Poinls
=== Existing Bulkhead

Existing Conditions

FDR NB exit passes outboard of highway abutment
and passes under viaduct at old slip

Crosswalks exist ot Old Slip, Gouverneur Ln, and
Wall Street

@ Esplanade ranges from £20-50; and North of Old
Slip, the space is contiguous with area under the

highway

a Ferry Service at Pier 11

L)
'
'
131t s
L
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FOOTPRINT STUDIES
Baseline 150’ Shoreline Extension
Baseline 150’ w/ FDR

a No change to roadway configuration

Mo change fo crosswalks

Priority access points identified at
Qld Slip and Wall Street

@ 30" Waterfront esplanade above flood protection
structure

— e 40" flexible maritime access zone

Street Corridors

. Grade Change/Access
.I Waterfront Esplunade O 131
A

. Maritime Access Zone

=== Existing Bulkhead

W= Flocd Protection Pathway
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FOOTPRINT STUDIES
Potential Building Footprints, With FDR

™ — ’)‘ I Baseline 150° w/ FDR
! Buildings more than a pavilion will require vehicular

:) 4 access

e In addifion to city facing frontage, space for
emergency access along the waterfront is held.

PRELIM.
SKETCHES

HEQUIRES FURTHER
STUDY

@ MNear FDR exit, roadway may need to be widened
or reconfigured to allow safe access and cirulation

Building Aoor plates are narrow and may only be
suitable for residential

Street Carridors
. Grade Change/Access
i Waterfront Esplonode === Euisting Bulkhead

. Maritime Access Zone = Flood Protection Pathway
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FOOTPRINT STUDIES
Potential Building Types, FDR Remains

PRELIM.
SKETCHES

HEQUIRES FURTHER
STUDY

=== Existing Bulkhead
W= Flood Protection Pathway
Bl Waterfront Open Space
. Marilime Access Zone

Potential Building Types

@ Thin mixed-use residential tower, with commercial and
amenities on lower level

@ Single story (south Si. facing) commercial and amenity
siructure with open space on top

@ Waterfront pavilion (like industry kitchen) opening

toward an elevated esplanade

Small multi-story commercial and entertainment (like the




FOOTPRINT STUDIES
Adjacent to Elevated Highway

FDR Remains

* Tower programs beyond residentiol will be a bt §
challenge

* Elevated highwoy separates the buildings from
the upland urban fabric

PRELIM.
SKETCHES

RECUIRES FURTHER
STUDY

=== Existing Bulkhead

L}
1}
== Flood Protection Pathway 131°

i
k3

Figure 57: Footprint examples for implementing different building types and open space strategies
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3.2  Floor Plate and Program Flexibility Case Studies

The Project Team looked to a variety of building precedents with mixed uses to understand the range of dimensions and floorplate sizes suitable for office,
retail, residential, civic/cultural/institutional, and hotel programs. The Project Team developed a matrix of precedent buildings, program, and floor plate sizes
that could be compatible with a 150-foot shoreline extension and with a more expansive shoreline extension.

The following figures present the results of the precedent studies.

PROGRAM & FLEXIBILITY

Case Studies

@ Class A Offices

1. One Chase Manhattan
Plaza

2. 200 West Street
3. 1 World Trade

4. 4 Werld Trade

5. One Liberty Plaza
6. 55 Water Strest

7. 17 Stale Street

8. 425 Park Avenue
2. 10 Hudson Yards
10. 30 Hudson Yards
11. 55 Hudson Yards
12. One Vanderbilt

@ Boutique / Other Offices
13. 120 Wall Street
14, 110 Wall Street
15. Equitable Building
16, Cunard Building
17. Ten Grand Street
18. 10 Jay Street

@ Retail
19, Pier 17

@ Residential

20.8 Spruce Stree!
[Includes PS 397}

21. 50 West Street
22.19 Dutch Street

23 Seaport Residences

24, One Manhattan Square
25.125 Greenwich Streat
26.130 Williom Street

27, 212 Warren Sireet

28. Mercedes House

29 VIA 57 Wesl

30.432 Park Avenue

31. 15 Hudson Yards
32.35 Hudson Yards

33. American Copper
34.The Goldin

35. 125 Delancey Street
36.180 Broome Stree!

37. 202 Broome Street
38.242 Broome Street
39 One South First
40.325 Kent

4. Pierhouse & 1 Hotel
421 John Street
435241 Cenler Blvd
44.52-03 Center Blvd

@ Civic, Cultural, Institution

435, Manhattan Municipal
Building

46, UN Secratariat Bulding

47, The Shed

48, David H Koch Theater

49, 5t Ann's Warehouse

50.Hunters Paint Library

51, Murray Bergiraum High
Schoal

52, Stuyvesant High School

53 Peck Slip School / PS 343

54 Bloomberg Center

*Program elossification bosed on the distibution of “ResArea”, “OlficeArea”, “RetailArea”, and areas lor ather uses

in PLUTO 207 E.g, on office bullding is where “Officeran” occupies the maijority of its loar areos.

55 Verizon Executive
Education Center

56 TATA Innovation Center

57. Brooklyn Technical High
School

O Hotel, Other, etc.
58, The Beekman Hotel
59 Public Hotel
60, Standard Hotel
&1, Arle Hotel MoMad
62. Hotel Hugo

121 Urban Case Study Areas

i}

ot

oh2

all

s“u
L4 o
Hunts Point
South Park i g‘:;
- i
Domina "?2;0
s M
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PROGRAM & FLEXIBILITY

Case Studies

1 WORLD TRADE

A1 MAIDEN LN
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PROGRAM & FLEXIBILITY

Scale Studies

Smaller

W cio:s a Glfce [l Residentil
B scuique office [l Civic / Cutural
| 2 Hatal, Other, sic.

k!

Bullding Helght from DO

yrod fram COHTT INYC

— Scale

10 Billdings Modwl

wikainig Footarmt layer (Roal Helght - Ground Eavi

Bigger
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PROGRAM & FLEXIBILITY

Scale Studies 3 (BUILDING OPTIMIZED)
U 1
2B (150° W/ O FDR)
] I
2A (150° W/ FDR)
f 1 g
-
=a
@1
=
b
o ‘
161 Maiden Lane* 130 William Street** UN Secretariat Bldg' 425 Park Avenue'' B Spruce Street 35 Hudson Yards' 4 World Trade!
Under Construction Urichar Conse Buill, 1552 Builk: 2020 Buily: 2007 Buil: 2015 Builr: 2009
Bldg Area: | 16,680 & Bldg Area Bldg Area: /80 500 5 Bldg Area: 266994 5i Bldg Area: G00 766 5F Bldg Area: |130,000 5F Bldg Area: 2,500,004 5§
Target Flexible Footprint Depth (with tower setbacks)
f 5 TR R R TR TRIY Class A Office
TR e e e e e e e e i A e AR et rAvaany Boutique Office

Hotel

T i e e i v v Cultural / Civie
e v v, residential

S0 100 150 200

Minimum Footprint Depth Wide Enough...

Figure 58: Floor plate and program flexibility case studies
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4. Research & Programmatic Feedback

The Project Team looked to other, similar waterfront spaces, primarily in New York City, to understand the forms of new program, open space, and community
buildings that would be feasible to integrate into the Master Plan. The Project Team documented precedent spaces that could easily be compared to the
existing project footprint and developed prototypical program spaces that would also navigate the grade change associate with flood defense. The Project
Team received and integrated feedback on these program studies from stakeholders, agencies, and the community.
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4.1 Precedent & Scale Studies

The Project Team studied small, medium, and large precedent programs within the vicinity of the Financial District and Seaport waterfront and considered
larger comparative projects beyond the project vicinity. The Project Team grouped programs together by type to understand the range in spatial requirements

within each type.

The following figures represent the scale studies.

WATERFRONT OPEN SPACE COMPARISON

Size Ranges | Small & Medium

FIDI-SEAPORT

=7

B

i

f// o

*All diagrams are to scale.

SMALL

.15-.5 acres (approx. 60 x 120" - 120 x 200')
plozas, smoll gordens, small ploygrounds, small lown, small picnic
areas, small amphithecter, smoll skotepark, singular woter access

; o
,é\_. ‘ ]

TRt ’;& B e 1220 i
Py
Spruce Sireet Gueen Elizabeth HPSP BBQ,/Ficnic BBP P2 Koyok
POPS Il Garden Launch
S B
-/"'fa & /lo8 e

il

BBP P1 Play area HPSP Ploy Area  Bloke Hobbs BBP Boat Romp
Play-za

Y

s

NYP Garden Governars lsland Tribeca Skotepark Flooting Poal,
Granite Scramble Seine

&

-

)

Washington HPSP Lawns Olympic SculptureHPSP Beach
Market Park Park Beach

Figure 59: Precedent and scale studies / Small and Medium

MEDIUM
.5-2.5 acres (approx. 120 x 200’ - 220 x 400°)

picnic areos, skateparks, ploygrounds, lowns, small multi-use parks, small mulfi-use fields, civic plaza, gardens

S~

Floating Pool

BBP P5

.\,

Nierderhaten
River Promencde

wr

Floating Pool

BBP Harbor
View Lawn

I?De 2,

Battery Park
City Ball Fields

Smorgasburg,
Williamsburg

a8

Sl
B G

East River Park
Amphitheater

Hudson River
Park - Pier 63

nr_.
Y
..%

Bergtraum
Recreational Field

L%
20

Sugar Beach

Battery City
Esplonade

L

Pier 15
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WATERFRONT OPEN SPACE COMPARISON

Size Ranges | Large

FIDI-SEAPORT

*All diagrams are to scale.

LARGE

2.5+ acres (approx. 220 x 400’ +)

Recreationol facilifies, public gathering,
pragram with shared omenities

Pier 25 Harlem River Park Domino Park City Hall Park

50

Activity Landscape BBP P2 BBP PS5 Pier 40
[Copenhagen]

Figure 60: Precedent and scale studies / Large scale
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WATERFRONT OPEN SPACE COMPARISONS (BEYOND PROJECT VICINITY)

FiDi Waterfront

Brooklyn Bridge Park
85 acres (40 acres water]

Hunter's Point South Park
10.85 acres

Harlem River Park
.58 acres

Domino Park
3.12 acres

@ 0100 400
L

a00"

Figure 61: Waterfront Open Space Comparisons - Beyond the study area
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WATERFRONT OPEN SPACE COMPARISON

Size Ranges | Combining Program

FIDI-SEAPORT

*All diagrams are to scale.

COMBINING PROGRAM

SITE SCALE

1955

\

Hurters Point Sauth Park

Brooklyn Bridge Park

Figure 62: Precedent and scale studies / Combination

Domina Park

Playground
Multi-use field
Ramp/launch
Beach

Lawn
BBQ / Picnic
Amphitheater
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WATERFRONT OPEN SPACE COMPARISONS (BEYOND PROJECT VICINITY)

Brooklyn Bridge Park
85 acres (40 acres water)

PLAY
B Playground
SPORTS FIELDS
B Multi-use field
WATER ACCESS
B Ramp/launch
Beach
SOCIAL

B Lawn
Il BBQ / Picnic

Amphitheater

Figure 63: Waterfront Open Space Comparisons (Beyond Project Vicinity) - Brooklyn Bridge Park

85



WATERFRONT OPEN SPACE COMPARISONS (BEYOND PROJECT VICINITY)

Hunter’'s Point South Park
10.85 acres

N

CD 0 100 200 400
(I s (R o |

PLAY

B Flayground
SPORTS FIELDS
B Multi-use field
WATER ACCESS
B Ramp/launch
.~ Beach
SOCIAL

B Lown

B BBQ / Picnic

aog

Figure 64: Waterfront Open Space Comparisons (Beyond Project Vicinity) - Hunter’s Point South Park
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WATERFRONT OPEN SPACE COMPARISONS (BEYOND PROJECT VICINITY)

Harlem River Park
9.58 acres

PLAY

B Playground
SPORTS FIELDS

B Multi-use field

Figure 65: Waterfront Open Space Comparisons (Beyond Project Vicinity) - Harlem River Park
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WATERFRONT OPEN SPACE COMPARISONS (BEYOND PROJECT VICINITY)

Domino Park
3.12 acres

PLAY
B Playground
SPORTS FIELDS
B Multi-use field
Water access

~ Beach
SOCIAL
B Lawn
B BBQ / Picnic

Amphitheater

N

@ 0 100 200 400 800"
| e

Figure 66: Waterfront Open Space Comparisons (Beyond Project Vicinity) - Domino Park
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Paved Plazas with Seasonal Markets

| Food Market .

Hunter's Point South Park Brooklyn Bridge Park Smorgasburg, Brooklyn Union Square Market

Figure 67: Paved Plazas with Seasonal Markets
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Large Scale Active Recreation

Multi-use sports field

Hunter's Point South Park

"

Brooklyn Bridge Park - Pier 2

Hudson river park - Pier 40

Brooklyn Bridge Park - Pier 5

Figure 68: Large Scale Active Recreation
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Large Scale Active Recreation

Skate Park

Murray Bergtraum Softball Field

Activity Landscape - Copenhagen

A b

5\

2,

N

IS
o=
54"

Tribeca Skatepark

JW Skatepark, Eugene

Figure 69: Large Scale Active Recreation
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Boat Launches and Swimming Pools

Launch Ramp Floating pool

Brooklyn Bridge Park Brooklyn Bridge Park Bassin de la Villette, Paris

The Aarhus Harbor Bath

Figure 70: Public Swimming Pools
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Public Access Beach

Hunter's Point South Park

Olympic sculpture park, Seattle

Brooklyn Bridge Park - Pier 4

Sugar beach, Toronto

Figure 71: Public Access Beach
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Playground

&

-

s

Brooklyn Bridge Park - Pier 1

&/ 105

Hunter’s Point South Park

Bake Hobbs Play-Za

Brooklyn Bridge Park - Pier 6

Figure 72: Playgrounds

94



Passive Lawns

:"‘\,' y
= &

Brooklyn Bridge Park — Harbor View Lawn

Hunter's Point South Park Hudsen River Park - Pier 63

Battery Park - City Esplanade

Figure 73: Passive Lawns
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Theater or Cultural Space

Amphitheater / Terrace

New York-Presbyterian

Governors Island Niederhafen River Promenade - Hamburg

ARy e npifl’f '-'-'J&qt_;;-_

East river amphitheater

Figure 74: Theater or Cultural Space
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4.2 Integrating Existing and New Program with Flood Defense

Based on initial community feedback received during the first and second Open Houses, the Project Team conducted studies to understand how different types
of program — at various scales and orientations — could be incorporated alongside the flood defense. Five programmatic typologies were studied including
gardens, play areas, plazas, small active areas, and multi-purpose active and passive areas. For each of the five types, the Project Team studied what a narrow,
deep, and uniform configuration relative to the flood defense alignment might be as well as the potential users to better understand who these potential
programs could serve and where they would be best sited. Narrow program footprints were considered parallel to the line of defense, deep footprints were
considered as a way of navigating up and over the line of defense, and uniform footprints were considered for areas with larger footprints alongside the line of
defense.

1. Gardens 2. Play Area 3. Plaza 4. Small Active 5. Active & Passive

Serves: Serves: Serves: Serves: Serves:
Residents Residents Residents Residents Residents
Commuter Commuter Commuter Commuter Commuter
Worker \ Worker Worker Worker
Recreational User Recreational User Recreational User Recreational User Recreational User
NYC Visitor NYC Visitar NYC Visitor NYC Visitor NYC Visitor
Tourist Tourist Tourist Tourist Tourist

Figure 75: Examples of programmatic typologies relative to flood defense

As shown below, gardens are one of the most flexible program typologies as they are able to be accommodated both on steeper slopes and in narrow spaces.
Due to this flexibility, the Project Team recommended that gardens be incorporated into the design wherever other programmatic typologies requiring less
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severe slopes or more space were not feasible. Plantings on steeper slopes can be more challenging to maintain. As the Master Plan design advances in future
phases, maintenance and operations considerations will influence the design of sloped open spaces.

1. GARDENS

Gardens - Narrow Gardens - Deep Gardens - Uniform

Figure 76: Examples of programmatic typologies relative to flood defense / gardens
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While playgrounds can also fit within a variety of spatial constraints, community feedback indicated a strong preference for deep playgrounds that could
navigate grade changes. Playgrounds in this category represent a new form of program that currently does not exist within the vicinity of the study area.

2. PLAY AREA

PLAYGROUND FENCE MIN HEIGHT 42"
" B0

Play Area - Narrow Play Area - Deep Play Area - Uniform

Figure 77: Examples of programmatic typologies relative to flood defense / Play area
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Plazas within the design provide very different experiences based on the spatial typology. Narrow plazas provide curated entrance moments to buildings and to
get up and over the flood defense. Deep plazas provide programmatic space while also providing up and over access. Finally, uniform upper-level plazas
provide a new vantage point and waterfront views.

3. PLAZA

Plaza - Narrow Plaza - Deep Plaza - Uniform

Figure 78:Examples of programmatic typologies relative to flood defense / Plaza
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Spaces for active use programs are constrained by the need for level surfaces. Active spaces may be aligned linearly to be accommodated within a narrow
footprint. Where possible, small active spaces can be integrated into deep, multi-level spaces that can provide viewing spaces. Though rare, when there are
larger level spaces in the study area, uniform active play spaces were considered.

4. SMALL ACTIVE

FENCE HEIGHT MIN 10"

; 42 J
FENCE HEIGHT MIN 107

Small Active - Narrow Small Active - Deep Small Active - Uniform

Figure 79:Examples of programmatic typologies relative to flood defense / Small active
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Multi-purpose active program typologies have the largest footprints and were therefore less applicable given the spatial constraints of the project. However,
the below axons indicate the couplings of multiple program typologies that are possible within a given spatial condition (such as narrow or deep show below).

5. MULTI-PURPOSE

Multi-Purpose - Narrow Multi-Purpose - Deep

Figure 80: Examples of programmatic typologies relative to flood defense / multi-purpose
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For each of the different potential programs, the Project Team considered both physical requirements as well as locations where each would be feasible.
Physical considerations included the slopes, minimum dimensions, subsurface conditions, and privacy while location considerations included the ability to site
the program city-side, waterside, or along the slope up to the flood defense.

EXPLORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

1. Gardens 2. Play Area 3. Plaza 4, Small Active 5, Active & Passive
Requirements: soil, depth, Requirements: fence, fall Requirements: flat areas, Requirements: flat areas, Requirements: minimum
sunlight, irrigation, drainage protection (space), privacy minimum dimensions fencing, seating, height dimensions, lighting
Location: city-side, Location: city-side or slope Location: city-side, Location: city-side and Location: more space required
slope, or water-side water-side, or all slope, or water-side

Figure 81: Program requirements for each typology to be considered
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4.3  Programmatic Feedback
At the conclusion of Phase lll, the City and Project Team considered programmatic input received by different stakeholders. Takeaways were
organized by 1) transportation and access, 2) open space and buildings, and 3) waterfront esplanade and maritime activity. For all three, the

Project Team weighed positive input that received — or the benefits of such programs — as well as any concerns.

WHAT DID WE HEAR IN PHASE I1I?
VOH #3 - Transportation & Access

Transportation & Access: Future of the FDR Viaduct
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KEY TAKEAWAYS:

« BENEFITS

« Appreciation for shading and protection provided by FDR -
how to replicate if it comes down?
Support for removing the FOR - seen as a physical barrier to
the waterfront as well as a barrier for/between residential
communities
« Support for multi-medal configuration with protected lanes

and improved safety

« CONCERNS
« Concern over scale, walkability and comfort associated with
a large-scale boulevard - what is the experience?
« Concern over the future of transit - what will future traffic
volumes and environmental impact be?

Figure 82: Key takeaways from Phase Il / Transportation & Access
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WHAT DID WE HEAR IN PHASE IlI?

VOH #3 - Open Space & Buildings

Open Space & Buildings
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KEY TAKEAWAYS:
« BENEFITS

. Strong desire for active recreation spaces at multiple scales
+ Desire for open, flexible green space to be used as spaces for gathering

halgacenf
aniall and
larpe scale

spates
[eg BEP)

+ Desire for multi-modal generational spaces - programs for all user groups and

ages

+ Open to smaller scale/smaller footprint buildings that support cutdoor

recreation and enliven the public realm

» CONCERNS

+ Concerns over quality of space - lighting, shadows, shade

+ "Buildings" as a whole nota concern, but the height, shadows, and usability of

ground floor for community needs were

Figure 83: Key takeaways from Phase Il / Open Space and Buildings
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WHAT DID WE HEAR IN PHASE lII?
YOH #3 - Waterfront Esplanade & Maritime Activity

Waterfront Esplanade & Maritime Activity
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Figure 84:
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KEY TAKEAWAYS:
« BENEFITS

+ Desire to engage and preserve the maritime history, economy and vessels
+ Desire for get downs, beach acress, and launches for small-scale boats

- CONCERNS

« Gerneral mindfulness of water quality (including effects of drainage and ferry transit)
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+ Concern for appropriateness of vessels in relation to scale, one another, and the conditions of the river

Key takeaways from Phase Ill / Waterfront Esplanade and Maritime Activity
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WHAT DID WE HEAR IN PHASE 111?

Summary of Stakeholder Feedback on Program

Maritime & Transit - Active & Passive Recreation Cultural & Historic Anchor Nature & Ecology
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Figure 85: Key takeaways from Phase Ill / Summary of Stakeholder Feedback on the program
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5. Program Studies and Proposed Vision

During Phase IV, the Project Team held a series of internal design workshops to focus in on the design between the Battery Maritime Building to the Brooklyn
Bridge. During these workshops, the Project Team developed two spatial and programmatic approaches to demonstrate options for design choices related to
buildings, open space, and waterfront experience. One approach focused on a minimum building scenario and relied more on sloped landscapes facing the city
with a series of detached pathways along the water. The second approach incorporated single story buildings to maximize upper-level waterfront open space,
creating urban terraces connected to an elevated park.

A description and illustrations demonstrating both approaches is provided below.

5.1 Design Approach 1

The first approach was driven by a desire to create similar quantities of program on both the city side and the water side of the project footprint. Early in the
project, the Project Team studied the different neighborhoods, functions, and characters along this waterfront. The approach aimed to capture that nuance
and variety rather than creating a wall along the water. By selectively pushing the line of defense into the water and selectively pulling it back in towards the
city, the design created a variety of types and scales of experiences within what will be (by necessity) a very monumental landscape — a goal critical to the
success of this waterfront as an urban place and not just flood defense infrastructure. The design was intended to draw people in from both the city and the
water, celebrate key moments of physical and visual access, and embrace a dynamic and undulating waterfront experience.
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Figure 86: Concept of Design Approach 1

As illustrated in the graphic below, the Project Team tested different program areas as part of Approach 1 to understand how different features and functions
could be situated across the study area, as well as the space implications of these different programming features. This helped inform what was feasible to site
where in relation to the flood defense.
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PROGRAM AREAS
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Circulation and access across the study area was also considered for pedestrians, bicycles, and emergency vehicular access. For more information on access
and circulation, please refer to the Access & Circulation appendix.

i Design Opportunities
Responding to feedback in previous phases, this design approach puts forward a vision of a Financial District and Seaport waterfront with limited buildings. This
design favors spaces at a variety of elevations oriented to the city or water, rather than singular, flat elevated spaces. This creates a greater array of
experiences and views along the waterfront. Multi-level and sloped landscapes include spaces for an array of smaller-scale urban amenities (playgrounds,
water features, small lawns, gardens, etc.) rather than ball fields and sports courts. At the same time, a detached esplanade and cove conditions create space
for additional ecological habitat enhancements and accommodate north to south movement that exists along the waterfront today, without adding any
additional fill to the project footprint. Lastly, curving pathways up landscape slopes provide a sense of wonder and curiosity as users move up to and down
from the upper level.

iii. Design Constraints

While this design scenario presents numerous opportunities, the Project Team also learned about numerous constraints. For example, relying on topographic
changes to get people up and down from the design flood elevation takes up a larger footprint as compared to the use of walls with direct stairs and elevators.
Also, the design presents challenges for accommodating programs that need level footprints, such as active recreation. Moreover, accommodating emergency
vehicles on the undulating upper level of the Crests and Coves scheme proved challenging due to the necessary turning radii for larger emergency vehicles, and
paths up to and down from the upper level did not always align to create intuitive circulation patterns. Lastly, this design scenario lacks community scale
buildings that would provide desired forms of indoor programming and save space that large slopes require.

5.2 Design Approach 2

The second approach used a series of single-story buildings to maximize relatively flat upper-level waterfront open space while also creating an inviting street
wall along South Street. Urban terraces connected a series of elevated park spaces to the city and the waterfront. In this option, floodgates provide direct
access to the waterfront while framing a series of neighborhood scale spaces. Elevating the open space between access points allows for single story buildings
to tuck under the upper-level open space and provide a lively and active street wall, strengthening connections to existing upland open spaces. The upper level
can be sculpted to create open spaces that take advantage of views of the harbor and allow for more inviting and generous community buildings underneath.
The multi-level open spaces frame a series of waterfront zones, giving each a unique identity.
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Figure 87: Universal access up to the DFE pushes the shoreline extension out.
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Figure 88: Access back down to the water squeezes the shoreline back towards the city
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Figure 89: Elevation of open space between access points strengthening connections to existing upland open spaces.
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Figure 90: A envisioned waterfront of Design Approach 2

As illustrated in the graphic below, the Project Team tested different program areas as part of Approach 2 to understand how different features and functions
could be situated across the study area, as well as the space implications of these different programming features. This helped inform what was feasible to site
where in relation to the flood defense.
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PROGRAM
Open Space

o

TOTAL AREA

CITY SIDE LOWER LEVEL FLAT OPEN SPACE (suitoble for both active & passive recreation): 98,000 SF
CITY SIDE ACCESS (sloped open space, suitable for passive recreation): 104,400 SF

UPPER LEVEL FLAT OPEN SPACE (suitable for both active & passive recreation): 270,900 SF
WATERSIDE ACCESS (sloped open space, suitable for passive recreation): 76,000 SF
WATERFRONT FLAT OPEN SPACE (inclusive of waterfront esplanade & maritime access rones): 470,000 SF

Figure 91: Open Space for Program Activity
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Figure 92: Areas for Programmed Activity
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Figure 93: Building Areas for Programmed Activity, including area
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Figure 94: Building Areas for Programmed Activity, including potential use types
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i. Design Opportunities

Design Approach 2 maximizes water facing open spaces and elevated spaces create opportunities for enhancing dramatic views of the harbor. The upper-level
open spaces can be relatively flat, maximizing program flexibility and allowing for some larger program such as active recreation and sports courts. At the same
time, the series of plateaus created between floodgate entrances create opportunities for separate park spaces with distinct identities. Access points can act as
lush, planted canyons drawing visitors up to the series of upper-level park spaces connecting to upland open spaces. Large amount of single story building
square footage also maximizes flexibility to locate a variety of community buildings along the waterfront. A continuous street wall along South Street could be
programmed with a lively mix of community serving buildings and small amenity buildings or food and beverage. Lastly, secondary access via stairs and
elevators could easily be co-located with buildings.

iii. Design Constraints

While this design scenario presents numerous opportunities, the Project Team also learned about numerous constraints. For example, large building square
footage may be challenging to fill with occupants/tenants. If unoccupied, South Street buildings could create an uninviting experience. In addition, this option
has fewer city-facing open spaces.
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5.3  Hybridized Scheme

Building upon the lessons learned from Design Approaches 1 and 2, the Master Plan proposes four distinct areas for open spaces and public serving uses. Each
area has unique opportunities and limitations, as described below:

1. Uses inland of the flood defense infrastructure are most directly accessible to nearby neighborhoods and can be nestled into ramps, stairs, and sloped
green spaces.

2. Uses on the upper level, or above the flood defense, can take advantage of new elevated views of the East River. As the Master Plan design advances
in future phases, the feasibility of different types of planting needs to be evaluated; in particular, plantings near the flood defensedefense as no trees
can be planted within 15 feet of either side of the line of protection.

3. The waterfront esplanade is designed to withstand temporary flooding from coastal storms. While this limits the types of uses, sturdier elements, like
built-in seating and get-downs that bring people closer to the water, can help activate the esplanade.

4. Piers 15 and 16, which are well-used today, can provide similar public-serving uses once reconstructed to a higher elevation. Pier 17’s existing
esplanade, open space, and dining and beverage establishments will remain in place since the pier is elevated high enough to avoid future tidal
flooding.

Overall, the Master Plan replaces and enhances the types of public destinations that are available today, including seating with river views, dining and drinking
establishments, and a dog run, while incorporating opportunities to introduce new open spaces and public serving uses. It also increases the amount of open
and green space compared to today. The Master Plan does not propose any residential or large-scale commercial development. The City will continue to
collaborate with the community to design open space that best meets neighborhood and citywide needs.

The Master Plan will enhance the public waterfront by:
e Preserving and improving existing public destinations, including:
0 Holding space to replace all the public-serving uses along the waterfront, like the public esplanade, seating with river views, eating
establishments, and a dog run
0 Expanding the amount of public open space and green space compared to today
e  (Creating multi-level waterfront open spaces, including:
0 Open spaces inland of the flood defense infrastructure that are directly accessible to nearby neighborhoods and nestled into ramps, stairs,
and sloped green spaces
0 Open spaces on the upper level, above the flood defense infrastructure, with new elevated views of the East River
0 A waterfront esplanade, designed to safely flood during a coastal storm, brings people close to the water itself and to maritime destinations
e  Providing community-serving uses, including:
0 Outdoor recreation spaces like sports courts, gardens, playgrounds, and more
0 Indoor spaces like comfort stations, community centers, and food establishments
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i. Open Space & Program

To identify opportunities for feasible program and community buildings along the Financial District and Seaport waterfront, the Project Team undertook the
following process:

e Analysis: What is the character and quantity of the existing open space and program?

e  Further Study: What additional program should be considered?

e Recommendations: Guidance and spatial requirements for replacing the esplanade and program

The first two steps in the process have been covered in earlier sections of this appendix. To generate recommendations for site-wide program, the Project
Team developed a series of guiding principles for locating program, informed by this previous analysis and further study. These principles were grounded in a
desire to integrate usable open space into the flood defense along the waterfront. The following image shows the Project Team’s definitions for usable versus
not usable open space, as well as opportunities to site program across the study area.
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WHAT IS CONSIDERED USABLE OPEN SPACE?

Recommendation

Usable Open Space
= Any areas without obsiructions that are at 2% slope or less

* Lawn or other spaces up to 1:6 without obstructions that are not intended primarily for circulation
* Accessible program areas

« Stepped seating/amphitheaters if used sparingly

“Minimally” Usable Slope [1:5] Universally Accessible Slope [1:20]

Not Usable Open Space
* Vertical circulation unless it is less than 2% and 20’ wide or wider

* Areas with dense obstructions that people cannot enter (e.g. densely planted areas)
(While a critical component of waterfront open space that need fo be included and
we do not want to discourage, these are not areas people can inhabit)

*  Spaces elevated greater than seat height with no access (e.g. raised planted)

Note: Because the existing open space is mostly flat esplonade/plazas, the
maijority of the existing usable space is ADA/Universally accessible.

Figure 95: Recommendations for usage of open space using current examples in NYC

Based on these definitions, the Project Team identified where different forms of programs might be feasible within the Master Plan design. As shown in the
drawing below, areas with <2% (1:50) slopes can accommodate programs that require largely flat surfaces. Areas with <5% (1:20) slopes are suitable for
programs that can be sited on accessible slopes and areas with 5%-16% (1:6) slopes are best suited for inaccessible planted uses.
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Figure 96: Opportunities for Program Across the Study Area
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iil. Program Vision
After understanding the physical opportunities and constraints for placing program across the site, the Project Team began to develop a more detailed vision
for the waterfront with design strategies informed by public and stakeholder feedback. As shown in the drawings in the following subsections, these design
strategies include:

e Creating a variety of experiences, including both city and water-facing spaces

e Accommodating small community buildings and public amenities

e  Articulating distinct programmatic destinations within the larger waterfront

Program Orientation
The below graphic illustrates how the upper level, referred to here as “The Ridge,” generates a variety of multi-level spaces that orient both toward the city

and the water. Coupled with the previous slope feasibility study, the orientation of the spaces and associated multi-level experiences further informed the
Project Teams program recommendations.
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Buildings and Amenities
In addition to providing a variety of program opportunities along the waterfront, the Project Team felt it was critical to identify locations for community-scale

buildings and smaller public amenities. The graphic below identifies potential locations where proposed buildings can also incorporate bathrooms, elevators,
and bike parking stations to better serve the surrounding communities.
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Destinations

While the Financial District and Seaport Waterfront will be a destination in and of itself, the Project Team felt that articulating identities for smaller, more
distinct spaces could not only help define programming for these sub-areas but could be beneficial to future wayfinding across the site. Identified sub-areas,
referenced in the forthcoming program recommendations include (from South to North):

. The Steps

. The Concourse

. The Slip

. The Lawn

. The Overlook

. The Wall Street Wander
. The Cove

. The Climb

. Pier 15

. The Seaport Slope
. The Gateway

. The Beach

These destinations illustrate one potential way in which program could be integrated across the study area.
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Figure 97: Waterfront Destinations
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6. Program Recommendations

The Project Team developed the following recommendations for sitewide program to guide future efforts beyond the scope of the Financial District and
Seaport Master Plan. Utilizing the previous studies, and square footage analysis the Project Team developed for the final plan, these recommendations provide

guidance intended for consideration as the Master Plan moves toward implementation.

The following graphics are divided into two categories:
1. Areas within the Master Plan that, based on their square footage, location, and the amount of usable of open space they contain, have very clear,

limited programs that can be accommodated.
2. Areas within the Master Plan that, based on their square footage, location, and the amount of usable of open space they contain, can accommodate a

wider variety of programs, and thus have a greater degree of programmatic optionality.
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6.1  Areas with Clear Preference for Program

The following areas have clear, limited programs that can be accommodated. Below demonstrates the square footage associated with different programmable
open space and the types of uses that could be accommodated, based on precedents.

i. The Steps

THE STEPS
BMB to South of Old Slip Programmable Open Space Dimension
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THE STEPS
South Old Slip Corner Sloped /Terraced Program Area

UPPER LEVEL PROGRAMMING

traa,
. i 28 manmnaw
..o' o "0-...‘5_‘3”’ e
L ¥ .“....:n.._‘ '--u.““'i

Marasikunnh

BASIC CONDITION

TYPE : WATER FACING TERRACED/ SLOPED PROGRAMMABLE
SPACE

TOTAL AREA: 8700 SQFT

SLOPE: TERRACED/ SLOPED

THE HILL AT GOVERNORS ISLAND

Toral Area: -2500 sf
Slope: <50%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscape

BROOKLYN BRIDGE PARK PIER 3

Total Area: 300 sf to ~700 sf
Slope: <5%

Enclosure: Neo

Surface: Hardscape
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THE STEPS

North BMB Terraced/ Sloped Program Area

CITY FACING TERRACED/SLOPED PROGRAM

BASIC CONDITION

TYPE : CITY FACING TERRACED/ SLOPED PROGRAM
TOTAL AREA: 10,245 SQFT

SLOPE: <15%

SLIDE HILL PLAYGROUND AT
GOVERNORS ISLAND

Total Area: -4200 sf
Slope: <50%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Ploy Surfoce

THE GRANITE PROSPECT AT BROCKLYN
ERIDGE PARK

Total Area: ~3,200 sf
Slope: Terraced
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscape
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THE STEPS
South Old Slip Corner Sloped/Terraced Program Area

UPPER LEVEL PASSIVE PROGRAMMING HUNTERS POINT SOUTH PARK LAWN AT JOHN STREET - BROOKLYN BRIDGE PARK
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BASIC CONDITION Toral Araa: ~10,000 «f Toral Area: ~9000 sf
TYPE : WATER ORIENTED OPEN SPACE SIopo: <8% slopo: <8%

TOTAL AREA: 10,000 SGFT Enclosure: No Enclosure: No
SLOPE: TERRACED Surface: Lawn Gross Surface: Lawn Grass
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iii. The Lawn

THE LAWN AT OLD SLIP
Old Slip to Wall St Programmable Open Space Dimensions

et I
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THE LAWN AT OLD SLIP
Old Slip to Wall St Programmable Open Space Dimensions

LAWN AT BROOKLYN BRIDGE PARK PIER
1

WALL ST SLOPED/ TERRACED PROGRAM

BASIC CONDITION Toral Area: ~36,000 sf
TYPE: CITY FACING SUOPED/TERRACED PROGRAM Slope: <8%

TOTAL AREA: 20,840 SQFT Enclosure: Mo
SLOPE: TERRACED Surface: Lawn Gross
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iiii. The Overlook

THE OVERLOOK
Old Slip to Wall St Programmable Open Space Dimensions
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THE OVERLOOK
Old Slip Passive Program

Wall St Upper Level Area

e

TYPE : UPPER LEVEL, WATER ORIEMTED OPEM SPACE
TOTAL AREA: 8900 SQFT
SLOPE: TERRACED

Lawn at John St Park

Total Area: ~7000 sf
Slope: <8%
Enclosure: Mo
Surface: Lawn Grass
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THE OVERLOOK
Old Slip Passive Program

Wall St Upper Level Area

TYPE : WATER ORIENTED OPEN SPACE
TOTAL AREA: 2300 SQFT
SLOPE: TERRACED

Niederhafen River Promenade, Hamburg

Tetal Area: 5400 sf
Slope: Terraced
Enclesure: Mo
Surface: Hardscape
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iv. The Wall Street Wander

WALL STREET WANDER
Old Slip to Wall 5t Programmable Open Space Dimensions
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WALL STREET WANDER
Wall St Streetscape

STREETSCAPE PROGRAMMING

BASIC CONDITION

TYPE : STREETSCAPE/FLAZA AT ENTRY POINT
TOTAL AREA: 4700 SQFT

SLOPE: TERRACED

VISITOR CENTER AT BROOKLYN BOTANIC

GARDEN

VISITOR CENTER AT BROOKLYN BOTANIC
GARDEN

Toral Area: 4000 s
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hordscape

Total Area: ~1300 sf
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscape
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WALL STREET WANDER
Old Slip Streetscape

STREETSCAPE PROGRAMMING

iesmaRIIISr

BASIC CONDITION
TYPE : STREETSCAPE
TOTAL AREA: 1200 5QFT
SLOPE: <2%

STREETSCAPE BY LONG ISLAND SIGN

T S

|, .

Toral Area: ~1300 st
Slope: <2%
Enclosura: No
Surface: Hardscape

DOMINO PARK SCREW CONVEYER RELIC
GARDEN

Toral Area: -1800 =f
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Mixed
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WALL STREET WANDER

Wall St Entrance
WALL ST INNACCESSIBLE SLOPE PROGRAM WATER FEATURE AT GOVERNORS ISLAND BROGIKLEN BRIDOEEARK PIER 3
1444 S5F
A
.--"':| J
—_— i ——
e 100
10 50

BASIC CONDITION Total Area: =300 sf Total Area: ~20C0 sf {o ~700 sf
TYPE : INNACCESSIBLE SLOPE PROGRAM Slope: =5% Slope: <5%
TOTAL AREA: 1444 SQFT Enclosure: No Enclosure: No
SLOPE: »2% Surface: Hordscape Surface: Hordscope
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V. The Climb

THE CLIMB
‘Maiden-Fulton Programmable Open Space Dimension
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THE CLIMB

Maiden-Fulton Plaza Area

PLAZA & STREETSCAPE PROGRAMMING

o0
messsssssssepessssasasasangs
L pentt

BASIC CONDITION
TYPE : STREETSCAPE CONDITION, ENTRANCE AT
GATE, STREETSCAFPE /PLAZA AT OTHERS ACCESS FOINT

TOTAL AREA: B970 SQFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOPE

+ One of the larger streetscape areas, but must
accommodate circulation in front of building and flow 1o
access point

+ Small plaza with one key program (see examples of hedge
maze and water feature).

+ Other amenities, such as seating, active building frontage,
etc., can help support the key program

= While the FDR is in place, this design provides a generous
area to program

LIGGET TERRACE FOOD COURT AT
GOVERNORS ISLAND

Toral Area: -4000 sf
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: Mo
Surface: Hardscaps

WATER FEATURE AT 1ST AVENUE WATER
PLAZA

Toral Area: ~3000 sf
Slope: <16%
Enclosure: ~2' Tall Wall
Surface: Hardicaps
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THE CLIMB

Maiden-Fulton Plaza Area

GREENPOINT LIBRARY AND
PLAZA & STREETSCAPE PROGRAMMING L T TN OINTLRRARY AN

-......--...-.-.-----.:-o..‘..

BASIC CONDITION Total Area: -4000 sf Total Area: ~2000 st
TYPE : STREETSCAPE CONDITION, ENTRANCE AT Slopa: <5% Slope: <5%

GATE, STREETSCAPE /PLAZA AT OTHERS ACCESS POINT Eidlasiarit Enclosteai Mo

TOTAL AREA: 8970 SQFT Surface: Hardscape Surface: Hardscape
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOPE

* A more open approach can highlight the features of the
massing design, like planting and the building

+ Passive elements like planting or stormwater treatment
gardens can break up the circulation

* Open, flexible space can host periodic program like
markets, pop ups, or exhibits, with additional space under
the FDR to expand that program
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THE CLIMB

Maiden-Fulton Plaza Area

PLAZA & STREETSCAPE PROGRAMMING

100
i) 50

BASIC CONDITION

TYPE : INACCESSIBLE SLOPES
TOTAL AREA: 2045 SQFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE AT A SLOPE

+ Smaller area at switchback can accommodate small
areas of active space

LIGGET TERRACE FOOD COURT AT
GOVERNORS ISLAND

Total Area: -2800 sf
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: Yes
Surface: Play Surface
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THE CLIMB
Maiden-Fulton Plaza Area

PLAZA & STREETSCAPE PROGRAMMING

f
Waets,
«r1as0.5¢
- :
Nty ziin
A 1595 5B+
Smmnm
3%

BASIC CONDITION

TYPE : INACCESSIBLE SLOPES
TOTAL AREA: 2045 SGFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE AT A SLOPE

* “Rest-stop” program can accommodate seating along with

s50me more unique elements

* There can be interpretive elements, such as ar BBP P3,

signage explaining the project or site history

* Small accompaniments to seating like tables with chess

boards are also possible.

VISITOR CENTER AT BROOKLYN BOTANIC

GARDEN

BROOKLYN BRIDGE PARK PIER 3

Toral Area: -150 sf 10 -250 sf
Slope: <5%

Enclosure: No

Surface: Hardscape

Toral Area: ~300 st ta =700 sf
Slope: <5%

Enclosure: No

Surface: Hardscape
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THE CLIMB

Maiden-Fulton Plaza Area

UPPER LEVEL PROGRAMMING

Iieamnnnnn=”

BASIC CONDITION

TYPE : UPPER LEVEL PROGRAMMING
TOTAL AREA: 2400 SGFT

SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOPE

50

100

ELEVATED ACRE

BATTERY BOSQUE AT BATTERY PARK

Toral Area: ~4000 sf
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hordscape

Total Area: -4000 sf
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscape
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vi. The Seaport Gateway

SEAPORT GATEWAY
Maiden-Fulton Programmable Open Space Dimension
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SEAPORT GATEWAY

Maiden-Fulton Programmable Open Space Dimension

PIER PROGRAMMING

_'g
-

BASIC CONDITION
TYPE : PIER LEVEL PROGRAMMING

TOTAL AREA: 10,500 5QFT
SLOPE: FLAT S5PACE WITH <2% SLOPE

EXISTING PROGRAMMING AT SEAPORT PIER

THE LEARNING BARGE AT ELIZABETH RIVER

Toral Area: -10,500
Slope: Flat
Enclosure:n/a
Surface: n/a

Toral Area: ~4,200 sf
Slope: Flat with <2% Slope
Enclosure: n/a

Surface: n/o
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vii. The Beach
Note: The design for this area has been updated in conceptual design of the Master Plan to further minimize the footprint near the Brooklyn Bridge.

THE BEACH - SOUTH OF BROOKLYN BRIDGE
Pier 17-South of Brooklyn Bridge Programmable Open Space Dimension
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6.2  Areas with Programmatic Optionality

The following areas have a wider variety of programs that can be accommodated. Within the programmatic options for each area below, the Project Team has
indicated a recommended program preference:

i. The Concourse

THE CONCOURSE
BMB to South of Old Slip Programmable Open Space

y

——

i _"__'—"—_
18,900 SF
BUILDING

FOOTPRINT
UNDERNEATH

a B N R E—

_ -. _- l‘l = - ,' -

Figure 98: Open space areas with a wider variety of programs that can be accommodated (series)
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THE CONCOURSE

OPTION 1: COMMUTER SERVICES/HIGH USE ACTIVITY

North of BMB Upper Level Program Area

TYPE: UPPER LEVEL WATER FACING
TOTAL AREA: 10,000 SQFT
SLOPE: =2%

Pier 26 Overlook

N0 &

i et e

Total Area: ~5400 sf
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscape

Garden at Battery Park

Total Area: ~17,000 s
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: Mo
Surface: Planted
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THE CONCOURSE

OPTION 2: RECREATION TERRACES

North of BMB Upper Level Program Area

Half Basketball Court at Hunters Point South Water Play at Brooklyn Bridge Park
Pier 2

PRl

:.‘ “.
"a‘ .'a‘ Ty

: o' )l

'(l 1..

.o .
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., # ‘e

B T
. 10,000 SF
T

.
LT T

TYPE: UPPER LEVEL WATER FACING
TOTAL AREA: 10,000 5GFT
SLOPE: <2%

Total Area: ~1250-2100 sf
Slope: <2%

Enclosura: Ye:

Total Area: ~5500 f
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: Mo
Surfacoe: Play Surfoce

Surface: Hardscaps
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THE CONCOURSE
OPTION 1: COMMUTER SERVICES/HIGH USE ACTIVITY

North of BMB Upper Level Program Area

TYPE: UPPER LEVEL WATER FACING
TOTAL AREA: 11,000 SQFT
SLOPE: <2%

Fornino Cafe, Pier 6, Brooklyn Bridge Park

Total Area: ~9300 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscape
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THE CONCOURSE
OPTION 2: RECREATION TERRACES

North of BMB Upper Level Program Area

*ay e,
"'t,. e,
101y, mmar——l00
.
i0 50

TYPE: UPPER LEVEL WATER FACING
TOTAL AREA: 11,000 SQFT
SLOPE: <2%

Tennis Courts at Hudson River Park

Toral Area: -£600 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: Yes: 10°-12°
Surface: Play Surface
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THE CONCOURSE
OPTION 1: COMMUTER SERVICES/HIGH USE ACTIVITY

Old Slip Corner Upper Level Program Area

| o
L}
LT LT e .=

TYPE: UPPER LEVEL WATER FACING
TOTAL AREA: 13,000 5GQFT
SLOPE: <2%

Seating Plaza at Domino Park

Total Area: ~1800 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardicope

Borough Hall Farmer’s Market

Taral Area: -1800 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscope
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THE CONCOURSE
OPTION 2: RECREATION TERRACES

Old Slip Corner Upper Level Program Area

]
.
-
)
0

.."'-ol-Iul--o

TYPE: UPPER LEVEL WATER FACING
TOTAL AREA: 13,000 SQFT
SLOPE: <2%

Volleyball Courts at Hudson River Park

Toral Area: -4300 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosures Yes: 15°-18°
Surface: Sand

158



The Slip
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THE SLIP
OPTION 1: EDUCATION AND EVENTS

Old Slip Building Entrance

‘W-.-T-‘”' ny
: piny 70005.3'.-
T T

TYPE: ENTRANCES AT GATES
TOTAL AREA: 7,000 SQFT
SLOPE: <2%

Bike and Roll Cycle Center
Millenium Park, Chicago

—_— ;

Toral Area: -4800 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: Neo
Surface: Hordscape
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THE SLIP

OPTION 2: TACTILE AND SHADY

Old Slip Building Entrance

TYPE: ENTRANCES AT GATES
TOTAL AREA: 7,000 SQFT
SLOPE: <7%

Granite Terrace at Brooklyn Bridge Park

Total Area: ~4000 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hordscape
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THE SLIP
OPTION 1: BOLD AND ACTIVE

Old Slip Plaza Channel Gardens at Rockefeller Center Borough Hall Farmer’s Market
Can be acc dated with regrade to 2%

; '“-------.....E
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¥ H
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H o '
b 21,300 SF .
- H
==
: ;
: :
: : 100
S iw"‘ 50'—_
Total Area: ~9200 f Toral Area: ~1800 =f
:;:;I:I::.M;T!:;Ts::"'ﬂ! Slope: <2% Slope: <2%
5.2 Enclosure: No Enclosure: No
SLOPE: <5% Surface: Hordscape Surface: Hardscape
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THE SLIP

OPTION 2: TACTILE AND SHADY

Old slip Plaza
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TYPE: ENTRANCES AT GATES
TOTAL AREA: 21,300 SQFT
SLOPE: <5%

Water Fountain Plaza at Domino Park

Total Area: 4700 s
Slope: Terraced
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hordscape
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iii. The Cove

MAIDEN COVE AREA
Maiden Cove Programmable Open Space Dimension

¥ 4 f .r. —-I Y
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13,800 SF
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FOOTPRINT
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164



THE COVE
OPTION 1: EDUCATION AND EVENTS

Maiden Cove Upper Level Area Ligget Terrace at Governors Island

Toral Area: -4000 st
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscape

TYPE : UPPER LEVEL PROGRAMMING
TOTAL AREA: 5000 SQFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOPE
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THE COVE

OPTION 1: EDUCATION AND EVENTS

Maiden Cove Upper Level Area
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TYPE : UPFER LEVEL PROGRAMMING
TOTAL AREA: 9400 SQFT

SLOPE: TERRACED SLOPE WITH <5% SLOPE

Granite Prospect at Brooklyn Bridge Park

Toral Area: 2700 sf
Slope: Terraced
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscops

New Orleans Sculpture Garden

Internal Draft Mot For Distribution

Fii & Seapart Climate Resliance Master fon

3z
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THE COVE
OPTION 1: EDUCATION AND EVENTS

Maiden Cove Area

-
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TYPE : ESFLANADE
TOTAL AREA: 1744 SQFT
SLOPE: TERRACED

Get Down at East River Esplanade

Tetal Area: - 1000 sf
Slope: Terraced
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardicape
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THE COVE
OPTION 2: RECREATION

Maiden Cove Area

10

TYPE: ESPLANADE
TOTAL AREA: 1744 SQFT
SLOPE: TERRACED

50

100

Kayak Launch at Brooklyn Bridge Park

Total Area: ~5800 sf
Slepe: Sloppad
Enclosure: No
Surface: Hardscape
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THE COVE
OPTION 2: RECREATION

Maiden Cove Upper Level Area

Tennis Courts at Hudson River Park

TYPE : UFPER LEVEL PROGRAMMING
TOTAL AREA: 14,400 SQFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOFE

Toral Area: - 13200 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: Yes: 10°-12'
Surface: Play Surface
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The Seaport Slope

SEAPORT SLOPE
Maiden-Fulton Programmable Open Space Dimension
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SEAPORT SLOPE
OPTION 1: MARITIME THEMED DESTINATION PLAYGROUND

Fulton Street Area
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TYPE : CITY-FACING TERRACES
TOTAL AREA: 12,442 SQFT
SLOPE: TERRACED FLAT SPACES WITH <5% SLOPE

Margaret Hayward Playground,
San Francisco

Toral Area; ~12,400 f
Slope: Slopped
Enclosure: No

Surface: Turf, Ployserfoce

Playground at Teardrop Park, Battery City

Total Area: ~14,000 sf

Slope: Slopped & Tenaced
Enclosure: No

Surface: Hordscopes, Playscape, Woter
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SEAPORT SLOPE
OPTION 2: NEIGHBORHOOD STORMWATER PARK

Fulton Street Area

TYPE : CITY-FACING TERRACES
TOTAL AREA: 12,442 SQFT
SLOPE: TERRACED FLAT SPACES WITH <5% SLOPE

Dog Park at Domino Park

Teral Area: -2,400 »f
Slepe: Slopped
Enclosure: Mo

Surface: Turk, Playsurfoce
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SEAPORT SLOPE
OPTION 2: NEIGHBORHOOD STORMWATER PARK

Fulton Street Area

Art Installation at Hudson River Park

Total Area: -3,700 of
TYPE : CITY-FACING TERRACES

Slope: <2%
TOTAL AREA: 12,442 SQFT :nel[g;um:l N:
{{:13
SLOPE: TERRACED FLAT SPACES WITH <5% SLOPE urface: Hordscape

173



SEAPORT SLOPE
OPTION 2: NEIGHBORHOOD STORMWATER PARK

Fulton Street Area

Chelsea Waterside Play Area

Total Area: ~3.400 =
TYPE : CITY.FACING TERRACES Slope: <2%

TOTAL AREA: 12,442 SQFT :n:lfown:l No e
SLOPE: TERRACED FLAT SPACES WITH <5% SLOPE MEracms Elysusace, N
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Pier 15
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PIER 15
OPTION 1: RECREATION

Upper Level Pier

e
o, 100
10 50

TYPE : FIER
TOTAL AREA: 4000 SQFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOPE

Volleyball Courts at Hudson River Park

Toral Area: ~3000 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Sand
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PIER 15

OPTION 2: OVERLOOKS & LAWNS (KEEP OR RESTORE EXISTING)

Upper Level Pier

TYPE : PIER
TOTAL AREA: 4000 5QFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOPE

00
100
0" 50

Lawn at Pier 15 Rooftop

Toral Area: ~ 1400 sf
Slope: <5%
Enclosure: No
Surface: Lawn Grass
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PIER 15
OPTION 1: RECREATION

Upper Level Pier

k3

TYPE : UPPER LEVEL PROGRAMMING
TOTAL AREA: 4000 S5QFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOPE

Half Basketball Court at Hunters Point South

Total Area: ~1250-2100 sf
Slope: <2%

Enclosure: Yes

Surface: Play Surface
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PIER 15

OPTION 2: OVERLOOKS & LAWNS (KEEP OR RESTORE EXISTING)

Upper Level Pier

a4
e

unnnnnnn

TYPE : UPPER LEVEL PROGRAMMING
TOTAL AREA: 4000 SGFT
SLOPE: FLAT SPACE WITH <2% SLOPE

Bocce Court at Domino Park

Toral Area: ~1320 sf
Slope: <2%
Enclosure: Mo
Surface: Hardscape
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6.3  Building Program Recommendations

The Master Plan holds space for flexible community serving building program in several locations. Building footprints 7, 8, 10, 12, 14, and 16 are all suitable for
built program such as small amenity spaces, dining, comfort station, and sheltered bicycle parking. Building footprint 13 and 15 could house more substantial
community spaces or educational spaces such as a climate and environmental education center. Building footprint 17, the Fish Market site, could

accommodate a larger, several story tall community space such as a recreation center.

Building Footprints
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Figure 99: Building program Recommendations

180



i Community Serving Building Case Studies
The Project Team’s recommendations are informed by case study analysis of community serving buildings in New York and throughout the world.

Small Amenity Buildings, Comfort Stations, and Dining Kiosks

Case Study: Brooklyn Bridge Park Pier 1

Brooklyn Bridge Park Pier 1
Cate window & Storage Facility
Total SF: 840
Cafe SF: 360
Storage SF:500
Figure 100: Community Serving Building recommendations from the Project Team — based of actual examples (series)
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Case Study: Taco Vista, Govenors Island

Taco Vista
3 150 Shipping Containers
Shaded Bar and Seating Area
Total SF: 400
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Cose Study: Hunters Point South Pavilion

Hunters Point South Pavilion
1. Takeout Cafe - 1,500 SF
2. Bathroom & Storage - 2,100 SF
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Case Study: New Amsterdam Pavilion, Peter Minuit Plaza

New Amsterdam Pavilion
1. Cafe Window - 100 SF
2. Entry/ Exhibition Spoce - 100 SF
3. Information Booth - 100 5F
4. Cafe Window - 100 SF
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Cose Study: Pier 45 at Hudson River Park

Pier 45 at Hudson River Park
1, Takeout Cafe - 640 SF
2. Bathroom & Information Booth - 2,200 SF
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Case Study: NYC Beach Restoration Modules

NYC Beach Restoration Modules

37 Modules throughout NYC beaches used as bathroams,
change rooms, lifeguard stations, information kiosks, and
offices.

ABOVE ABFE
d 500YR FLOOD |,
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Case Study: Washington Square Park

Washington Square Park

Olffices, Maintenance Equipment, Fountain Pump,

Bathrooms
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Case Study: Schmul Park, Staten Island

Schmul Park
1.OHices - 280 SF

2 Bathrooms - 720 SF
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Case Study: Ferry Point Park, Bronx

Ferry Point Park

Bathrooms - 800 SF
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Case Study: Parque Urquiza Bafios PUblicos, Rosario, Argentina

Parque Urquiza Barios Poblicos

Bathrooms - 720 SF
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Sheltered Bicycle Parking

Fietsflat
VMX Architecten / Amsterdam,NL /2001

3 Story parking structure for 2,500 bicycles
32,000 SF

Figure 101: Community Serving Building recommendations from the Project Team / Sheltered Bicycle Parking
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Karen Blixens Plads
Cobe / Copenhagen / 2017

Covered parking for 2,000 Bikes
28,500 SF
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Edmonton Green Cycle Hub
Edmeonton, UK

660 SF
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Utrecht Central Station Bike Parking
Ector Hoogstad Architecten / Utrecht, NL/ 2019

Three levels of parking for 12,656 bikes
184,000 SF
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Edmonton Green Cycle Hub
KGP Design / Washington, DC /2009

1,800SF
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Leidseplein Bicycle Parking
ZJA / Amsterdam,NL /2017
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Leidseplein Bicycle Parking
Silo / The Hague, NL /2020

Underground parking for 8000 bikes
86,000 SF
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Lillestram Bicycle Hotel
Various Architects / Lillestrem, NO /2020

e o et

LN

Parking for 8000 bikes
5,400 SF
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Helsingborg Central Station
Tengbom / Helsingborg, SE /2015

i e

Parking for 204 bikes
2,100 SF
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Climate and Environmental Education Facilities

Brooklyn Bridge Park Environmental Education Center
ARO/Brooklyn, NY / 2010

Classrooms

Community Gathering Space
Offices
7,300 SF

Figure 102: Community Serving Building recommendations from the Project Team / Climate and Environmental Education Buildings
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Jones Beach Energy & Nature Center
N Architects/Wantagh, NY / 2020

Classrooms Net zero energy building through a combination of solar
Exhibition Galleries PV and geothermal wells
Community Gathering Space Continuous solar shading cround the perimeter of the
; building
Offices
12,000 SF
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Walden Pond Visitors Center
Maryann Thompson Architects /Concord, MA/ 2016

LOCALLY
SOURCED
wWoobD

Exhibition spaces All electric building, no reliance on fossil fules Walls and floors are locally-sourced heat-treated wood

Community meeling room Entirely powered by solar PV shade struclure All glazing is made of tipple pane glass
Staff offices Parking lot offers EV charging Ample opercble windows promote natural ventilation
5575 SF
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Ohiopyle State Park Visitor Center
SMP Architects /Ohiopyle, PA / 2014

: e 2 14
Exhibition spaces Wastewater treatment and recycling system Filled with environmental education exhibits
Community meeling room
Staff offices
10,000 SF
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Buffalo Bayou Park
Page Southerland Page, Larry Speck /Houston, TX / 2014

Ranger Station The building preserved a 1926 underground cistern and The landscape was converted to riparicn woodlands and

Staff offices 8.3 million pounds of embodied carbon dioxide naluralized meadows fealuring nalive species.
Visitor Center This stabilized the landscape and increased flood storage
Restaurant copacity.
14,800 SF
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Canal Park Pavilion
Studios Architecture/Washington,DC / 2014

PLAZA BECOMES
ICE RINK IN THE
WINTER
Public Bathrooms EV charging stations along curbside parking
Staff offices Compost callectian site
Restaurant Operable windows designed for natural ventilation
4,700 SF

—

=

Rain garden collects and treats stormwater runoff

Heat recovery system for water and space heating
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St. Elizabeths East Gateway Pavilion
Davis Brody Bond/Washington,DC / 2013

Enclosed community center w/ kitchen and dinning room Operable windows designed for natural ventilation

Open-air community space
Public Bathrooms
16,300 SF
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Child Care Center at Hort Woods
Studio MLA/ State College, PA / 2016

"3 [ REUSED BRICKS
S ) AND copPER

" | ROOFTOP
VEGETABLE
GARDEN 4

Green lights signal to children to open windows for
passive ventilalion.

Rainwater is harvested and used for bathrooms
Building shaded by forest for natural cooling

Radiant heating in the concrete slab

Child Care Center
Family Gathering Space
Library
21,500 SF
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Hawaii Preparatory Academy Energy Laboratory

Flansburgh Architects/Waimea, HI / 2010

Energy Science Lab
Classrooms
Community Gathering Space
6,100 SF

The building monitors the local climate and shares hourly
dala with the community

Sensors in the building measure micro climate and control
ventilation, heating and cooling accordingly

Y
e pr——

CLERESTORY
UTLET

OPEN PLAN

FOR CROSS

VENTILATION
STANDARD PV . 4

BIFACIAL PV

Combined cross and stack ventilation
All electric solar powered building

Rainwater harvested and used for bathrooms
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Recreation Centers

Asphalt Green
Manhattan, NY / 1972

[

Sports Courts * Basketball Courts * Weight Room

Offices * Filness Studio * Swimming Pool
Classrooms * Indoor/ Outdoor Soccer Fields * lLocker Rooms
48,000 SF
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Chinatown YMCA - Houston St.
Manhattan, NY / 1970

L
Sports Courts * Weight Room * Swimming Pool
Community Meeting Rooms * Filness Studio * locker Rooms
Daoycare Center * lounge
Offices
45,000 SF
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Prospect Park YMCA
Brooklyn, NY / 2000

Sports Courts * Basketball Courts * Weight Room

Community Meeting Rooms * Fitness Studio * Swimming Pool
Doycare Center * Indear Track * locker Rooms
Offices
63,600 SF
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Bedford-Stuyvesant YMCA
Brooklyn, NY / 1905

Sports Courts * Basketball Courts = Weight Room

Community Meeting Rooms * Fitness Studio * Swimming Pool
Offices * Indoor Track = |locker Rooms
41,000 SF
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Bedford Union Armory Community Center
Marvel/Brooklyn, NY / 2016

Sports Courts * Basketball Courts * Soccer Field Office space for tutoring, counseling, cultural

Community Meeting Rooms * Volleyball Courts * Swimming Pool programming, and LGBT support services
Offices * Tennis Courts * Dance Studios
63,500 SF

Figure 103: Community Serving Building precedents from the Project Team / Recreation Centers
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iii. Building Test Fit Studies

Although the Project Team ultimately found that large-scale development was not consistent with the project goals, of the Master Plan, the Project Team
conducted test fit studies to understand what building area potential project footprints could accommodate as part of early design studies. The Project Team
studied four zoning scenarios and calculated the building area possible with a maximum build-out.

Zoning Scenarios (FAR Assumptions):
e Scenario 1: Maximum FAR under existing zoning (M1-4: 2.0; C4-6: 3.4)
e Scenario 2: 15 FAR (C6-9)
e Scenario 3: Extend existing upland zoning to waterfront (C4-6, C5-5, C6-2A, C6-9)
e Scenario 4: Reflecting Density of Upland Neighborhood (C4-6, C5-3, C5-5, C6-9)

Additional information on the definition of each of the zoning lots is shown in the figures below.
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ZONING LOTS DEFINITION

Scenario 1: Existing Zoning Districts

= Scenario 1 mointoins the current zoning district boundaries

ond il FAR iuqu]i

0.0

() cas,, s 3.4

*2.0 i ueed in Bnancial analysie Whils commurity use allaws FAR of 8.5, 3 lc assumed
reverme may wot be signdicand

*all i ing Izts within tha Spasial L dark Disteict hes & max FAR of

3 dfar o113 types of developmeni [ZR 91-22)

LEGEND

[ Commercial Districts
=1 Menufacturing Districts
Residence Districts

1 Parks |
£/ Commercicl Overlay | ri;-’

[ Special Purpose Districts .';!F.-'

171 Speciol District Subdistricts I,’;‘I.- -

[~ 1 Waterfront Tax Lots I : : |
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ZONING LOTS DEFINITION
Scenario 2: 15 FAR (C6-9)

*+ Scenario 2 turns the existing M1-4 and C4-6 zoning into
C6-9. The whole site assumes one maximum FAR of 15.
+ The limitation on waterfront FAR (3.4) by the Special Lower
Manhattan District is lifted.

() cs9 wa
@ c6-9 o

LEGEND
I{.

Commercial Districts ASSUME A SINGLE MAX 15
FAR FOR THE WHOLE SITE
[ Manufacturing Districts i
f
iy

Residence Districts d
1 Parks '
077 Commercial Overlay .". )
{—J Special Purpose Districts i :4
471 Speciol District Subdistricts ,{: it
[Z] Waterkront Tax Lots I : N i
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ZONING LOTS DEFINITION

Scenario 3: Extend Existing Upland Zoning To Waterfront

* Scenario 3 es adjacent upland zoning and
densities. Existing C5-5, C4-2A, and C&-9 districts are
extended to the waterfront.

* The limitation an waterfront FAR (3.4) by the Special Lower
Manhattan District is lifted for the new C5-5, Cé-2A, and
C&-9 districts.

* Within the South Street Seaport Subdistrict, the waterfront
FAR limitation [3.4) ins in place bet Pier 14 and
17 to preserve the character of the site.

LEGEND

Commerciol Districts CURRENT M1-3 AND
€4-6 BECOME C5-5

[ Manvufacturing Districts iy

*
)
i
j s
[
|
1

-

Residence Districts
[ Parks i
©77 Commercial Overlay i

!

L3 Special Purpose Districts '

171 Special District Subdistricts f ;.'I
!

[ 2] Waterfrant Tax Lots )

M

i
s

|
|

UPLAND €&6-9 BOUNDARY
EXTENDED INTO WATER

3 ikt L TS !
| i .
! H
] EXISTING 555
SUBDISTRICT BOUNDARY
| ¥
EXISTING ZONING AND FAR

LIMIT REMAINS IN PLACE
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ZONING LOTS DEFINITION
Scenario 3: Extend Existing Upland Zoning To Waterfront

Zoning Lot | ¢
(1) css
@ css
@ cos
@ Cd-bye @
(5) co-2a 65 6.02

*Inclyde 3.0 FAR borwses from public plaza or special permil.

*Inelude 2.0 incraaisd FAR from Inelusionary Hausing previsens.

* Revideatiol FAR is limded to 12.0 by the NYS Mulliple Dwelling Law [MD4)

¥ .0 is used in Fnancial analysis. While llaws FAR of 6.5, 4
revarue may not be significant

* bhax FAR with Inansharrad davelopmant sights and flaar ares banuses ara 718 lar 0525
and C&-%, ond B 0Z lor C5-24

3.4 3.4

LEGEND
[ Commercial Districts ;
=1 Manufacturing Districts Fodi
Residence Districts Sy
1 Parks ir’fﬁ-’
77 Commercial Overlay | ’_'

1 Special Purpose Districts il
=1 Special District Subdistricts (f
[Z] Waterfront Tax Lats !
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ZONING LOTS DEFINITION
Scenario 4: Reflecting Density of Upland Neighborhood

* Scenario 4 reflects the existing built density and building
bulk between Water Street and the waterfront, the
waterfront is divided inlo 5 areas accordingly.

« Areas| ! jand @are where tall, bulky buildings exist and
would be zoned C5-5

* Existing buildings in Area @ have o smaller footprint,
but have o higher FAR and are more densely packed. This
would be zoned C4-9,

* Areo @ has a mix of mid-rise and high-rise buildings. It
would be zoned C5-3 for this study.

+ Areg @ is currently @ low density, low-to-mid-rise
neighborhood. The waterfront will keep the current zoning
and 3.4 FAR limit in place to preserve its character.

LEGEND
Built FAR Heat Map
l1o-1

=1-30
=1 10- 14
0 4- 16
o=t r LARGE BULK, MID
. 18 -20 TO HIGH DENSITY
N 20-22
. 22-26
W 26 - 40

| o) ' @F O

i | MID BULK, | MIXED BULK, SOUTH STREET T i
| HIGH DENSITY | MIXED DENSITY SEAPORT AREA
|
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ZONING LOTS DEFINITION
Scenario 4: Reflecting Density of Upland Neighborhood

Maximum FAR
Zownglol  Commarciol C‘::;“H':'V Residential
() css 18.0° 12.0t
(2) cs5 18.0° 2.0
(3) cs9 15.0 120¢
() cs-3 18.0° 12,00

(5) ca-s, 5.4 3.4

* Include 3.0 FAR borwses from public ploze or special permil

“inelude 2.0 incracund FAR from Ineluisionary Heusing previdens.
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Figure 104: Zoning lot definitions

The Project Team conducted studies to understand whether buildings could fit on the shoreline extension. Building pad areas were defined as part of this exercise, including
maritime uses with additional program above, potential taller structures (to be tested south of Maiden Lane), smaller structures (relative to the scale of the South Street
Seaport), and then structures that could be situated on piers. An example definition of a building pad is illustrated below, with sample takeoff calculations also presented.
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BUILDING PAD SKETCHES
Typical Building Pad Definition
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Figure 105: Building pad definition
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Potential Building Pads

Site__Area (SF)

Depth {FT) Motes / Potential Program

© 0 B R

Ur—
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{ 14
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25,425
4,566
7,014

13232
4686

10,275

16,969

25078

17.079

11,442

23,033

14,818
3,083
6,323

96 Potential ferry terminal
35 Paotential storefrant andior access to pragram above ferry terminal
100 Heliport
55 Pump Statian (1 atory)
55 Flex, maritime related
TO Flex, maritime related
100 Flex
70 Flax
110 Flex
118 Flex
100 Flex
2
46 On Pier
63 On Pier
63 On Fier

192,003

Figure 106: Potential building pad locations and area takeoffs
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