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1.1 FORewORD

1.1.1 PURPOse OF RePORT 

Building on the collaborations with Community Board 1, the Alliance for Downtown, the Mass Transit 
Authority, and the Department of City Planning, this report provides the research, findings, analyses, and 
proposals of Columbia University’s Lower Manhattan Urban Planning Studio.

The Lower Manhattan Urban Planning Studio is pleased to present its findings gathered through data 
collection, ground research, interviews, and census and survey analyses.  The observations of the studio 
have allowed for the proposal of certain recommendations for Community Board 1.  These physical and 
policy recommendations were created with the 
intention of maintaining the financial core of Lower 
Manhattan while addressing the recent demographic 
shifts, commercial trends, and physical changes in 
this neighborhood that have raised concerns for the 
continued vibrancy of this area.

The report is structured in three main sections. 
The first is a description of the existing conditions 
in Lower Manhattan and specific locales within 
this study area that the studio and the community 
board have decided to target for further attention 
and research.  This section includes our research 
on demographics, residential trends, educational 
and social services, retail trends, open space, 
transportation, and walkability.  Based on these 
existing conditions, a delineation of the key issues 
within Lower Manhattan will be made.  In the second 
section, the studio will present our recommendations 
to address the key issues derived from the existing 
conditions report.  Finally, the studio will outline the 
effects of such proposals in the Lower Manhattan 
area, and how these final thoughts directly correlate 
to community board 1 and their stated goals.

MAP 1. COMMUNITY BOARD 1

I. INTRODUCTION
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1.2 The LOweR MANhATTAN 
 URbAN PLANNINg sTUDIO

1.2.1 CLIeNT

The client of the Lower Manhattan Urban Planning 
Studio is Community Board 1.  Located on the 
southern tip of Manhattan (Map 1), the Community 
Board is one of 12 in Manhattan.  It represents 
Battery Park City, City Hall, Financial District, 
South Street Seaport, and Tribeca. 

In total, New York City is comprised of 59 Community 
Boards.  They are land use and community advisory 
bodies that discuss pertinent local issues.  Although 
they lack administrative authority, the boards can 
make requests and recommendations to the City 
Council for their locales.  There are 50 unpaid 
members on each board who are appointed by the 
Borough President or Council members.    

1.2.2 CLIeNT NeeDs

Community Board 1 expressed the need for the 
creation of a 24-hour community, an increased 
emphasis on residential services, new community 
and recreational centers, more open space, and 
improved walkability and connections between 
neighborhoods in Lower Manhattan.  Excluding 
Battery Park City from our study due to differing 
residential concerns, along with the guidance of 
Community Board 1, our studio has singled out one 
neighborhood south of the World Trade Center Site 
known as Greenwich South for this study (Map 2).  

Greenwich South, together with the adjacent 
Financial District, is of particular interest because 
it has experienced tremendous residential growth in 
recent years but lacks basic residential necessities 
including grocery stores and pharmacies.  It also 
lacks pedestrian and streetscape amenities.  Despite 
the fact that Greenwich South is extremely well 
served through public transit, the area remains 
underutilized and below its potential in terms of 
physical streetscape aesthetics.MAP 3. STUDY AREA

MAP 2. GREENWICH SOUTH



 INTRODUCTION | 3

Furthermore, the impacts of the September 11th terrorist attacks, ongoing construction, and abundant 
security barriers have weakened the site.  

Based on these parameters set forth by our client, the studio has undertaken a research approach that 
studies Community District 1 as a whole and the core of the Financial District for contextual reasons, and 
Greenwich South as our focus (Map 3).

1.2.3 PARTNeRs

For the purposes of the Lower Manhattan Urban Planning Studio, we worked in collaboration with the 
Department of City Planning, the Department of Education, the Mass Transit Authority, and the Alliance 
for Downtown. 

The Alliance for Downtown is an organization which manages the Downtown-Lower Manhattan Business 
Improvement District (BID).  “The mission of the Alliance for Downtown New York is to be the principal 
organization that provides Lower Manhattan’s historic financial district with a premier physical and 
economic environment, advocates for businesses and property owners and promotes the area as a world-
class destination for companies, workers, residents and visitors” (Downtown Alliance).  

1.2.4 PARTICIPANTs

The members of the Lower Manhattan Urban Planning Studio include:  
Caitlin Dourmashkin, Louise Dreier, Vikram Gill, Michal Gross, Peter Katz, Sophia Lalani, Shauhua Li, 
KyuWon Li, Kristian Ongoco, Sarah Shin, and HunWi Yoo. 

1.2.5 ADvIsORs

The Lower Manhattan Urban Planning Studio worked under the instruction and guidance of Professor 
Ethel Sheffer, with the assistance of Thomas Bassett as Teaching Assistant.
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2.1.1 RESIDENTIAL POPuLATION

The residential population of Lower Manhattan 
has dramatically risen by over 250 percent since 
1990, with over 50,000 residents currently living in 
Community District 1 today (Figure 1).

This residential increase was due to several factors.  
Predominant among them was the 421g tax incentive 
which encouraged office building owners to convert 
their properties for residential use.  The number of 
residential buildings more than doubled between 
1995 and 2008, and the amount of residential units 
more than tripled (Map 4).  

Yet this housing incentive, which was in effect 
from 1995 to 2006, did not include any incentive 
for affordable housing.  The residential growth 
was consequently characterized by market 
rate apartments which attracted higher income 
households.  Currently, the average rent for an 
apartment is over $3,000 per month and the average 
listed sale price is $1.2 million.

There was a peak in conversions when the 421g, and 
the 1998 Lower Manhattan Special Zoning district 
held a combined effect, and a similar peak occurred 
when the program expired in 2006 (Figure 2). 

The lack of incentives, combined with the worsening 
financial market, will mean fewer conversions in the 
future, and a drop in new residential projects will 
pose a significant challenge to the continued growth 

!
FIGURE 1. LOWER MANHATTAN RESIDENTIAL POPULATION

2.1 LOwER MANhATTAN EXISTING CONDITIONS AND RECENT 
 TRENDS

MAP 4. RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS

II. EXISTING CONDITIONS & ANALYSIS
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of the Lower Manhattan residential community. 
Despite the impending slowdown, the residential 
community has been increasing steadily.

2.1.2 RESIDENTIAL PROFILE

Using available statistics from the American 
Community Survey, an annual census survey, as 
well as other recent analyses, we took a closer look 
at the growing residential population.

Lower Manhattan’s population is clearly young 
when compared to the borough average, as most 
individuals living in the area are between the ages 
35 and 54.   However, the largest share is represented 
by those between 25 and 34 years old (Figure 3).  
This presents a significant potential for retailers 
and other service providers to leverage this pool 
of residents to create businesses that cater to this 
demographic. 

Lower Manhattan’s young, growing population 
is also earning significantly more than the rest 
of Manhattan.  According to the Furman Center 
for Real Estate and Urban Policy, in 2007, while 
Manhattan’s median income was less than $60,00 a 
year, Lower Manhattan’s residents’ median income 
was over $100,000, the highest median income 
in all of New York City (Figure 4).  In fact, 51 
percent of residents in Community District 1 earn 
over $100,000 per year compared to 34 percent in 
Manhattan.  This household income in Community 
Board 1 has been increasing faster than the borough 
average since 2005 (Figure 5), and we expect this 
trend to continue, despite the economic slowdown.

The high incomes of Community District 1’s 
residents may be attributed to the fact that residents 
are highly educated. A higher proportion of Lower 
Manhattan residents have at least a Bachelor’s degree 
as compared to Manhattan averages.  Additionally, 
this proportion is increasing at a faster rate.  There 
was a 14 percent increase in the number of residents 
with at least a Bachelor’s degree in Community 
District 1 between 2000 and 2005 compared to a 
seven percent increase in Manhattan (Figure 6).

!

!

!

!

FIGURE 2. NUMBER OF UNITS FROM CONVERSIONS (1994-2009)

FIGURE 3. LOWER MANHATTAN AGE DISTRIBUTION

FIGURE 4. INCOME DISTRIBUTION

FIGURE 5. INCOME OVER TIME
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Finally, according to the Downtown Alliance, a 
Lower Manhattan resident is most likely to work 
in the finance, insurance, or real estate industry 
(collectively known as the FIRE industries).  
However, most likely due to the significant changes 
in the financial sector resulting in many job losses, 
the area average is shifting.

From this information we can paint a picture of the 
typical Lower Manhattan resident:
 
 o    Our resident is approximately 35-years-
       old 
 o    Has at least a Bachelor’s degree  
 o    Earns between $100,000 and $150,000 
 o    Works within the finance, insurance, and real estate industries

2.1.3 COMMERCIAL TRENDS

Today, there are over 315,000 employees in Lower 
Manhattan, and although over 50 percent of 
Lower Manhattan residents are employed in FIRE 
industries, such industries are on the decline in CD1 
as institutional/intellectual, cultural, and educational 
employment (collectively known as ICE) continues 
to rise.

According to the Downtown Alliance, the number 
of FIRE related jobs decreased by roughly seven 
percent in Lower Manhattan while the number of 
ICE related jobs increased by roughly five percent, 
with little movement in other sectors between 2005 
and 2008 (Figure 7).

Furthermore, over the course of the past year office 
vacancies overall have increased, especially among 
Class A and Class C office space (Figure 8).

While the Lower Manhattan commercial market 
has never consisted of only one type of industry, the 
shift away from the dominance of FIRE, combined 
with increasing commercial vacancies, poses a direct 
challenge to the success of the area’s commercial 
core.  Additionally, services and amenities could be enhanced to serve the commercial and residential 
components of a mixed use community. Essential retail services such as pharmacies and supermarkets are 
lacking in and around the Greenwich South area.

!

!

!

FIGURE 6. PERCENTAGE OF RESIDENTS WITH BACHELOR’S DE-
GREE OR HIGHER

         FIGURE 7. PERCENTAGE OF RESIDENTS WITH BACHELOR’S 

        FIGURE 8. LOWER MANHATTAN VACANCY RATES
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2.1.4 SOCIAL SERvICES

It has been stated that there are a lack of community facilities in place for the growing residential population 
in Greenwich South and the Financial District.  While this is an accurate depiction of the last decade of 
growth, currently, social services which serve the Greenwich South area are moderately responding to the 
growth of the residential population.

In terms of child and youth services, there are a wealth of High Schools and Post-secondary institutions 
in Community District 1 as well as in the study area itself.  Five high schools provide almost 8000 seats 
to Community District 1 and city-wide youth populations, and prominent post-secondary schools such as 
Pace University and New York Law School offer over 35,000 spaces.

Existing K-8 public schools are severely overcrowded.  As of September 2008, PS/IS 89 in Battery Park City 
and PS 234 in Tribeca, both serving downtown populations, were at 107 percent and 137 percent capacity, 
respectively.  Overcrowding has been such a problem at these schools that overcrowding committees have 
formed and a temporary incubator school has been opened on Chambers Street to accommodate extra 
students.

However, due to a New York City Department of Education funding injection, as well as negotiations with 
developers, Community District 1 is getting a proportionally large share of new K-8 school seats.  Two 
new schools with space for over 1500 students are to be completed by 2010.  This will satisfy short to 
medium term demand for seats, but two issues remain.  First, as can be evidenced by map 5, accessibility 
to these schools is a problem, as one is located to the north of Greenwich South and the Financial District, 

and the other is located across the West Street barrier 
in Battery Park City.  Although bus service is offered 
by the Department of Education, walking to these 
schools is problematic.  Second, as residential growth 
continues in Lower Manhattan, additional schools 
will need to be constructed so as to satisfy long term 
needs.

Three full-service daycare centers, which take in 
infants and toddlers as well as 2-4 year olds and offer 
full day service, are located in or near Greenwich 
South and have space for 400 children.  These centers 
do not currently report significant problems in excess 
demand.

Other neighborhood amenities that rely on residentially 
oriented neighborhood populations, such as libraries, 
community centers, and seniors’ centers, are located to 
the north of Greenwich South and are difficult to access.  
Future residential growth in the form of conversions 
and new construction will need to accommodate 
space for the expansion of existing services, and the 
introduction of new types of facilities.              MAP 5. CHILD SERVICES
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2.1.5 RETAIL SERvICES

Retail shopping and restaurants are dispersed throughout Lower Manhattan and there are no central retail 
corridors that can be reached by Greenwich South residents. Furthermore, while residential essentials are 
lacking, retail services catering to the commercial population and financial district workers exist in an 
overwhelming abundance.

“Quick food,” defined as mostly lunch establishments including cafes, delis, pizza, and sandwich shops, 
make up the vast majority of the retail share in Lower Manhattan, as can be seen in map 6.

One of the main concerns of Community Board 1 was the lack of pharmacies and grocery stores in 
Greenwich South and the adjacent Financial District.  Map 7 outlines the locations of these establishments, 
based on a street study that the studio conducted.  There are nine pharmacies and seven grocery stores 
within our study area.  Of the seven grocery stores, two Gristedes are located in Battery Park City (which 
has been excluded from our study), and are highly inaccessible.  The supermarkets which remain in the 
area include two high-end specialty stores, known as Zeytuna’s.  Due to the lack of supermarket options 
within this area, “Fresh Direct,” a grocery delivery service, is frequented by a substantial amount of 
residents in Lower Manhattan. There is a single pharmacy (Duane Reade) in Greenwich South, and no 
grocery stores, as can be seen within the red site boundary.

Additionally, according to a street survey we conducted, there exists over 500,000 square feet of vacant 

MAP 6. QUICK FOOD MAP 7. PHARMACIES AND SUPERMARKETS
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retail space in Lower Manhattan, including over 
80,000 square feet of vacant retail space along main 
Lower Manhattan corridors including Broad Street 
and Broadway (Figure 9).

2.1.6 OPEN SPACE PROFILE

Open Space is an essential amenity in any thriving 
residential neighborhood.  There are three parks 
within a half-mile radius of Greenwich South: 
Battery Park, City Hall Park, and Public Place at 
Battery Park City.  A few “greenstreets” can be 
found around Lower Manhattan.  These are paved, 
vacant traffic islands and medians that have been 
converted into small green spaces that attempt 
to best utilize street and sidewalk space to create 
pleasurable street conditions.  Of the numerous 
greestreet sites in Community District 1, only one 
is located within Greenwich South.  The four open 
spaces existing within Greenwich South include a 
paved over Edgar Plaza, a paved over Liberty Plaza, 
and two sites at the Trinity Church Cemetery (Map 
8).

Three main challenges arise when considering open 
space in our Greenwich South study area: 

First, there is an overall lack of open space in 
the area when compared to other parts of the city 
and when considering agreed-upon standards.  
According to the city environmental quality review 
(CEQR), 2.5 acres of open space per 1000 people 
is the acceptable standard.  At only half an acre per 
1000 people, Lower Manhattan is well under this 
ideal measure of open space.

Second, most open space is used for passive rather 
than active use.  Walking paths, benches and fenced-
off grassy areas are the norm, and while many of 

these passive use spaces are vital to a balanced community, playgrounds, playing fields, and other active 
spaces are severely lacking.

Finally, access and connection are major issues.  Spaces are often gated off with limited and confusing 
access points, and they are not effectively connected to each other by walkable and pleasurable street 
environments.  Greenstreets are not continuous, and while Greenwich South is located close to an extensive 
waterfront, access is hindered due to a lack of connectivity.

!
FIGURE 9. RETAIL VACANCIES PER STREET (SF)

MAP 8. OPEN SPACE



 EXISTING CONDITIONS & ANALYSIS | 11

2.1.7 CONNECTIvITY AND wALkAbILITY

Connectivity is an overarching issue in Lower Manhattan that greatly affects resident access into and out 
of the area, between developing neighborhoods, and to existing and future services.  

The district is extremely well-served by public transportation, as shown in map 9.  In 2007, 86 million 
passengers travelled through subway facilities in Community District 1, which represents approximately 
40 percent of total subway ridership in New York City.  This figure does not take into account the 25,000 
daily users of the New Jersey PATH system station at the World Trade Center Site.  Eight local and 
25 express bus routes operate in Lower Manhattan, and a free shuttle bus sponsored by the Downtown 
Alliance runs from Tribeca through Battery Park City to the South Street Seaport.  Additionally, ferry 
service is provided by a number of private companies with station docks at five Lower Manhattan sites.

Approximately 80 percent of people commuting to their jobs in Community District 1, whether it be from 
inside Manhattan or from the outer boroughs, do so by means of mass transit, walking and biking (Figure 
10).

However, although larger-scale transportation options abound, once in the district, walkability and the 
pedestrian experience become problematic.  This can be attributed to several factors.  First, narrow streets 
in the district leave little space for pedestrians, as many of these streets maintain a lane for vehicle traffic 

MAP 9. LOWER MANHATTAN PUBLIC TRANSIT
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(Figure 11).  These streets, many of them east-west oriented, are either underutilized or overcrowded and 
dangerous at certain times of the day.  Second, there are a lack of clearly outlined and appropriately placed 
crosswalks and safe street crossings (Figure 12).

Third, there is a lack of attractively designed and appropriately placed street furniture.  The benches 
shown in Figure 13 were found to be visually out of place, have no buffer between them and the street, 
and impede movement out of a subway station entrance.  Fourth, scaffolding that has been put in place 
for either active construction reasons or safety issues tied to unstable buildings produces an unpleasant 
walking environment for residents, workers, and tourists alike (Figure 14).

Fifth, visual pollution in the form of blank walls, visible waste on streets, and a lack of greenery all 
contribute to an offensive pedestrian environment (Figure 15).  Finally, security measures hinder access 

!

FIGURE 10. JOURNEY TO WORK

           !
FIGURE 11. THAMES STREET FIGURE 12. PINE & FRONT STS

! !

FIGURE 13. GREENWICH ST FIGURE 14. CEDAR STREET
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security measures hinder access and movement in the area.  Security is put in place to make citizens feels 
safer, but it often can have the opposite effect, creating an imposing presence that has an impact on how 
comfortable people feel walking on these streets (Figure 16).

2.1.8 SuMMARY

Lower Manhattan has seen significant growth of its residential population in the past two decades.  These 
new residents are generally young to middle-aged, well educated, and earn high incomes.  This residential 
growth can be attributed to a slowly declining financial sector stronghold in the area, zoning changes, and the 
421g tax incentive program that encouraged building owners to convert their properties from commercial 
to residential use.  The decline of finance, insurance, and real-estate (FIRE) related industries is creating a 
space for institutional/intellectual, cultural, and educational (ICE) industries to gain prominence.

Social services have moderately kept pace with residential growth in Community District 1, as new 
schools and daycare centers are being opened to reduce the stress on existing facilities.  However, certain 
community amenities are located in the northern portion of the district and are difficult to access.  Retail 
services have been slower to respond to residential growth, as they still predominantly cater to Financial 
District workers while residential retail essentials are lacking.  Open space in the district, especially 
in Greenwich South and the Financial District, is undersupplied, and what space is available is often 
underutilized and difficult to access.  While Lower Manhattan is extremely well served by transit, once 
in the district, narrow streets, blank walls, continuing construction, and security barriers characterize the 
pedestrian experience.  Such conditions prevent people from moving about the area comfortably.

2.2 GREENwICh SOuTh EXISTING CONDITIONS AND TRENDS

2.2.1 GREENwICh SOuTh PROFILE

These issues of poor street walkability, an unattractive physical environment, a lack of residential retail 
and services, and a deficient amount of open space all come together and are accentuated in the area of 
Greenwich South.  Greenwich South is home to just over 12 percent of all Lower Manhattan residents, 
which is about 6,000 people.  

! !
FIGURE 15. GREENWICH STREET FIGURE 16. WALL STREET
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As Map 10 shows, Greenwich South is physically 
disjointed from its surrounding area on three sides 
by:  1) the World Trade Center construction site 
to its north; 2) West Street to the west, which is a 
wide and fast moving roadway with few physical 
crossings; and 3) the Brooklyn - Battery Tunnel, 
which emerges at the south end of our study area 
and produces a large cut in the landscape.  Off ramps 
and the main roadway create a barrier between 
Greenwich South and Battery Park.  The large and 
underutilized garage complex at the site adds to 
the isolation of the area.  Additionally, east-west 
streets that connect Greenwich South to the rest of 
the Financial District are narrow and unpleasant to 
walk on.  Not only is this neighborhood physically 
disconnected, but it also lacks any activity nodes, 
and physical structural appeal to draw people to it.

Greenwich South today is an area of great 
opportunity, but lacking in one coherent plan to 
facilitate positive and sustainable development. 
Access to the area is characterized by small, empty 

streets, and retail options in Greenwich South lack context and do not serve the growing residential 
population.  The commercial sector and residential community seem to be competing in Greenwich South. 
Blank walls and vacant storefronts exist next to new residential developments that will bring hundreds of 
new families into the area over the coming years. 

An identity for this area has yet to be distinguished, which has prompted many organizations such as 
the Downtown Alliance to express their visions for a mixed use neighborhood in Lower Manhattan and 
Greenwich South, while our client is focusing on enhancing the residential life. 

Accordingly, the studio has identified as its overarching mission, to zero in on Greenwich South, and to 
establish there, through policies and physical planning, one cohesive, vibrant, and well connected mixed-
use community.  We hope that through our proposals, the scattered pieces of Greenwich South will be 
interlinked once again.

We have established five goals for our studio. These goals all interact to achieve the overarching vision of 
a new Greenwich South identity and to revitalize this part of Lower Manhattan.

2.2.2 STuDIO GOALS FOR GREENwICh SOuTh

1)  Increase the residential presence in the community and diversify the housing stock.
2)  Foster a mix of retail that serves residents, workers, and tourists alike. 
3)  Attract and support creative industries and new uses. 
4)  Improve connectivity and walkability. 
5)  Increase the amount of open space in Greenwich South and its surrounding area. 

MAP 10. PHYSICAL BARRIERS
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3.1 Studio ProPoSalS to meet Stated GoalS

3.1.1 HouSinG ProPoSal

To increase the residential presence in the community and diversify the housing stock we propose to first, 
reinstate the 421g tax incentive program that sunset in 2006; and second, re-establish a zoning sub-district 
for the Greenwich South neighborhood.

Our revamped 421g program, which applies to conversions, new developments, and existing buildings, 
will provide 100 percent property tax abatement and exemption for 12 years. However, unlike its previous 
iteration, the 421g will now require 20 percent of all units to be reserved for moderate income housing. 
This will stimulate the market by incentivizing new investment while also encouraging a greater diversity 
of residential opportunity.

Lower Manhattan and Greenwich South are extremely high-rent communities, with an average monthly 
rent of over $3,000. The new 421g will create moderate income housing for families earning 80 percent 
of Area Median Income for community district one, which is approximately $80,000 per year, pre-tax, or 
the equivalent of two full time teacher, police, or municipal worker paychecks. These families will pay 
a maximum annual rent of no more than 35 percent of their net income, which equals around $1,700 a 
month for a 2 bedroom apartment. 

Additionally, the 421G will include provisions that ensure new units will remain affordable to moderate 
income households. Provisions include:

All units are subject to the Rent Stabilization Law and must remain rent stabilized throughout the •	
421g benefit period.
Affordable rental units must be kept affordable at initial and subsequent rentals after vacancy and •	
remain rent stabilized for 35 years. After the 35-year period, tenants with leases will remain as rent 
stabilized tenants for the duration of their occupancy. Homeownership projects must be affordable 
upon initial sale.
Affordable units must meet or exceed square footage guidelines set out by the New York City •	
Housing Development Corporation for new construction and renovation: 400 s/f for studios, 575 s/f 
for one-bedroom apartments, 775 s/f for two-bedroom apartments, and 950 s/f for three-bedroom 
apartments.

The program we propose will sunset after 15 years. For the first five years, it will apply exclusively to the 

iii. recommendationS
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Greenwich South District, in order to stimulate development activity. After five years, the program will 
expand to include the Financial District neighborhood. We recognize that a healthy, growing residential 
community throughout Lower Manhattan will contribute to the revitalization of our sub-district, therefore 
we did not want to limit this incentive to only the Greenwich South neighborhood.

Focusing on the Greenwich South area itself, we also propose to reinstate the Greenwich South zoning 
sub-district within the Special Lower Manhattan District.  In 1998, the Greenwich South sub-district was 
eliminated on the grounds that it no longer fit the needs for the area. The former sub-district was based on 
the 1966 Plan for Lower Manhattan and 1970s urban design principles.  Its critical components included 
connecting plazas through second level pedestrian walkways, separating pedestrian and vehicular traffic, 
and improving transit and retail.  These proposals did not materialize.  Our studio believes, however, that 
there are good reasons to establish a new zoning sub-district that will help to redefine the neighborhood for 
a new mixed use community, emphasizing a greater balance between residential and commercial interests 
and a greater diversity of affordability, design, and use opportunities.

Using the zoning tools of a new sub-district, we propose a zoning classification change from C6-9 and 
C5-5 to a C6-4.  This zoning change will apply to the area bounded by Liberty and West Streets, Battery 
Place, and Trinity Place (Map 11).

This entails lowering the maximum Floor Area Ratio within new commercial buildings from 15 to 10 
and maintaining a residential FAR of 10.  Although allowable commercial floor area will be reduced, this 
zoning change will serve to discourage the tower, act to bring buildings closer to the street, maintain the 
amount of natural light that reaches streets in the district, and encourage a mixed use community with 
activity at the ground level.

MAP 11. ZONING CLASSIFICATION CHANGE

PROPOSED ZONING                   EXISTING ZONING
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Within this new C6-4 zoning district, there are 
allowable bonuses that increase FAR from 10 to 12, 
contingent on the building of a public plaza or the 
inclusion of affordable units into commercial and 
residential developments, respectively (Table 1).  

The city-wide inclusionary housing program 
provides developers with full FAR bonuses when 
20 percent of their residential floor area is dedicated 
to permanently affordable housing for moderate and 
low-income households.  

The Department of City Planning is currently 
proposing a zoning text amendment that will 
extend inclusionary housing benefits to include 
homeownership as well as rental opportunities.  In 
the Greenwich South sub-district, this bonus would 
require that both affordable rental and condo units 
to be on-site.  We feel that this is a positive change 
that could encourage diverse incomes and housing 
options. 

Combined, the new Greenwich South Sub-District 
and the 421g will have a significant effect on the 
housing stock in Greenwich South. To measure 
outcomes, we identified 27 “soft sites” divided 
into buildings likely to convert from commercial 
to residential and sites likely to redevelop entirely 
(Map 12). For the first group, 14 B and C class 
office buildings were identified. For the second, 
we selected 13 sites that were either vacant, under-
developed, or were already in the development 
pipeline. 

Once soft sites were selected, we then projected the change in the number of residential housing units if 
50 percent of sites were either converted or redeveloped (Table 2). In total, the selected soft sites represent 

!

                TABLE 1. ZONING BONUSES
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approximately 3,420,000 square feet of convertible or buildable residential space, therefore 50 percent 
development would create an additional 1,710,000 square feet of residential space in Greenwich South. 
Using square footage requirements taken from the New York City Housing Development Corporation’s 
Mixed Income Program, we then calculated the number of new units if one-third of available square 
footage was developed as studio apartments, one-third as one-bedroom apartments, and one-third as two-
bedroom apartments. 

These calculations are approximate, and do not take into account ground floor retail, hallways, or other 
common areas. However, if this development were to take place, it could potentially add over 3,000 
new units to Greenwich South, which will increase the number of units in the area by over 200 percent. 
Furthermore, assuming all development utilizes the new 421g program, over 600 moderate income units 
will be added to the community

While this would be a significant change in the makeup of Greenwich South, the projected new development 
will not alter the area’s key identity as a mixed use, commercial and residential community.  As it is now, 
the ratio of commercial to residential square footage in Greenwich South is five to one. If our projections 
were to materialize, this ratio would decline, but the amount of commercial office space would still be 
double the amount of residential square footage. 

3.1.2 retail ProPoSal

A new Greenwich South Sub-District within the 
Special Lower Manhattan District will address 
our second goal to foster a mix of retail that serve 
residents, workers, and tourists alike. 

This will be achieved by a modification of use group 
restrictions of ground floor spaces to better serve 
Greenwich South populations and to contribute to 
the vibrancy of the area.  These include such use 
groups pertaining to retail, arts and cultural spaces, 
and public service facilities, and such specific uses 
as grocery stores, restaurants with table service, 
clothing stores and community centers.  The new 
zoning sub-district would mandate the inclusion 
of ground floor retail into new developments, and 
these ground floor spaces would be required to 
front onto the street and engage with the pedestrian 
environment (Figure 17).

These modifications would encourage the creation of 
a more vibrant and diverse pedestrian environment, 

with more “active” uses occupying ground floor space and serving diverse resident, employee, and tourist 
populations.  

Projects that are already participating in the new 421g program will receive one additional full year of 

!

!
FIGURE 17. GREENWICH ST VS. UPPER WEST SIDE
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benefits if they include street facing retail and rent to one of the businesses identified in the preferred use 
groups.  Existing buildings that rent to a preferred business within the first five years will also receive an 
additional year of benefits. 

3.1.3 new induStrieS and new uSeS ProPoSal

We recognize that Lower Manhattan is and should be a mixed use neighborhood. Therefore, it is also 
important that our work ensures the availability of quality commercial office space. To that end, we 
propose including additional benefits within the 
421g that reward mixed use, commercial/residential 
buildings. Developers that convert or develop up 
to 50 percent of their buildings as residential and 
50 percent as either new or rehabbed commercial 
offices will receive and additional two full years of 
100 percent real estate property tax exemption and 
abatement.

The data we collected through the American Census 
Survey has shown that FIRE related industries 
are on the decline in Lower Manhattan while ICE 
industries are gaining ground.  Accordingly, we 
have chosen to work with this trend, and attract 
non-profit groups to either relocate to, or establish 
themselves in, Greenwich South. New York City 
not-for-profits employ approximately 14 percent of 
the total number of paid employees in Manhattan. 
Relatively less expensive rents and increasing 
vacancies present an opportunity for the ICE 
industries to create a niche in Lower Manhattan 
and flourish in this environment.  By offering a rent 
subsidy through an $8 per square foot grant for five 
years to those relocating to Greenwich South, we can 
entice those non-profits thinking about relocating to 
make the move.  

We also propose partnering with Pace University, 
located to the north of our study area, to establish 
dorms in Greenwich South.  There are currently over 
150,000 students in Manhattan south of 34th Street.  
The presence of students in the area can enhance the 
environment while contributing to the critical mass 
of residents which will entice more residentially 
oriented businesses to locate to the area.  During 
the summer months, student needs can be filled by 
the dorms in 1 Pace Plaza, and these new dorms can 
be used as affordable hotel spaces for tourists.  With 

!

!
      FIGURE 18. AMERICAN STOCK EXCHANGE BUILDING (EXISTING 
      AND PROPOSED USES)
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the completion of the new World Trade Center, the number of tourists is expected to grow to 13 million 
a year from the current 5.7 million, and the demand for hotel space is expected to rise.  Currently, the W 
and Millennium Hilton hotels are located within close proximity to the World Trade Center. Using the new 
dorms as a flexible dorm/hotel space will attract a wider diversity of tourists and it will also create the foot 
traffic needed to attract a diverse mix of retail and services catering to students and tourists throughout 
the year.  This works in synergy with the retail attraction strategies to bring greater residential amenities 
to the area. Soft sites slated for redevelopment and existing class B buildings can be used to create these 
dorm spaces. 

Lastly, we propose a community center akin to the 92nd Street Y in Tribeca, which is currently a successful 
extension of the 92Y on the Upper East Side. Here we propose that the American Stock Exchange, 
historically known as the Curb Exchange building, be used to house a community center, as well as other 
activities (figure 17).  We can revitalize a historic and physically dominating building that is now standing 
empty.  The ground floor can house a new community center with a wireless café, performance stage, 
lecture rooms, screening rooms, classrooms, and galleries. With two high schools in the immediate area, 
this proposed space can become a major force in the community.  Above the ground floor, conversions 
for both commercial and residential units can occur through the 421g tax incentive program and zoning 
amendments mentioned earlier.  This design can create significant street level activity serving as a meeting 
point for residents to help create a dynamic community.

These approaches to bring the arts, culture, and the non-profit sector to Greenwich South and enables 
Greenwich South to retain its historic commercial character, but adds a new residential attribute.

3.1.4 connectivity and 
 walkability ProPoSal

To addresses the need for improved pedestrian 
circulation and connectivity, a set of physical 
recommendations have been developed to achieve 
the studio’s goals while simultaneously beautifying 
Greenwich South.  East-West connections to 
Greenwich Street are narrow, barren, and disjointed. 
Construction, scaffolding and trash are also a 
common sight.  As a result, Greenwich Street does 
not attract pedestrians from Battery Park City to the 
west, or the Financial District to the east.  Several 
short-term improvements address these poor 
connections.

The first recommendation is to introduce lighting 
fixtures to cross streets (Figure 19).  At night, 
nothing is less inviting than a dark, empty alley. 
Illumination will encourage neighboring activity to 
seep into Greenwich Street.  In Map 13, we have 
highlighted the targeted streets for lighting fixture 
recommendations.  These streets are currently       MAP 13. EAST-WEST STREETS
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‘naked’ streets and include no signage, lights, or street-facing retail.  Enhancing these streets will 
undoubtedly enhance the east-west connections between the Financial District and Greenwich South.

Another short-term recommendation that the studio proposes is the implementation of effective wayfinding 
and street signs which could also stimulate these east-west connections.  Although there are currently maps 
posted along the main streets of the Financial District, larger, clearer, more frequent, and navigational 
signage will work with site features, lighting, and design elements to effectively guide pedestrians.  Figure 
20 shows these potential enhancements.

! !

FIGURE 19. EXISTING AND PROPOSED LIGHTING ON CEDAR PLACE

! !

FIGURE 20. EXISTING AND PROPOSED WAYFINDING
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Additionally, we propose adding artistic murals to the blank and unused walls of Greenwich South.  The 
blank walls and dull building exteriors, such as the southern façade of the abandoned hardware located 
at the corner of Greenwich Street and Edgar Street, shown in Figure 21, are areas for artistic opportunity 
through partnerships with local art schools and artists.

Our final proposal concerning walkability and 
connectivity addresses the actual layout of Greenwich 
Street itself.  Once Greenwich Street is reintroduced 
through the World Trade Center complex in 2013, 
it will become a major artery, connecting the tip of 
Manhattan to Tribeca. Currently, Greenwich Street 
has four lanes dedicated to automobiles – two for 
parking and two for travel, for a combined width of 
thirty-six feet.  The sidewalks are roughly twelve 
feet, which is relatively wide for Lower Manhattan 
but not wide enough to support sidewalk cafes, 
kiosks, and similar commercial activity (Figure 
22). 

By removing one parking lane and widening the 
sidewalks to fifteen feet, the sidewalks can be 
subdivided into three distinct zones – a four foot 
retail zone adjacent to the buildings intended to draw 
businesses onto the street, an eight foot pedestrian 
zone to ease pedestrian circulation, and a three foot 
buffer zone for street furniture such as benches, 
light posts, and signage.  A Class 1 bike lane will 
be physically separate from motor vehicle and 
pedestrian traffic and connect existing bike lanes 
along the Hudson and Battery Park (Figure 23).

! !

FIGURE 21. EXISTING FACADE AND PROPOSED MURAL
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      FIGURE 22. EXISTING GREENWICH STREET SECTION

FIGURE 23. PROPOSED GREENWICH STREET SECTION
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3.1.5 oPen SPace ProPoSal

The Battery Parking Complex is owned by the 
MTA and is comprised of two parts, a Robert 
Moses structure (Figure 24) and its newer extension 
on Washington Street.  It currently operates at 60 
percent capacity and acts as a physical barrier, 
hindering pedestrian connectivity and walkability 
between Greenwich South and Battery Park.

Four possibilities for the future of the parking 
complex have been identified and are outlined in 
Figure 25.  The first option is to leave the entire 
complex as it exists, which would leave the area in 
its current single-use, underutilized condition.  The 
second option is to retain the newer portion and 
adaptively reuse the older portion. The third option 
is to leave the newer portion and demolish the older 
portion.  The fourth option is to demolish the entire 
complex. An incremental five-step program, which 
culminates in the creation of a new open space, 
utilizes option three to most effectively address 
several identified goals (Figure 26).  

The first step is to close the Trinity Place exit from 
the Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel.  The second step is to 

!
      FIGURE 24. BROOKLYN-BATTERY PARKING GARAGE

!

      FIGURE 25. OPTIONS FOR BROOKLYN-BATTERY GARAGE
      COMPLEX

FIGURE 26.  BROOKLYN-BATTERY GARAGE AND TUNNEL PROPOSAL



24 | Final rePort

demolish the older half of the parking complex.  The 
third step is to split the lot where the older portion 
of the garage once stood into two separate lots, 
and sell the northern lot to a developer.  The fourth 
step is to construct a new entrance to the remaining 
portion of the parking complex at Washington 
Street.  The fifth step is to combine the southern lot 
with the existing open spaces to the east to construct 
a respectable and unified Edgar Square (Figure 27).  
Without the Battery Garage entrance on Greenwich 
Street, there is no need for Edgar Street to remain a 
two-way street. Its four traffic lanes and pedestrian 
island can be reduced to a single lane, which will 
increase Edgar Square by three traffic lanes to 
the north. Altogether, Edgar Square will measure 
approximately 60,000 square feet, an area larger 
than an American football field.

The primary funding sources will be the sale of 
the northern portion of the divided lot and the sale 
of air rights above the southern lot.  In 2005, air 
rights sold for $430 per square foot, which in this 
case, would generate approximately $750 million.  
Other potential funding sources include the New 
York Main Street Grant Program, a statewide fund 
that provides capital for main street and arterial 
redevelopment. The New York City Department 
of Parks and Recreation could provide fencing, 

plantings, water features, benches, and lighting, while the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation 
could provide capital to fill financial gaps.  The Public Art Trust Fund could support art installations and 
the New York City Department of Transportation Bicycle Program could design, install, and maintain the 
new Greenwich Street bike lane.

!

!FIGURE 27. EXISTING AND PROPOSED EDGAR SQUARE
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Through these diverse set of recommendations a special place of distinctive character and enduring quality 
will be created that responds specifically to community needs and desires while also addressing long-
term concerns.  The proposals are designed to help public and private initiatives and investments add up, 
enhancing Greenwich South’s character, identity and diversity. Over time, the recommendations link the 
community’s new growth and development with its built heritage, reinforcing a mixed use district through 
the art and science of blending community planning, new industries, cultural values, design excellence, 
and the broader economic marketplace.

!
FIGURE 28. A NEW GREENWICH SOUTH

IV. FINAL THOUGHTS
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