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City of New York

City Planning Commission

2 Lafaystte Street, New York, N.Y. 10007

A ME3S8AGE FROM T HE CHAIRMAN

When I joined City Planning in January of this year, I recognized the
importance of the Midtown Development Project which my predecessor, Bob
Wagner, Jr., initiated last summer. Under Dick Bernstein's able direc—
tion, the project has been a major undertaking of the Department of City
Planning. It deals with public policy issues affecting a part of New quk
that not only symbolizes us to the cutside world, but is of importance to
every New Yorker. Midtown is the heart of the City's central business

district, an essential component of our econany.

The reccmmendations in this draft report repreésent the product of a
camprehensive review of City policies and Programs that directly affect
the develcpment and functicning of midtown. They include proposals for a
major revision of the zoning regqulations governing midtown development and
changes in tax incentive policy, public investment and the delivery of
City services. We believe that these proposals strike a fair balance,
weighing both- the growth potential of the west side and the econamic

imperatives of the cast side,

CITY AFLANNING COMMISSION
Chairman: HERBERT 5TURZ / Vice Chairman: MARTIN GALLENT
Commissionars: MAX BONO / SYLVIA OEUTSCH / JOHN P. GULINO / HOWARD B. HORNSTEIN / THEODORE E. TEAH
T Exscutive Dirdctor: WILLIAM DONOHGE



These recammendations are the product of an intensive staff effort which
hag drawn heavily on the Departmeant's resources, and which has been
supplemented by the work of the James Felt Realty Services, Inc., as real
@state and econamic consultant; Davis, Brody Associates with
¥wartler/Jones as consultants on zoning bulk requlations; and William H.

Whyte as a consultant on public spaces.

The recommendations in this report are for public discussion and thus do
not represent the Department'a final position nor, of course, do they
Tepresent an official positilon of the Planning Commission. I believe that
in this c¢ritical planning matter, it 15 important to allow sufficient time
for public review and comtent. Based on our own further analysis as well
as goncerns raised by others in discussions over the summer and early
fall, a final report laying ocut an agenda for implementation will be

published by the and of the year.

In the City's present budget straits, this project would not have been
pogasible without the generous support of a number of civic minded
foundations. On behalf of the Commission and of the people of this City
I would likea to thank publicly the Robert Sterling Clark Foundation, Inc.;
Fund for the City of New York; The J. M. Kaplan Fund, Inc.; the Lucy
Worthham James Memorial and the Frederick .J. Whiton Fond of the New York

Commun ity Trust; and the Rockefeller Brothers Fund.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Basic Premise

Midtown Manhattan is the economic heart of New York City. How well
midtown works is a critical City-wide issue. Its importance has grown
as New York City's economy has continued to shift from production and
manufacturing to finance, management, business services and tourism --
components of the City's national and international headquarters'
function.

This shift from an economy and labor force dominated by production and
"blue collar" jobs to one dominated by management, services and "white
collar" jobs is common to all urban areas. New York is more fortunate
than most in that it has great strength to build on. Its status as a
world city is attested to by the growth of international finance and
management; the City's growing attraction for visitors, tourists, and
conventions; and its dominant influence in the arts, culture and
entertainment.

These are forces of long-term growth and strength. While they cannot by
themselves solve all of the City's pressing problems or eliminate all of
the pains of an urban economy in transition, they can provide the
economic foundation and job base to help see New York through the
eighties and into the turn of the century. That is why the entire City
has a stake in making sure midtown works.

The Nature of the Problem

The emerging problems of midtown development have been dramatized and
brought into focus by the recent resumption of development after the
hiatus of the mid-seventies.

There are many problems: over congestion in particular streets and
places; the impact of new buildings on the streets and avenues they
front, their size in relation to their actual site, and their
compatability with their surroundings; public incentives which need to
be adjusted to current conditions; and regulations which too often fail
to regulate what they should while at the same time making the
development process lengthier, less certain and more costly.

These are problems related to growth. However pressing and urgent, they
are preferable to the problems of economic stagnation and decline, to
the virtual cessation of construction, to the net loss of 600,000 jobs
and the narrow escape from municipal bankruptcy that marked much of the
seventies.
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But the roots of the problems of growth are to be found in that period
of recession and constructicon drought, in development trends that
immediately preceded it, and in some of the measures the City toock to
deal with it.

At the tail end of the post-war office building boom that culminated in
1969-72 when almost one-guarter of Manhattan's total current supply of
office space came on the market, midtown office development appeared to
be starting a move to the west. Half of the midtown output in those
four years was built on or west of the Avenue of the Americas.

With available east side building sites becoming scarcer and more
expensive, the expansion of the office district to the western and
southern edges was a logical move by developers who saw no end to the
growth in demand. The west side was less crowded. Sites were
available, or could be assembled, and cost less. Mass transportation
was better, More subway lines served the west side than the east side
and they were less crowded. Penn Station unlike Grand Central provided
direet acdcess to Long Island and New Jersey, although not to Westchester
and Connecticut where top management was more apt to live.

However logical the westward trend, it was interrupted when the
construction boom crashed in 1973. Office space became a glut on the
market and the new west side buildings were the hardest hit. One new
office building that opened in the Times Square area in 1972, for
instance, was still 65 percent vacant in 1975 despite rock bottom rents.
For several years there was virtually no new construction, east side or
west slde.

Faced with the steady drain of jobs, lack of constructien, ita own
threatened bankruptcy and a general crisis of confidence, the City moved
to stimulate construction. It developad new tax incentives and
liberalized the application of zoning incentives.

When midtown development started up again, in the last years of the
decade, the market was tilted more to the east side. As available space
was gradually absorbed, east side locations became more and more ScCarce.
Accelerating inflation drove rents to new heights to which the market
adjusted.

Meanwhile, the west side situation deteriorated, particularly in the
Broadway-Times Square district. The growth of the "porno" industry as
well as other complex and severe social problems gave the area a
menacing cast and made it less deairable for office buildings. There
has been recent improvement in the area through vigorous enforcement
programs by the City and the cooperative efforts of the theatre,
regtaurant and hotel industries. Most of the space in the buildings
that came on the market in the early seventies has now been rented. But
the relatively low west side rents and the high cost of building and
operating new buildings are cbstacles to development.

On the east side, continuing strong demand and a low vacancy rate has
created a "landlord's market™ with high rents, few concessions and
pressure to develop available sites. The fact that these sites are
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comparatively few and tend to be small, leads to ingenious efforts to
maximize their potential through zoning lot mergers and the transfer of
development rights from landmarks, both legal devices for sgueezing more
bulk on an actual site. These devices and the additional floor area
granted for providing various amenities have put great pressure on the
zoning resolution and led to concern about "shoehorning", "piggybacking™
and so-called "block buster" buildings.

A Development Strategy

Our general development strategy for midtown is to facilitate and
encourage the resumption of its natural expansion westward and
southward. This is desirable for two reasons:

It will help accommodate the reasonable growth
of midtown functions anticipated for the next
ten to twenty years, growth which is in the
broad interest of the entire City.

It will relieve the pressure on the eastside midtown core
and help protect the character of this strong, well-
functioning area.

More specifically, the development strategy we propose divides midtown
into three types of areas -- growth areas, stabilization areas and
preservation areas -- to meet these basic public objectives.

Growth Areas

In the expansion of midtown development to the west and south, the major
areas that can accommodate growth are: Broadway -~ Times Square; Avenue
of the Americas south to 34th Street; Fifth Avenue between 34th and 40th
Streets; the 34th Street corridor including Herald Square; the
Convention Center area; and Eighth Avenue between 42nd and 57th Streets
though probably for hotel, residential and mixed development.

The logic of this expansion in terms of access, proximity, space and
supporting infrastructure is clear. But the obstacles are formidable.
The major goal of public policy must be to help break down the barriers
that are damming the natural flow of midtown growth. However, if the
market rents now achievable are so low that a builder cannot even meet
"break-even" costs, we won't have new development from the private
sector in targeted growth areas.

If public subsidies or incentives are to be given in midtown, they
should be targeted toward the west and south. And that is what we
recommend as policy for this City's tax incentive programs. In fact,
this is now policy for the program administered by the Industrial &
Commercial Incentive Board (ICIB}).

At present, however, the gap between west side market rents and the
break-even costs of new development is too wide to be bridged by
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tax exemption alone. There are other ways to induce development --—
federal urban development action grants (UDAG) to reduce financing costs
or site assemblage using the powers of eminent domain where legal and
appropriate are examples. But for the gap to be closed, not only must
development costs be reduced, market rents must be raised.

To ralse the sights of the market place, both the image and reality of
midtown's west side must be changed. The events of the seventies
tarnished rather than improved this part of town. The private sector
gambled on west side development and has unpleasant memories. It will
take more than words to alter those memories.

As a matter of fact, although it is not generally recognized, the public
sector is investing in excess of half-a=-billion dollars in improvements
that are already started, are programmed or are planned for west
midtown.

Central to the public capital investment program i3 the new Convention
Center, for which ground has just been broken, and which will be
completed in 1984, With the special features I. M. Pei designed to draw
the general public and make it part of the City fabric, the Center
should help transform this part of town. Together with L.I.R.R. and
subway station improvements, it should be a positive influence on
development in the Penn Station - Herald Square area.

Other significant west side improvements include the Port Authority Bus
Terminal expansion, Broadway Plaza and the proposed Portman Hotel and
Broadway theatre that will front it, the subway station improvement at
42nd Street and Eighth Avenue, the commerical revitalization program for
Eighth Avenue between 46th and 49th Streets, and the "restaurant row"
beautification and gidewalk widening on 46th Street west of Eighth
Avenue.

Mayor Koch's recent announcement of a renewal district for 42nd Street
between Seventh and Eighth Avenues will greatly reinforce the upgrading
of the west side already golng on and provide a link between the
theatre dlatrict and the improvements on west 42nd Street resulting from
Manhattan Plaza and the work of the 42nd Street Development Corporation.

The City, in partnership with the State's Urban Development Corporation,
will seek redevelopment proposals for the area centered on 42nd Street
between Times Square and Eighth Avenue. The plan, which contemplates
the use of urban renewal powers, 1S a major commitment to the entire
theatre district and Times Sguare area. It reconglzes that the
tawdriness and disreputable uses of this 42nd Street strip requira a
large-scale effort backed by public condemnation powers, to attract and
safegquard the massive private investment needed to redevelop the area.

We believe that these efforts will be an incentive for the movement of
midtown development westward. The west side should be an area of
development vitality in the coming decade.
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Stabilization Area

The stabilization area we propose is the prime east side core, the
relatively small area from 40th Street to 60th Street between Third
Avenue and the Avenue of the Americas.

It is the location of the great office towers that house the head-
quarters of the national and multinational corporations and of the
satellites, banks, law firms, advertising agencies and other business
services that they attract and support. It is the location of renowned
hotels, elegant department stores and shops; of expensive restaurants;
prestigious clubs and institutions; expensive apartment buildings and
town houses.

It is an area of vitality and diversity. The goal of "stabilization" is
not to prevent change or growth, but to protect this diversity, to
insure that where change and growth occur -- as they surely must and
will -- it will be guided in a way that respects the character and
ambience of existing development, that builds on the legacy of the past,
not ignores it, and that supports and strengthens the way midtown
functions.

The intent of the zoning regulations that govern development is not to
stifle the creativity of the architect or ignore the realities of
building economics and the marketplace. It is to protect the public
places -- the avenues and streets, parks and open places. In the close
knit fabric of midtown, development must recognize and enhance the role
of individual structures as part of an ensemble.

Much of the criticism of the newest crop of east side buildings reflects
the concern that, however distinguished each may be individually, they
do not respect their context and threaten the gquality of ensemble that
helps make their location so valuable in the first place.

There has been an adverse reaction to the bulk and size of these
buildings. But they are not the largest or bulkiest buildings in the
City. The problem is their size relative to their actual site, the
distribution of their mass and its impact on the surrounding streets.

We believe that the zoning requlations governing midtown development are
not working properly or as intended. Not only is their impact and
perceived bulk unsatisfactory, virtually every one of the new buildings
has required a special permit, variance, or amendment of the zoning
resolution. This puts a burden on the Planning Commission and its
staff, creates uncertainty for builder and public alike, and by
lengthening the development process drives up costs in a period of
soaring inflation.

A combination of factors has brought about this state of affairs.

The regulations in the 1961 Zoning Resolution governing big buildings
was based on one idealized building form: the tower in the plaza.
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large office buildings were permitted te increase their floor area from
a maximum of 15 times the area of their site (FAR 15) to 18 times (FAR

18}, the first incentive zoning. The bonus was not discretionary. It

was as of right, based only on the size of the plaza.

Zoning incentives began to be added for other than the openness of a
plaza. 1In 1967, when it appeared that the Breadway theatres were
threatened by -the march of office towers west, a specital theatre
district was created with an additional 20 percent bonus to FAR 21.6
for buildings that would include a new theatre. Shortly thereafter a
special Fifth Avenue district was created with the compounded 20 percent
bonus, to FAR 21.6, for mixed commercial residential buildings.

When plaza buildings started to become the predominant form of the new
office bulldings in the sixties, a strong reaction set in against them
for breaking the continuity that gave the avenues of midtown their
character and activity. Even if the new buildings worked on Sixth
Avenue =- and some critics claimed they did not -- they would destroy
Fifth and Madiscn.

New incentives were developed -- galleria, covered pedestrian spaces,
through block arcades --— and the plaza regulatlons were revampad to make
the plazas more useful to pedestrians, more active, less sterile.

In the emphasia on the quality of space at ground level, and the shift
to indoor bonuses, there was a loss of protection from what was
happening at the top of the building. The function of the street was
better guarded than its light and openness, the very cornerstone of
zoning since New York's trailblazing 1916 Resolution.

These problems were exacerbated by the growing difficulty of assembling
large sites in the area, which has led to an increasing use of the
zoning lot merger, a legal device for acquiring the unused air rights of
adjoining property.

These factors, together with the need of developers to have economic
floor sizes, and the rigidity of some of the 1961 bulk regulations
combined to break down the regqulations. Our architectural consultants
have a perceptive analysis of this history in the Appendix.

It was clear that a comprehensive revision of the zoning regulations
governing midtown was needed, with caraful attention te the relationship
between incentives and bulk regqulations in an effort to avoid the
pitfalls of plecemeal amendments.

The essential elements of the revised regulations are the following:

=] Basic FAR 15 bulk limit could increase to maximum FAR 18 for
specified and targeted amenities

=} Regulations that will effectively guarantee an acceptable
standard of openness to the sky and daylight on the street for
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majorlty of zites,

O Maximun flexibility in disposition of building mass to meet
the needs of the developer, which allows for creativity of the
architect, and recognizes the practical limitation of small
sites.

o Amount of extra floor area that can be tranaferred in a zoning
lot merger to be limited {on either a sliding scale or fixed
amount), -and disposition of bulk on bhuildable portion of site
required to meet bulk standards based on acceptable standards
of openness and daylight.

o Mandatory street wall and retall requirements where
approprlate, without bonus, to maintain continulty of the
avenue or street and relate to neighboring development.

o The bonus system that would permit many--but not all--
buildings to go to a maximum of FAR 18 would be more
circumscribed than at present.

a Bonusable amenitlea would be targeted to specific locations
where manifestly needed. Priority amenities would be for:
subway station improvements: easing sidewalk congestion;
continuing a through-block pedestrian circulation system; and
providing needed open space.

=] The amount of bonua would depend on how well an amenity solved
a glven need--its quality not just its quantity.

The Department is reviewing with its consultants, Davis, Brody and
Assoclates with Kwartler/Jones, a two-tler system of bulk regulations.

The standards and criteria for the proposed regulations go back to the
roots of New York City zoning--the ¢oncern with daylight on the street,
with the amount of sky that a building cuts off from the view of a
pedestrian. The standards proposed are based on actual conditions in
midtown, not on idealized criteria, with typical midtown blocks
developed under the 1916 Resolution as a yardstick.

In the basge tier, some fairly direct prescriptive standards are proposed
that in conjunction with the street wall requirements let a developer
and architect know what can be done as of right. These are calculated
to work in the FAR 15~18 range for regularly-shaped sites.

If the developer/architect feels too restricted by the prescriptive
standards, or for lrreqular sites or zoning lot mergers where the FAR on
the buildable portion of the site might exceed FAR 18, a performance
system is proposed. It gives the architect the opportunity to demon-
strate that he can equal or surpass acceptable standarda of daylight,
relationship to nearby bulldings and, if appropriate, allow sunlight on
neighboring public open spaces through trade-offs that best meet his
program,
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The two-tier system ia described in the Davis, Brody, ¥wartler/Jones
report in the appendix. The system has not yet been fully developed or
tegted, and while it appears to offer considerable flemxibility, there 13
some concern as to whether it will be too complex or unwieldy to be
practicable. Our consultants and staff will continue to work on it over
the summer, and we are particularly interested to get the reactlons of
the professional commmity. One of our prime goals is to make the
regulations simple and direct, and we are anxious to have the views of
those who will use them. We shall also ask our real estate consultant
to do a careful cosat analysis of the proposed changes.

These bulk regqulations are intended not only to protect the fabric of

the east side stabilization area, but also to help guide the development
of the growth areas.

Preservation Areas

There are a few areas in midtown which, in the unique contribution they
make not only to the area but to the City, are so special that our goal
ig to preserve them essentially as they are. They are found in both
east side and west side.

Q Landmarks. As a matter of course all officially designated
landmarks are included in this category. The Department is
cupportive of the efforts of the Landmarks Commlssion to
designate buildings or groups of buildings in midtown that are
of irreplaceable historic or architectural merit.

Q Theatre district midblocks. Particularly in view of our goal
to encourage development in the Times Square area on the
avenue frontages, it is important that we develop a specific
program to protect the old theatres. The Planning Department
1s studying various technigques to protect them {e.q.,
development rights transfers, tax incentives, downzoning,
landmark designation) and expects to make apecific
recommendations in the final report.

o We recommend that selected midblocks such as those north of
the Museum of Modern Art which combine use, gquality and scale
in a way that can no longer be duplicated by new development
be congidered for downzoning.

Energy Condervation

Both department staff and our architectural consultants consldered the
possibility of including specific energy conservation measures in the
zoning regqulations. The proposed bulk regulations, with their emphasis
on improved daylight, will affect neighboring buildings positively as
well as the street. In that respect they are indirectly an energy
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conservation measure. But after cataloging adopted or proposed energy
conservation legislation which affects construction, including the N.Y.
State Energy Code, we concluded that in the current state of the art’
nothing we could do in zoning would add to these measures, or the
developer's self-interest in saving money. In the coming decade,
however, 1t is likely that there will be an explosion in the knowledge
and technology of energy conservation and we shall keep a close eye on
the field.

Pedestrian Space

Several studies are underway to improve the functioning and
envirommental qualities of the midtown street system. Among these, the
midtown pedestrian study is examining means of alleviating sidewalk
cangestion within the public right-of-way. As these are put into
effect, the types of pedestrian amenities that are encouraged as parts
of private developments should be adjusted accordingly.

Schedule

The release of this draft report marks the start of a period of
intenaive review and consultation of the detailed proposals with the
interested public. We will also continue to refine and test the
proposals. In October we hope to consolidate the comments, criticism
and suggestions together with additional work of our staff and
consultants with the goal of publishing a final report by the end of the
year.

All proposed zoning changes which the Commission initiates will be
referred to the appropriate Community Boards for review and
recommendations whether they come under the uniform land use review
procedures (ULURP) or not. Because of the advance consultation and
review, however, it may be possible and desirable to initiate changes
for which there is a consensus before publicaticon of the final report.
Adoption of any changes wlll, of course, reguire public hearings and
formal action by both the City Planning Commission and the Board of
Estimate.

Timing of any major and extensive changes in zoning is always a
difficult and sensitive matter, The Midtown Development Project has
been extended so that the specific recommendations it makes will be as
solid and complete as possible and will merit broad support for thelr
adoption and implementation. Meanwhile, the Department and Commission
will review proposals submitted under existing regulations on their
merits. The intention will bhe to minimize, to the extent possible,
special permits, varlances and exceptions. We do not believe, however,
that a rigid moratorium on new buildings in midtown == which in itself
would require formal action -~ c¢ould be adopted or would be wise.
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I. THE S ETTING

Purcose

Midtown Manhattan is the engine that drives our economy -- increasingly
30 as we move into the "post-industrial" era and New York strengthens
its gstatus as a world eity. Every New Yorker has a stake in midtown's
economic health and strength.

That does not mean that a strong, well=functioning midtown can by itself
salve the social, economic and physical problems that New York must
address. But when midtown functions poorly, when the econcmic engine
sputters and gasps as it did in the mid-seventies, then the City's other
problems are magnified. A healthy, strong and prosperous midtown 13 a
prerequisitae to the well-being of the entire City.

The development and functioning of midtown are primarily dependent upon
pPrivate initiative and private investment. The role of muniecipal
government is essentially to provide the framework of policy, ground
rules and regulations that help guide development in the public
interast; and to provide and maintain the basic public infrastructure
and services.

New York has historically been innovative and aggressive in its approach
to the role of municipal govermment. It ploneered zoning itan 1916; it
used tax incentives to help stimulate the biggest housing boom the City
has known in the 1920's; it stimulated and encouraged advances in mass
transportation and ultimately helped build and weld togethexr the
greatest mass transportation system ever developed in terms of number of
people moved regularly, swiftly and safely; it creatively broadened the
use of the "pelice power”" for regulation and development in the public
interest.

In the mid-seventies, the City faced a crisis. The great,
unprecendented and astonishingly sustained post-World War IT office
building boom came to a crashing halt. Under the welght of the deepest
and broadest pest-war national recession, exacerbated by the sharp
increase in energy costs brought on by the Arab oil embargo and the
first energy crisis, new construction virtually stopped. The City
government teeterad on the edge of municipal bankruptcy.

Ita resources and options severely limited, the City took what steps it
could to restart and accelerazte the development engine at the heart of
its aconomy. Tax incentives wera formulated and applied to midtown.
Zoning incentivea were broadened, modified and granted with the goal of
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stimulating construction, a key and often decisive goal.

Development of major commercial buildings did resume, essentially in the
past two-and-a-half to three years. Resumption of building brought with
it new problems and concerns =-- and revived some old ones. They were
breught ahout by a cembination of causes: operation of the private
market place, astonlshing increases in costs and rents, and, in many
cagses, unforegeen and unintended consequencaes of the public incentives.

There was growing concern with the problems and consequences of the
concentration of develgpment in a limited area, excessive bulk on
building sites, threata to the character and scale of well-developed and
valuable areas and of mid-blocks, destruction of good and serviceable
buildings, ¢ongestion of sidewalks and subway platforms.

¢rities camplained that the City waas giving away too much in the way of
floor arsa bonuses and Milk modificatlons for ill-conceived, poorly
designed and lnadequately executed amenities which returned too little
to the public. Developers camplained of endless rounds of negotiations
with planners and canmunity boards, and of the high costs of long
delays. Both camplained of the wncertainty and changing rules of the
Jame .

These problems of development and growth are of a different order than
the earlier problemg of stagnation. 1In a way they are problems of
sucesss. The danger is that they could lead to failure. They could
impair the proper fimctioning of midtown; they could make it a lass
deairable place to locate and do husiness Iln or to visit; they could
create opposition to and dlscourage new development.

It i3 not in the Clty's interest to halt or even slow new midtown
development. It 13 in the City's lnterest to help guide and direct it,
within the conatraints of the market place, to where it can best be
absorbed and will be of maximum benefit. The midtown development iasue
is how and where develcpment should take place.

Tt la to this issue that the Midtown Project i3 aimed. Its purpose is
to lay out a planning framework and strategy for midtown Manhattan in
the 1980'3 and to make specific proposala in tax incentive policy,
zoning, capital investment strategy and public services to beat carry ic
out,

Area of Project

The baslc area of the project is from 34th to 60th Streets, Third Avenue
to Eighth Avenue. This includes the approximately half-square mile East
Side core area (40th to 60th Streets, Third Avenue to Avenue of the
Amaricas) with the world's greatest concentration of office space and
most axpensive real eastata.

It includes Times Square, the Theatre Digtrict, Herald Sgquare, and the
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i4ch, 42nd and 57th Street corridors, each with a A fferent character
and funetion.

Tae moject does not deal with the spacial problems of the Clinton

regidential area to lts west or the United Nations and residential areas
to lts east. Nelther does 1t deal with the special probleams of the
gqarment district which penetrates its southern flank.

It does, however, deal with the edges, and with the special problems
that result from the friction hetween fimdamentally different uses.

Functlional Reguisites of Midtown

The focus of this project is davelopment: where and how 1t should take
place. But development ia net an end in itself. It i3 a measwe. It
is a measure of demand for space which in turn ia a raflection of how
wall the ar=a and the market are functioning. Like the shadews in
Plato’s cave it needs cautious ilnterpretation; it can present a
distorted view of the real world outside.

3y meeting the demand for space, new development can aid the functioning
of the area. The quality and impact of a new building, lts relatlonship
to 1lts surroundinga, the featuwes and special characteristics it
provides =— these can all enhance the area‘'s functioning.

S50 too can new bulldings Impair or threaten the proper fimetioning of
midtown ~—- by themselves or in their cumulative impact.

If the proper concern of clty planning for midtown 1is its swrcessful
finctioning as the heart of the City's econamy, then we have to axamine
the conditions that enable it to function well., What are these
conditions or attributes, midtown's functlonal regquisites as it werae?

There are a halff-dozen that are worth examining:

Accesgibility: Above all, as the nation's and the world's preaminsent
"downtown™, midtown must be accessible. It must be accessible to its
workera, managers and executlves. It must bhe accessible to ita
customers; o its visitors -~ whether business travelers coming from +he
airporta, tourists frem abroad or other parts of the country, shopoers
drawn by the elegance of Pifth Avenue or the variety of Herald Square,
or New Yorkers "on the town."

Eage of Face-to-Face Communication: At one time it was thought that
revolutionary developments in canmunicationa technology -— from jet
planesa and televiaion to the growing ability of computers to digest,
analyze and exchange information, and of satellite systemsg %0 transmit
it world-wide -- would radically diminish the need for face-to-face
canmunication. There i3 little evidence that thia has happened == at
least at the socphisticated and high level of decision making that
characterizes so much business activity in midtown Manhattan. Indeed,




_24_

the explosion of information and its increased canplexity appear to have
made face—to-face meetings more desirable and necessary == whether
around the conference table or over the lunch table.

Relative Compactness: This attribute 1s related to the two preceding
ones and is self-evident; yet 1t contains some of the lmilt-in
contradictions that frequently characterize the midtown function.
Obviously 1f development is too spread out or off good lines of travel
(time 15 as important as distance and they are not always clogely
correlated) face-to=-face contact is discouraged. But if development is
too campact and crowded, the congestion of sidewalks and subway
platforms and the campetition for space in restaurants and public
Facilities can also be discouraging.

Rich Mix and Varlety of Uses: The daninance of the midtown skyline by
its agglameration of tall office towers mirrors its dominant function:
national and international business management and finance. Wew York's
preeminence as a national and international centexr of business and
finance in twrn 13 supported by ~-- and helps support == a wide variety
of other functions: profegsional and business services of all kinds; a
market place of ideas; an international center of arts and culture: home
of renowned educational, medical and religious institutions; a shopplng
bazaar with an wmgurpassed variety of goods and services; an
entertalnment "smorgasbord™ offering everything from Broadway theatre to
honky-tonk; a popular and growing center of tourism, hotels and
restaurants. All these and more exist in a symbilotic wholeé. Its mass
and motion produce an urban fisld of gravity which attracts more of the
game and by general consensus makes New York the most exciting ¢lty in
the world.

Accommodation of differences: This mix of uses reguires that the
frictions and differences te accanmodated in the interest of the area's
overall fumctioning. DProtecting smaller or econamnically weaker uses,
which nevertheless enrich the whole, fram being swallowed up by the
stronger uses is a major and sensltive role of goverment.

style and Ambience: The quality of midtown that defines it as a place,
its wnigue and urbane character, is more than the sum and variety of its
parts. It flows fram the style and amblence of its avenues, Streets and
places: Fifth Avenue with its stately limestone buaildings, elegant
department stores and shops, great churches; Rockefeller Centar; the
Broadway Theatre District, particularly just before curtain time; the
sculpture garden of the Museum of Modern Art and the quality and scale
of the midblocks to the immediate north of it; restaurant zow; the sweep
of Park Avenue -- these are a few of the parts whose special qualities
and differences contribute so much to the exciting whole.

This canbination of attributes helps keep midtown Manhattan fumctioning
as the econanic heart of Wew York City. It ls workplace for more than
600,000 people, almost ona out of every four jobs in the entire City,
the greatest concentration of jobs and productive wealth on earth.
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IT. A DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

Planning Framework for Development

A "development strategy" is nothing more than a planning framework
relating land use objectives for geographical areas to current and
anticipated development trends. It provides a means to promulgate and
test public development policies, programs, laws and regulations for
consistency and effectiveness in helping to achieve agreed upon goals.
The fundamental goal of the Midtown Development Project is to protect
and enhance the function of midtown by easing problems that stem from
the high concentration of buildings in a limited part of the area, and
to encourage a shift in new construction to the west and south. A
development strategy cannot in the context of midtown achieve this goal
by itself. It cannot foster private development in the absence of basic
market forces; it cannot force private development to move against the
logic of those market forces.

But it can help to break the log jams that artificially dam the flow of
market forces; it can facilitate and accelerate development; and it can
help to make sure development contributes rather than does violence to
the broader public interest.

Westward and Southward

The expansion of midtown development westward and southward is more than
planners' logic. As building sites become scarcer and more expensive in
the prime east side core area, developers seek sites at the edges. With
expansion to the north and east blocked for the most part by strong
residential areas, it is to the west and south that the areas most
available for expansion are found. This movement is -- or should be --
further encouraged because the west side is better served by mass
transportation than the east side.

In fact, this was the direction midtown development was moving when the
long sustained post-World War II office boom crashed early in the last
decade. Not only had developers assembled sites for future development
on the west side, they had already started to build there.

The four years 1969 - 1972 witnessed the greatest burst of office
construction in the history of this or any other city (Table II-1).
Almost one-quarter of all of Manhattan's present office space was built
in those four years, two-thirds in midtown. Half of the midtown output,
almost 18.8 million square feet, was built on or west of the Avenue of
the Americas (Sixth Avenue).
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For the better part of two decades -- the 1950's and 1960's ~- new
office construction had remained strong and on a remarkably even keal.
Except for 1951, '52 and '53, the three years after the start of the
Korean War, and the year 1966, annual output never dipped below two
million square feet in the fifties or four million square feet 1n the
sixties.

This was a period of seemingly strong econamic¢ expansion for the Clty.
Although industrial blue collar joba were declining, there was a net
growth in total jobs., The City's job mix seemed particularly resilient.
In the post-war economic recesslons, New York City went in last and came
out flrst.

The shift taking place to a white collar, service economy helped to
rapidly absorb the new office space. By 1966 the vacancy rate dipped
below two percent and then in 1967 and 1968 to an incredibly tight one-
half perc¢ent. The development cammunity responded to thls space
shortage and the general feeling that demand for office gpace would
continue to grow with the burst of activity that produced 14.6 million
square feet in 1969, 9.2 million in 1970, 13.6 million in 1971, and 13.4
million in 1972,

Meanwhile, although not then generally recognized, the City's economy
went into decline. WNew York slipped into the 1969-70 recession ahead of
the rest of the country and never fully emerged. The severe 1973-74
recession and the "stagflation" that followed exposed the structural
weaknesses not only in the City's econamy, but in that of the
metropelitan region and the entire Northeast.

The City suffered a net-loss of more than 600,000 jobs in the firat
saven years of the decade. The office vacancy rate which had started to
climb in 1970 when it reached six percent soared to 14.2 percent in 1971
and to almost 15 percent {14.8) in 1972, By the middle of the decade
the severe financial weakness of our City goverrment became fully
expoged and it came perilously close to bankruptcy as the nomal credlit
markets were cleosed to it.

Little wonder that development virtually came to a halt. There was a
severe crisis of confidence in the City; in the parception of many,
business was Ffleeing -- not just manufacturing now but national
companies, white-collar business. In the last five years of the decade,
1975-79, only 5.654 million square feet ware built in total, 30 percant
less than the annual average for the preceding ten years.

But these figures can be misleading =- the paucity of new office space
caming on the market as we entered the eightlesa reflected the need to
digest the huge bulge produced at the beginning of the seventies and the
lag-time of new development cycles more than lt reflected office market
conditions. Office space has, in fact, been absorbed at a relatively
high rate for the past several years. {See Figures IX-1 and II=2);
according to industry swrveys, the midtown vacancy rate at the end of
1979 was down to 2.05 percent. (Table II-2 is a revealing abstract of
the office market in the '60's and '70's).
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SUMMARY OF OFFICE SUILDING COMPLETION 1960 - 1979

YEAR DOWNTOWN MIDTOWN MANHATTAN TOTAL
Ko. of rentable 5.f. No. of rentable s.f. Ho. of rentable s.f.
Eldgs. Bldgs. Bldgs.
1960 1 900,000 7 3,659,000 8 4,559,000
1961 3 2,595,000 13 5,108,000 16 7,703,000
1962 3 1.227.000 8 3,546,000 1l 4,773,000
15863 3 912,000 15 6,708,000 18 7,620,000
1964 2 131.000 13 5,148,000 18 5,279,000
1865 3 1,616,000 12 2,432,000 15 4,048,000
1566 1 1,000,000 3 927,000 4 1,927,000
1967 k) 604,000 6 3,526,000 9 4,130,000
1968 4 3,329,000 2 1,778,000 L] 5,107,000
1989 3 3,211,000 14 11,375,000 17 14,586,000
1970 B8 4,405,000 9 4,753,000 17 9,158,000
1971 5 5,434,000 13 8,142,000 14 13,576,000
1572 5 7,132,000 12 12,260,000 17 19,392,000
1873 1 2,550,000 5 2,583,000 & 5,133,000
1974 1 2,700,000 3 1,665,000 4 4,365,000
1975 1 1,400,000 3 1,460,000 4 2,860,000
1876 1 170,000 1 350,000 2 520,000
1977 1 430,000 1 1,300,000 2 1,730,000
1973 1 49,000 2 385,000 k| 434,000
1978 mm= === 2 110,000 2 110,000
1960-1979 50 39,795,000 144 77,215,000 194 117,010,000
TABLE 1141

DEPARTHMENT OF CITY PLANNIMG
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HANHATTAN OFPLICE HARKET = 1940~-1379

380 1941 1382 19483 1ga4 1343 1948 1947 1948 1989

AEW CONSTRUCTION 4. 339 7.721 4.771] 7.4272 1.27% 4,408 1.9317 4.1309 5.t0? T4.504
DEMQLITION - 583 -170 1.a14 « 408 %1 k) - 141 « 049 «7132 483 1. 710
PATAL GFFICE SPACE 1237.867 130.T94 134,993 T47.767 144,743 150.663 132, 548 155.924 140.348 171424
FACANCT RATE 1.4 1.8 1.7 4.4 1.3 4.8 1.8 ] % ] 1.0
VACANT 3SPACE 1.371 1541 1.902 $. 134 5.137 T.232 1.748 .I13 863 1.714
QECOPIED HPACE tzo.a88 13T7.133 130.83% 115.3531% 141.62&-141-416 149.900 133,743 159.743 171,490
ARAORPTION Y.aad B.244 .39 4. 478 5.1%97 1.01¢ 4. 184 3,343 4. 500 11-94%
1979 1977 1972 19113 1974 1975 1378 1977 t3re 1979
AEw coRzTRUCTiOw 9,138 t3.374 19.393 3.1121 4. 343 1.4%0 « 510 1.710 434 . 1t0
OEMOLITION L1 -114 112 . 173 - 554 082
TITAL OFFICE SPACK 182,302 199.664 314.944 119.3037 333.713 2268.497 127.011 218.74% 119.175 129.-.193
FRCANCT RATE 4.0 4.1 14.8 13.7 11.8 1.6 19.12 7.7 .4
YACAHT APACE 10,977 17.784 21.790 10.92¢ 3IA.810 18.187 23,304 17,423 19.084
o CUPIRD APACE £79.329 t47.880 143,154 t49.78] 19%,.101 100.130 103.707 211.314 I19.091
ApdonPtIOn =, 165 =3.443 13.274 s, 478 .31 3.127 3477 T.309 7.847% A d

All fiquresa tn milllion aq. fe.
TABLE [I-~2

DEFARTMENT OF CITY PFLAMNNIAG

Virtually all of the new office space acheduled to come on the market in
the next two years (1.8 million square feet in 1980 and 5.7 millien in
1981) will be on the east side. This results from a combination of
factors: the corporate nature of a number of the new buildings: the
conservatism of developars and lendera at the start of a new development
cycle; and the rapidly rising trend in rents. These trends ars also
clearly reflected in the report, "Status of the Midtown Office Market
1980," submitted by our real estate consultant, James Felt Realty
Services, Inc. (See Appendix.}

Growing scarcity of development 3ites, astroncmical land costs and
increasing oppesition to the grant of liberal bonuses and exceptions fox
bulky buildings will impede east side office development. If office
building construction is to continue on a substantial scale, builders
will have to look to the Weat Side again. There are already indications
that they are dcing so. A well founded and implemented development
strategy can encourage and speed this westward movement.
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Basic Forces

New York's painful economic problems and severe recession in the
seventies magnified and accelerated some long-term trends of decline and
temporarily interrupted and disquised some long-term growth trends. The
decline in manufacturing and production jobs which had been taking place
for some three decades sharply accelerated in the early seventies before
levelling off, at least temporarily, in 1977-79.

The loss of white-collar office jobs appears to have represented a shake-
out of a strong long~term up—trend: the shift of the City's economy
from producing geoods to producing paper, or more formally to managing
knowledge, information and finance. This trend ig part of a world-wide
shift in the function of urban areas, and it is one for which New York
has special strengths.

Perhaps most important is New York's growing role as an internatioconal
headquarters city; or what haa been characterized in this era of
increasing global interdependence and the multi-naticnal corporation as
a world city.

Both the Twentieth Century Fund and the Regional Plan Assaciation
emphagize this role in recent reports.

"The Task Force believas that {the City's) assets present Naw
York with the opportunity to become a true world capital. One
major reason the city is currently thriving is because it is a
magnet for foreigners and foreign investment. Looking ahead
to the next decade, we are convinced that the city by building
on its pregent strengths as a great international metropolis,
can beceome the global marketplace for business, finance,
communicatlions, the professiong, and the arts.”

Report of the .Twentieth Century Fund
Task Force on the Future of New York
September, 1979

In similar vein, RPA's report on "The Future of Manhattan" issued in
February 1980, states "....lt is unlikely that the primacy of Manhattan
as a World City will be fundamentally challenged in the Foreseeable
future." In peinting out that another socurce of recent growth in the
Central Business District (CBD) is foreignm investment, the report cites
the following:

"In 1978, there were 144 foreign banks in Manhattan with
asgets over $60 billion, up from 47 banks with assets of 510
billion {current dollars) in 1970. Some 35 percent of the
world's 500 largesat forei¢m firms had subsidiaries located in
Manhattan ...Manhattan also remains the locus of the
international operations of corporations that have left the
City or were never headguartered here."
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It is consistent with these statistics that the report gtates:

"Buginess management and finance at the national and international
level 1g the CBD's major function, accounting for some 45 percent
of its employment, and for a still larger share of its econamie
output," and elsewhere, “....that the Manhattan CED 1s far advanced
into the post-industrial economy.”

After the bi-cepntennial in July 1976 the City emerged once more as a
great tourlst attraction from its temporary depression, media bad-
mouthing, and exaggeration of urban problems.

Tourism has boomed., Its rapidly increasing foreign component is related
both to Mew York's role as an international center, and the favorable
rates of exchange which make it a good buy for foreigmers. In 1979, a
record number of touriats, 17.5 million, visited the City. They apent
$2.25 billion and generated $180 million in direct tax revenues for the
City govermment. Hotel occupancy reached an all time high rate of 83
percent. Half-a-dozen major hotels were being bullt or expanded. (8See
Table II-3)

The national and international function of the City generates business
services -- legal, accounting, advertising among the most important.
Tourism and the hotel and restaurant industries that it helps to support
in turn generate blue collar services and help to fill the gap in the
job market left by the decline of manufacturing. The symbiotic
relatlonshlip of the arts, culture and entertalmment to both the City's
business and finance headguarters function and to tourism need not be
belabored. MNeither should it be underestimated. The arts—culture-
entertainment function is an important industry in its own right. It
contributes, according to a study by Professor Dick Metzer, some three
percent of the City's gross damestic product == as much as the
securities industry. It also helps bind together and reinforce the vast
constellation of disparate activities that make up New York's CBD. For
the eighties, then, we can expect at least a contimed moderate lncrease
in demand for office and hotel space, fueled by the Clty's grawth
industries. This CBD growth can be expected even if the Clity's
population and manufacturing continue to decline.

The Problems of Growth

I# demand for Manhattan office space 1s strong and growing, 1f the
vacancy rate has shrunk to the point where space i3 again at a premium,
and if developers are already loocking at the west side, why then the
need for a development strateqgy and incentives and programs to make it
work? Why won't it work by ltself?

“toacation, location, location" was the formula a prominent developer

once gave for suwcess in real estate. The East Side 13 the prime area

in part because that is where the key office bulldings and activities

are already clustered; in part it is a matter of fashion and reputaticon --
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MAJOR HOTEL PROJECTS - MIDTCOWN

# Rooms Cost Est.

1. Grand Hyatt New York 1, 400 $100,000,000
42nd Street and Lexington Avenue

2. Palace Hotel 1,050 78,000,000
Madigon between S50th-513t Streets

3. Harley Hotel 793 41,000,000
42nd Street between Second and Third Avenues

4. Parker Meridien Hotel 600 64,000,000
56th Street and Sixth Avenue

5. Wew York Hilton Hotel Addition B34 70,000,000
1335 3ixth Avenue

6. Milford Plaza (formerly Roval Manhattan) 1,310 14,000,000
401 Seventh Avenua

Propogad

7. Portman Hotel 2,020 250,000,000

Broadway between S5d4th-46th Streets

Mator Renovations

Hotels that have undergone or are undergoing major renovations include:
The Barclay, Berkshire Place, Biltmore, Drake, Mayfair Regent, New York
Statler, Plaza, Roosevelt, Sheraton Centre {formerly The Americana),
Sheraton City Squire Inn {formerly The City Squire), St. Regis-Sheraton,
Summit, Taft, and the Warwick.

TARLE II-3

DEPARIMENT OF CITY PLANNING
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Park Avenue and Fifth Avenue having great prestige; in part it l1s more
convenient for corporate executilves who live on the Upper East Side --
or ln Westchester or Connecticut and use Grand Central Station.

In any case, the disparity between the East and West Sides as desirable
locations has probably increased in the past ten years rather than
diminished. When the move of offlce development to Broadway and the
Times Sguare area was aborted by the economic slump at the beginning of
the last decade it left a real estate vacuum.

"Massage parlors," “"adult book-storas," peep shows, X-rated movie
houses, live sex shows and toplegs bars dominated the image of the
entire area. ©Old established restaurants and retail stores closed and
were replaced by fast-food stores, penny arcades, fly-by-night souvenlr
shops and other varieties of "shlock" stores. There were deep rooted
problems of welfare hotels, releases from mental institutions, alcholiam
and drug abuse, and the parole center, Street crime rose -- as indeed it
did in both cities and suburbila in the last decade. The atmosphere in
either its reality or perception was not conducive to new office
congtruction.

Recently there has been evidence of improvement. A strong Broadway
theatre industry, aided by the upsurge in tourism and by effective
improvements in management and marketing, has now had a succession of
good seasons. Public programs responsive to the Mayor’'s Times Sgquare
Actlon Plan are demonstrating that the worst uses can be shut down.
There has been a visible decrease in the most offensive adult uses;
there has been a sustained effort to keep the streets cleaner.

All of this helps. It is a step in the right directlon. But is it
enough? Probably not. The perception lingers that the area is stlll
not safe enough or clean enough to cammand rents sufficilent to support
new office construction. There 1s a chicken and egg propesiticon. Wwhich
cames first =- major new development to bring about a dramatic change
in the area, or a dramatic change to induce new development? It seems
likely that a clear cut development strategy backed by gsupportable
incentives and progqrams is necessary to change the nature of the
gquastion and help break the impassa.

Our basic strategy is to divide midtown into three kinds of areas:
growth areas, stabilization areas and preservation areas. The purpose
of these areas is to provide a planning framework in which broad goals
can be aestablished and development policies evaluated. It is not to lay
out a detailed prescription of treatment. Even within the three types
of areas actual conditions vary considerably. The speclfic mix of
measures and programs has to be formulated and prescribed accordingly.

Growth Areas

Growth areas are those In which it is in the public interest to
encourage and assist development. They are the areas where puwblic
incentives are justified and in general required to stimulate or support
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the private market. They are well served by mass transportation; their
subway lines and stations have available capacity. Their basic
infrastructure is in place and represents an enormous public investment.

Some of the uges in these areas contribute in an Important way to the
midtown function. But some uses are marginal or obsolete, a drag on the
area, an obstacle to the way 1t functlons. We want to remove the
obgtacle and take advantage of the opportunity. The major areas capable
of accommodating the moderate midtown growth are listed below:

Broadway-Times Square: The Broadway=Seventh Avenue area, focusing on
Times Square, not only offers a number of sites sultable for offilce
buildings and hotels, it has an openness that can accommodate and
provide a dramatic setting for large and imposing buildings. In
encouraging development in this area, care has to bhe taken not to
destroy its traditional entertainment character and function. This
means more than protecting the Broadway legitimate theatre; it means
respecting the area's role as one that caters to the taste of a large
cross-section of the population. The objective is to clean up the area,
not sanitize it; to encourage new development wlithout removing the
brashness and gllitter.

Avenue of the Mmericas: There are three major assemblages on the Avenue
of the hAmericas north of 42nd Street which can be expected to virtually
canplete the redevelopment between 42nd and Central Park. Over the next
decade it seems likely that advantage will be taken of development
opportunities south toward 34th Street. The csubway arcade that
stretches underground from 42nd to 34th Streets presents the kind of
unique opportunity for improved access and circulation between new
buildings and the subway that warrants special incentives. Development
in this sector or in the Broadway-Times Square area is likely to be
aimed, initlally at least, at the secondary office services market:
advertising agencles, accounting firms, lawyers, architects and other
professional services and back-office space that need to be convenient
to the core but cannot or need not pay premium rents.

Fifth Avenue: Between 134th and 40th Streets, Fifth Rvenue can be
strengthened and improved as a premier shopping street by approprlate
development that provides quality retail uses along the street. Office
buildings, mixed office and residential buildings and hotels are
examples of such development. The incentives would be designed and
administered, to the extent pogsible, with the objective of encouraging
development that would help to reinforce the fine department stores that
gtill anchor this portion of the Avenue.

34th Street Corridor: The 34th Street corridor both between Fifth
Avenua and Herald Sgquare, and west of Seventh Avenue, is an area
suitable for mixed development. The easterly section could help support
and strengthen the lower Fifth Avenue department stores. The section
west of Seventh would connect with the Conventicon Center area and take
advantage of the superb Penn Station transportation hub.
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Convention Center Area: The Conventlon Center, stretching from 33rd to
39th Streets west of Eleventh Avenue and scheduled to be opened in 1984,
is a special case. Convention centers, or exposition and trade show
halls as this more properly will be, are not necessarily good nelghbors;
being "dark" a good deal of the time, they nommally do not attract good
development near them. But this Convention Center represents a very
large public investment. It will have sgpecial deslgn features to
attract the public, othexr than for its trade shows, and to make it a
vital part of the City. To avoid or minimize problems of access or of
incompatible neighboring development, and to insure that the public gets
maximum return from the lnvestment it has in the Center, special care is
belng taken in the planning of its swroundings. A special Convention
Center district 1s one possibllity belng explored.

The existing predominantly manufacturing zoning should be retained,
however, until the detailed transportation, economlc, marketing and land-
uge studies necessary te recanmend the special reguirements and featureg
of surh a district or other desirable policies and actions are
completed. A major City stuly 1s belng undertaken by the City Planning
Lepartment and the Department of Transportation. It is being
coordinated by a special Convention Center Steering Committee whose
membarship, 1n addition to City Planning and Transportation, includes
the Department of Buildings, the Urban Development Corporation under
whose auspices the Comvention Center is being built, and Community Board
No. 4.

Eighth Avenue: Hotel, residential and mixed development {(rather than
office buildings, although there 13 nothing wrong wlth them here) is how
Eighth Avenue between 42nd and 57th Streets is apt to develop. This is
already underway in the upper portion. The old Madison Square Garden
site between 49th and S0th Streets, now a parking lot, presents an
exceptional opportunity. Obviously any development of this site will
have to ke planned with care and sensitivity because of its size and
penetration into Clinton. At the same time its gize offers an
opportunity for an important enough set of unses to help change the
character and spur devalopment of the avenue south of 49th Street ~=
probably the only effective way to get rid of blighting uses that now
characterize this section of the avenue and that aplll over into
Clinton.

57th Street: The 57th Street corridor west of Ninth Avenue is suitable
for high-rise apartment houses.

Lower Manhattan: A word is appropriate here about Lower Manhattan, It
is functicnally related to midtown even though geographically separated.
Lower Manhattan development complements rather than competes with
midtown development. In addition to its lnoreasing residential
camponent, Lower Manhattan development will primarily continue to serve
the speclalized needs of the financial cammunity and large space users.
The incentives and assistance proposed for the commercilal area of
Battery Park City, including the Amex project, should help to meet lewer
Manhattan growth needs at campetitive rents. The development, growth
and sound functioning of lower Manhattan is, like that of midtown, in
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the economic interest of the entire City.

Stabillzation Area

The prime East Side core area -- 40th to 60th Streets, Third Avenue to
Avenue of the Americas, is the stabilization area. Its special
character, excellent development and sound functioning that make it the
most valuable and desirable real estate in the world and the econcmic
heart of the City. This does not mean preventing development ox
discouraging change.

But the development and change that take place should respect the
quality and character of existing development. It should enhance the
area's urbanity and style, it should improve its functioning. Change
should be evolutionary, not revolutionary. The core area's economic
health and development does not appear to warrant continuation of
speclal economic incentives. Private market forces are more than
adequate., The East Side will continue to be the area that great
national and international companies seek for prestiglous headguarters.
It 1s in their interest as well as the City's that the quality,
character and scale of what they build be in keeping with what attracts
them in the first place.

Preservation Areas

The pregervation areas are relatively small areas found within beth the
growth and stabilization areas. They are the areas whose special
quality, scale, function or combination of characteristics are such that
it is in the public Iinterest to preserve them essentially as they are.
It Ls necessary to be careful in designating such areas singe the
avoldance of change 1s not te be taken lightly.

Landmarks: BAs a matter of course all officially designated landmarks
are included in this category. The Department 1s supportive of the
affortg of the Landmarks Commlsslon to designate buildings or groups of
buildings in midtown that are of irreplaceable historic architectural
merit.

The Theatre Midblocks: It makes sense to preserve the existing
theatres. When the original special theatre district was created in the
late gixtles -- the first of the special zoning districts —-— the older
theatres did not seem to be economical or functional. It appeared that
the only way to protect the legitimate Broadway theatre from being wiped
out by the then westward march of office towers was to provide a bonus
for putting new theatres in the towers. Since then the theatre industry
has revived; the old housesa, modernized, have proved their value. There
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i3 general agreement that they should be saved. Trade-offs with growth
slites on tha avenue are an obvlious possibility that is belny explored in
a revised gpecial theatre district. The New York Landmarks Conservancy
has also proposed a detailed study of the theatre distrilct to identify
lndividual theatres that merlit landmark designation and to develop
strategies to protect the digtrict.

Selected Midbhlocks: There are selected midblocks in the East Side core
area whose tree lined streets retain the combination of well-kept
houses, low and medium rise residential hotels, shops, restaurants and
occasional institutions. This low scale on narrow streets in contrast
with the large, tall huildings on the broad avenues is an architectural
hallmark of New York. These streeta serve a valuable function. Among
the most notable are the midblocks between Third and Sixth Avenues north
of the Museum of Modern Art, from the north side of 54th Street facing
the museum's sculpture gardan to the north side of 56th Streat. This of
course Includes the 56th Street "restaurant row." In additicon, there
may be other gselected midblogk groupings east of Fifth Avenue which
retaln a similar comrbination of gquality, function and scale that warrant
preservation.

The area will be firther studied over the summer and it would be helpful
if a survey of landmark-quality buildings by the Landmarks Preservation

Commission were expadited.

Implementing the Strategy

The three—area development strategy, 15 intended to provide a planning
framework in which broad goals can be established and development
policies evaluated. Tmplementation of the atrategy includes the use of
tax incentives, zoning, capital investment strategy and city services.
In the follewing chapters these areas are examined and specific
recommendations made.



-4] -

IIT. TAX INCENTIVES

The Major Tax Incentive Programs

The major tax incentive programs that affect midtown development are
known as the J-51, 421-a and the ICIB programs.

J=-51: Section J=-51 of the Administrative Code was originally enacted,
in the 1950's, to aid owners in meeting the requirement to put heating
systems in cold-water tenements. The program exempts 100 percent of any
increase in taxes resulting from the improvement for 12 years. 1In
addition, it abates taxes (i.e., permits a property owner to reduce his
actual taxes) by up to 90 percent of the certified cost of the
improvement at a rate not to exceed 8 1/3 percent a year. Taxes can be
reduced to zero (if less than 8 1/3 percent of the eligible cost) and
the abatement continued up to 20 years if required to pay off the cost.
As broadened in 1976, the J-51 program has five components. Three of
them provide for the improvement or rehabilitation of existing housing.
Our interest is in the two programs which provide for the conversion to
housing of hotels and rooming houses in one instance, and of lofts,
factories or office buildings in the other. A recent amendment reduced
the amount eligible for abatement of non-residential conversions to 50
percent of certified cost. A unique aspect of J-51 is that it is as of
right and does not require advance approval. The benefits are granted
after completion of the work upon presenting the City's Department of
Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) evidence that all
requirements have been met.

421-a: Section 421-a of the Real Property Tax Law, which was devised as
an incentive for housing production, permits partial tax exemption over
a 10-year period for any newly built or rehabilitated class A Multiple
Dwelling including cooperatives and condominiums. (Section 421-b
applies to one-and two-family units.) It is administered by the City's
Housing Preservation and Development Department which must approve the
selling price for condominiums and cooperatives, and the initial monthly
rent for rental properties which must also be rent stabilized. The only
other requirement is that the building site must have been vacant,
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predominantly vacant or underutilized as of October 1, 1971. The
program exempts the increased value on the following basis:

Year Exemption

Construction 100%
100%
100%
80%
80%
60%
60%
40%
40%
20%
20%

0%

- O WONFOUL B WN -

- b

ICIB: The City's Industrial and Commercial Incentive Board administers
the so-called Steingut-Padovan tax exemption program. The program
authorizes the tax exemption of the added value resulting from new
construction or reconstruction of industrial and commercial buildings.
As recently amended there are three exemption formulae: a 19-year
exemption that starts at 95 percent of the added value and is reduced by
five percent a year so that full taxes are paid in the 20th year; a ten-
year exemption that starts at 50 percent and also reduces by five
percent a year with full taxes being paid in the 11th year; and a five-
year exemption that starts at 50 percent but is reduced ten perxcent
annually with full taxes in the 6th year. All industrial projects are
eligible for the 19-year exemption. Commercial projects involving
reconstruction may receive the 19-year exemption if designated
"specially needed”, by the Board; otherwise they receive the 10-year
exemption. New commercial buildings can receive the 10-year exemption
if designated “"specially needed," otherwise the 5-year exemption. The
Board is chaired by the Deputy Mayor for Economic Development and has
three additional ex-officio members including the Chairman of the City
Planning Commission and three public members. It must satisfy itself
that any project it approves requires the tax exemption to go ahead, and
it has broad discretion in establishing the criteria for commercial
buildings.
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TAX EXEMPTION PROGRAMS
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Location and Value of Tax Benefita

The Tax Incentive map on the following page shows the location of the
buildings receiving tax benefits in midtown between Third and Eighth
Avenues. HNot surprisingly, the ICIB program accounts for the greatest
conecentration of buildings receiving benefits in the east side office
core. Except for the special Mayor's Buainess Incentive Program under
which the Board of Estimate approved tax benefits for conversion of the
Commadore Hotel under an Urban Development Corporation umbrella, the
ICIB program is the only tax incentive program designed to stimulate the
economy by aiding commercial construction. The 13 office buildings and
nine hotels approved for tax exempticn since the ICIB program became
effactiva in 1977, will receive a total axempticn over their life of
$130,131,000. This is not an inconsiderable sum for the City to forego.
Howaver, during the same perlod they will pay taxes of %$392,814,000.

And they were approved, for the most part, when congtruction was in the
doldrums.
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The 421-a program has had much less Impact on development in midtown but
will result in a greater tax loss by the City == $174,474,000. This is
more than half of the total taxes the Clty is foregoing in midtown for
all three programs. Two projects alone, Olympic Tower and Galleria,
recelve more than $103,000,000 in benefits. The need for the City to
grant and the value it gets from such tax exemption is dublous.

Jd-31 is a different case, While the number of conversions under J-51 in
midtown is about equal to the number of ICIB projects, they are
consliderably smaller projects and the total tax forgivenesa --
approximately $25,585,000 == 15 much less. There is one cautilon:
because advance approval is not reguired, and the advance notification
to the Department of Finance called for by legislation enacted by the
Clty Council late last year has not yet been put into effect, we cannot
be sure how much may be coning along in the pipeline. However, this is
not the major problem with J-51 conversions.

The major problem is that, as 1t is structured, J=51 encourages
conversion to housing of obsolete office buildings, lofts, and hotels
which might better be improved for commercial use. It provides much
greater tax benefits than ICIB, and it does not require advance
appraval. In midtown, the City may well be giving tax benefits to get
what it does not want.

A Tax Incentive Policy

Except in extraordinary clrcumstances the City should stop giving tax
incentives in the east side midtown core. Not only are they no longer
needed and thus wasteful of public revenus, their continuance would be
countar-productive to the goal of shifting development westward.

Tax incentives should be targeted to the "growth" areas -- as soon as
possible, as precisely as possible, and to the maximum possible extent.
They can be a major factor, more important than floor area bonuses, in
encouraging development in marginal areas.

The reason is simple econemics. Builders will not build, nor will
bankers advance them mortgage loans, 1f there 1s no market for their
building == if they cannot rent it at a profit. A building in a less
deslrable area will have to offer a bargain to attract tenants. To
ipnduce office construction on the west side =-- in the Times Square area,
for example -- rents must come in substantially below east side rents at
present.

But a builder cannot build any more cheaply on the west slde than on the
eagt side. Construction costs are just as high. The cost of money --
financing costs -~ is just as high, perhaps even a bit higher because of
the greater rigk involved. The conly substantial dlffersential is the
cost of land. BEven this is surprisingly little when spread over an FAR
18 building and financed as part of the mortgage loan.



-46-

Operating costs are likewise the same, except for taxes. But the tax
differential resulting from the lower assessed values on major west side
buildings compared to east side buildings is not nearly enough to make
up the difference in market rents at the present time. It is clear that
maximum tax benefits are needed to help stimulate a shift in development
to the west side.

Target by Exclusion

Because of the varying nature of the tax incentive programs, the best
and most direct way to target the incentives to the west side of Midtown
where they are needed is to exclude them from the east side where they
are not.

In the ICIB program this can be done as a matter of policy by the ICIB
Board -- and, as a matter of fact, this is now the Board's basic policy.
The 421-a and J-51 programs would need to be formally amended by state
and local legislation to authorize their exclusion from certain
geographical areas. According to the Planning Department's counsel,
there is no constitutional or legal impediment to such legislation, but
it can take several forms and the preferred way has not yet been
determined. Consideration should be given to excluding J-51 conversions
or 421-a projects from the entire midtown commercial area unless
approved in advance by the ICIB. ICIB would not process such
applications, but simply certify whether the grant of residential tax
benefits in the City's prime commercial area was consistent with the
City's policy and goals for the area.

°

Mandating Periodic Review

A sound basic policy for tax incentives is to grant only as much as
needed for as long as needed. It should be a means to help overcome the
obstacles of a weak area, an incentive to those who are willing to risk
being a pioneer. It should not be a continuing prop to the private
market.

At the same time, developers need time to put a project together. They
have to be able to depend on consistent ground rules.

To meet these dual requirements we propose, therefore, that there be a
mandatory periodic review of these tax incentives to exclude them from
areas where they are no longer needed. Considering the lead time for
midtown buildings, this review should take place at regular intervals --
probably between two and five years.
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Iv. ZON®ING

The Nature of the Problem

Zoning is the basic and most direct public control over the size, shape
and uge of buildings. More and more in recent years there has bheen a
sense that the zoning regulations have not been working as intended in
controlling midtown development.

Almost every new bullding has reguired or been the recipient of a
gpecial permit, variance, or modification of the zZoning regulations.
Concern has been expressed that either despite or because of this
special treatment, there is growing congestion, excessive density,
ovarwhelming bulk, and the diminution of light and ailr. The quality of
the best part of midtown and of fine, valuable buildings 15 seen
threatened by "shoehorning" buildings into aites too small for them,
"piggybacking" new buildings on old or the uncontrolled utilization of
air rights; the value of amenities and the bonuses given for them is
questioned. Builders are concerned about high costs in a period of
continuing 1nflation, the long delays that result from the review
process and the extended negotiations it 1s apt to involve. Everycne is
concerned about the sense of uncertainty, the sense that the ground
rules are built on gquicksand.

The reasons for all of this are basically two-fold, to he found both in
objective conditions and in the use of zoning.

The post-war office-building boom that culminated at the beginning of
the seventies utilized most of the readily available or assembled large
sites in the midtown offlce core. The remaining sites are apt to be
smaller or to present unigue conditions.

Due to economie clroumstances since conatruction has revived, developers
Nave tended to focus on the prime area. The combination of increasing
construction costs, very high interest rates and the fresh memory of the
mid-seventies recession, has left developers and mortgage lenders ultra-
cauticus. They prefer to build where they are certain of the market,
and where premium rents can be obtainad.

At the same time, the trend in the City Planning Commission has been to
convert zoning from essentially a land-use regulatory device -- albeit a
very important one -- into a constructive and positlve planning tool.
Starting with the plaza bonus of the 1961 Zoning Resolution, incentives
were built inte zoning =~ to induce private builders to provide public
amenities and desirable design features or even to hulld at all.
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This kind of constructive use of zoning has produced many desirable
results. But on occasion it has backfired. Changes made piecemeal under
the gun of strong economic pressures have at times been inconsistent and
contradictory. Some features have already been fine-tuned and greatly
improved. The need, however, is to examine the entire system as it
affects the development of midtown; to make sure that all the parts --
bulk controls, design controls, mapping, administration and enforcement --
mesh together and reinforce each other; and to minimize the need for
discretionary reviews to the greatest extent possible.

BULK REGULATIONS

Issues and Goals

The failure of the bulk regulations to adequately meet current needs and
conditions of midtown development is the greatest single reason why
virtually every recent building has required special treatment.

Bulk regulations for high-rise buildings in the 1961 zoning resolution
were based on two concepts: the control of density (i.e., number of
people) by relating the size of a building to a multiple of the size of
the lot it is built on, the measure being the floor area ratio (FAR);
and the Le Corbusier architectural concept of the tower-in-a-plaza with
the highly acclaimed Seagram Building as the model.

The basic FAR in the highest density commercial district was FAR 15; the
initial use of incentives to encourage the provision of plazas for
openness, air and light permitted the building to be increased up to 20
percent in size, to FAR 18, for providing a plaza. The direct controls
that affected the form of a building and its placement on the building
lot -- setbacks imposed by the "sky exposure plane"”, the maximum tower
size and tower encroachment controls -- were based on these concepts and
measures.

When FAR bonuses were provided for provision of interior amenities

rather than outside plazas -- for theatres, covered arcades, gallerias --
the original direct controls did not work as intended. The problem was
magnified by providing an additional 20 percent bonus, to FAR 21.6, in
the Special Theatre and Fifth Avenue Districts.

In addition, the difficulty of assembling sites large enough to permit
optimum floor sizes encouraged the increased use of air rights, that is
the theoretical unused FAR of existing buildings. This takes two forms:
a transfer of development rights from designated landmark buildings
under a special permit procedure; and the use of the air rights of
adjacent properties under a so-called zoning lot merger which requires
no special permit, permission or even advance notice.
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The major problem that results from this combination of factors is the
distortion of scale and bulk by buildings that are outsized on their
actual site. An analysis of recent buildings reveals that not only do
most of them exceed FAR 18 on their actual site or "footprint", but that
a substantial number are over FAR 21.6; the highest are over FAR 30.

The development of bulk regulations that meet the needs and conditions
of midtown high-density development in the eighties is a prime goal of
the Midtown Development Project.The major assignment of our archi-
tectural consultants, Davis, Brody & Associates with Kwartler/Jones was
to help develop bulk regulations that will provide a workable and
acceptable as-of-right building in the FAR 15-18 range, taking into
consideration both the needs of the individual building and the context
in which it is built.

The Recommended Approach

After an extensive analysis of the nature of the bulk controls in both
the 1916 and 1961 Zoning Resolutions and of their impact on midtown
development, the consultants have proposed a dual approach, or "two
tier" system, for a new bulk control system. (See Appendix for a full
description.)

The two approaches share a common assumption: The need for zoning bulk
controls to be primarily concerned with the impact of a building on the
street and its relationship to its surroundings, not on any preconceived
notion of building form. They likewise share the assumption that the
standards must be based on the realities of midtown and can be measured
objectively.

One approach is based on a performance system. Using a version of the
Waldram diagram (a device developed in the twenties to evaluate daylight
as a direct outgrowth of the pioneering work done for New York City's
1916 Resolution), an architect would be free to design a building that
best met his needs with trade-offs among several elements. It would
have to achieve a satisfactory overall level of performance and satisfy
a threshold standard for each element. The three required elements are
daylight (as determined by the Waldram) and street wall length and
height which are determined in relationship to the street wall of
neighboring and near-by buildings in a defined "street district". An
optional element would be the extent that a building in an appropriate
location could be designed to allow sunlight on a nearby park or open
space.

The second approach blends the desirable qualities of the first into the
more familiar controls of the existing Zoning Resolution. It is based
on the daylighting standards of the performance system, but defines
permissible height and setback of towers within a vocabulary already
familiar to developers and architects. This revised set of tower regu-
lations will require that taller towers be set back farther from the lot
lines, according to a series of "sky exposure planes" related to the
width of the street. Design flexibility would be achieved by allowing
the tower to come closer to the lot lines in one area as it is pulled

back in another.
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The two appreaches are being further refined and tested before a final
decislon 1s reached as to which one, or what comblnation of the two,
will work best. The practical views of the development community will
be an important ingredient ln ocur conclusions.

The performance system appears more flexible, but may be more complex to
use and difficult te administer. The more traditional approach —-- based
on exlating methods of computing bulk -- should ba easier to use and
adminigter, but less fine=tuned to meet varying site configurations.

Zoning Lot Mergers/Transfers of Development Rights

The zpning provisions allowing development rights transfers were
daesigned to meet valid needs: in the landmarks case, to provide the
tools necessary to preserve the Clty's architectural heritage; and for
zoning lot mergers, to set forth the legal rules for assembling property
for development purposes.

The landmarks transfer has a respected and perceivable public purpose.
The zoning lot merger provision, however, has had numerous side-effects
which are disturbing to some people. Cne effect is that the resultant
bulk of the actual new construction appears oversized and cut-of-scale
because the actual built portion is only a part of the lot, and cne or
more additional existing buildings of a smaller size, which should be
viewed ag part of the aite, are visually discounted. Olympic Towers and
the proposed 725 Fifth Avenue (Trump Building} are such buildings.

There 15 no doubt that the zoning lot merger eases the assemblage
process, thereby allowing sites of all sizes, but particularly small
gltes, to proceed earlier. This can be beneficial, but in areas where
over building is an issue, as it is pn Fifth Avenue, it makes sense to
examine the effect of unrestricted zoning lot mergers. While proposed
revised bulk regulations would diminish the need for zoning lot mergers,
because the improved ag=of=-right bulk regulations would allow more
buildable parcels on smaller sites (the primary users of mergers), it is
advisable to limit the way transferred floor area is used.

Revised standards for bulk would, therefore, concern themselves with
measurements and c¢riteria for developments with merged zoning lots. One
recommendatlon 1s to contrel the bulk of the development by basing the
new building'as bulk regqulations, including any setback or tpwer coverage
(1f any) regulations, only upon its "footprint" -~ that 1s, the part of
the site upon which the new construction sits -- and discount any
existing buildings remaining on the zoning lot for that purpose. Floor
area gained from bonused amenities will be generated only as a multiple
of the "foot print." This procedure would make the bulk of the new
bullding less massive.

Rnother recommendation, is to place a limit on the previously
unrestricted amount of floor area that could be transferred from
adjacent parcels. The amount of floor area transferred could be
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contreolled by a fixed percentage limit or by a sliding scale. In a
sliding scale, the amount of floor area transferred from an existing
building could be directly proporticnal to the size of the footprint in
its relationship to the whole zoning lot. As the relationship of tha lot
§ize of the new building to the total merged lot size decreases, the
amount of the available floor area that may be transferred decreases.
The chart below indicates one of several ways in which this sliding
gcale could work. (See illustraticon 1.)

Zoning Lot Merger Sliding Scale

Lot area of new conatruction Percent of available floor
(footprint) as percentage of area that may be transfarred
total (merged) lot area from above existing bulldings

90% or a.bOVE L N N N N N N N N N N L L R R RN ] 100%

90 - 808 " " - 1
80 - 0% " " Pe b vadmsy s s R A s aRss s st sasndsusdbannae B0%
70 - gow " " R R R R R N N I T I M T T0%
60 - S50% " " I R R R R L R R R 60%
50 - 4Q% " " R P R N N T 50%
40 - 308 * " . [411
Below 0%  sieeswerssnsssssesssasisaassnsvaasassnsnsnrsnnsons 30%

The floor area that may not be used in the development, c¢an not be used
elsewhere and “evaporates.”

The effect of the restrictions on the way zoning lot mergers may
transfer floor area will be to set a cost/benefit limit -- a ratio of
diminishing returns =-=- beyond which it will no longer benefit the
‘developer to seek additional properties with which to merge for extra
flocor area to add to the building. From the public's standpoint there
will ke safequards against out-of-scale "blockbustars" and asgurances of
adequate light and air standards.

Cne potentlially negative impact of such a proposal might be the encour-

agement of demolition of the older building to increase the "foot print”
size, and thus enlarge the development's FAR potential.

Bulk Controls in Speclal Purpose Districts

The revised bulk controls that are developed for Midtown will be
applicable to the special districts -- The Fifth Avenue District and the
Theatre District. The Fifth Avenue Special District now has 1ts own
separate bulk controls, but with these proposed bulk provisions could be
regulated hy the same bulk controlas as the rest of midtown.
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The Theatre District does not now have separate, specific bulk controls
(other than an ability by the Planning Commission to waive any or all
height and setback provisions), but should have, consonant with new
objectives of preservation of existing theatres and construction of new
ones. This is the subject of a special study, which will be incor-
porated in the final draft of the Midtown Development Study.

URBAN DESIGN CONTROLS

The Overall Approach

The urban design controls and incentive zoning for the midtown area
which this City pioneered now need to be completely revamped. The
various incentives and controls, while individually designed to meet
specific needs, are at times unrelated or at odds with one another.

To replace them we propose a rational system aimed at the specific needs
of midtown and its various parts -- the avenues and streets each of
whose distinctive character contribute so greatly to the gquality of the
larger area and to the City as a whole.

The basic features of the urban design controls are the following:

o They are integrated with the bulk controls. Bonuses of additional
floor area are heavily weighted toward amenities that ameliorate
density and ease congestion. They will not permit a basic FAR 15
building to exceed FAR 18, nor will they induce waiving the
regulations that govern the impact of the building on the street.

o Four design features of particular significance to the character
and function of midtown have been targeted and mapped and will be
required for new buildings in the targeted areas. Three will not
be bonusable -- maintaining retail continuity of significant retail
streets; maintaining existing strong street walls which give a
sense of place and help define the midtown grid; avoidance of
conflict between pedestrian and vehicles by prohibiting curb cuts,
parking and loading bays on the avenues and certain streets. The
fourth, improvements of pedestrian access to and circulation in
subway stations will be bonusable.

0 Zoning incentives are based on providing amenities that address
specific targeted needs by priority. In addition to subway station
improvements (the first priority need where targeted), the other
priority needs in order are: alleviating sidewalk congestion;
continuing through-block circulation as part of a pedestrian
system; and providing needed open space.

o The specific requirements for each development are to be set out
clearly in a series of maps covering each street in midtown. The
maps would be consulted by developers, their architects, or anyone
interested, to determine the zoning program for any site. In this
way, the criteria for each development site can be said to be
"targeted."
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o Where priority needs have not been mapped, or where they have been
met without earning the maximum 20 percent bonus, additional
bonusable amenities may be provided. These additional amenities
are: arcades, clrculation spaces, urban plazas, urban parks, and
activity scpacea.

© Only urban parks and actlvity spaces will require design review and
a speclal permit procedure. Other bonusable amenities -- whether
thogse meeting priority needs or the additional group =-- need only
be certified that they comply with pre-designated specifications.
These specifications will allow bonuses to increase as additional
designated features are added which improve the quality of the
amenity.

o The criteria for all bonusable amenities have been thoroughly
reviewed and standards have been tightened. HNew bonusable
amenities are tranglt connections, additional pedestrlan
circulation spaces, and urban parks. Elevated and sunken plazas
and public galleria are being dropped. All other bonusable
amenities have been revised in greater or lesser degree.

Mandated Urban Design Features

saveral of the features and amenities that are specified across Midtown
are mandatory for any development site which fronts upon designated,
mapped streets. Of the four mandatory provisions, three will not
generate any bonus and are to be within the development of 15 FAR
buildings. These three are Maintenance of gignificant retail streets,
Maintenance of existing strong street walls, and Reducing pedestrian
vehicular conflict. These provisions derive from analyses of the
spatial properties of streets, the location of retail uses that
currently exist in midtown, the pedestrian orientation of certain
gtreets and the objective of preserving these features where they are
strong. (See maps 1 and 2.)

Under the EFourth of the mandatory features, Transit gtation
improvements, the developer provides transit-related facilities which
will generate bonus floor area.

(1) Maintenance of significant Tetail streetg: Several midtown streets
are recognized and celebrated as outstanding retail locations. The
inherent character of these streets is derived largely from their retail
orientation at street level.

Therefore, to strengthen the level and continuity of retail activity,
retail uses are required to front along these streets in all new
developments:

. Fifth Avenue - 34th Street to 59th Street
. Madison Avenue - 34th to 59th Street

. lexington Avenue = 40th to 5%th Street

. Broadway - from 40th to 57th Street

- 7th Avenue - from 42nd to 57th Street

- 59th Street - from 5th Avenue to Znd Avenue
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. 57th Street - from Bth Avenue to 3rd Avenue
. 4Znd Street - from Broadway to 3Ird Avenue

. 53rd 3treet = Broadway to 3rd Avenue

. 47th Street - 7Tth Avenue to 31rd Avenue

(S5ee map 3.}

Along these streets new developments will be requirad to provide ground
floor space to be occupiled only by retail, personal service or amusement
establishments, as permitted by the regulations of the underlying =zoning
districts, with the exception of Fifth Avenue as described below. The
range of permitted uses is expansive and should incur no hardship.

For new developments along these streets, at least 75 percent of the
bullding frontage facing the mapped stresets is to be occupied by the
uses listed above., The remailning 25% or 50 feet, whichever is greater,
may contain building lobbies and entrances, other kinds of uses, legal
egress, service or loading entrances, or other facilities, provided that
they are permitted by the underlying zoning or other applicable City
rules and requlations, such as the Building Code. The covered bonus
amenities of Through Block Circulation Space and Activity Space may be
counted towards meeting the retail reguirement.

The depth of the retail 1s not regulated, because site conditions,
building configuration and market forces should interact freely.

On narrow streets specified for retall, such as 47th Street, where the
fulfillment of the retail reguirements is infeasible, the requirements
may be waived or modified.

Fifth Avenue, however, is special in many ways, particularly as the
City's primary retail boulevard. Therefore, the current controls of the
amount and the specific kind of regional retail (Use Group "F")
permitted along Fifth Avenue, as provided for in the Fifth Avenue
Spacial Zoning Diatrict, should be continued,

(2) Maintenance of existing strong street walls: Certain midtown
streets are noted for their procession of existing buildings constructed
at the sgtreet llne which gives these streets a well-defined guality,
particularly characteristic of Manhattan's grid system. New development
on these streets should pregerve this spatial guality, not only because
this 13 a concomitant part of preserving retailing along the streets,
but to assure that midtown maintains the variety of spatial experiences
it now possesses: from more expansive streets, such ag Park Avenue and
Avenua of the Americas, to spatially tighter streeeta, such as Madison
and Lexington Avenues.

Therefore, to preserve the spatial integrity of midtown, new development
along the following streets will have versions of "build-to" lines
requiring specified minimum lengths and heights:
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MAINTAIN RETATL CONTINUITY

Streets where development is to provide retail

use along frontage
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MANHATTAN OFFICE - DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING + CITY OF NEW YORK
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. Fifth Avenue {from 34th Street to 59th Street)

. Madlson Avenue {from 38th Street to H6lst Straet)

. Park Avenue {from 54th Street to 60th Street)

. Lexington Avenua {from 40th Street to 6lst Street)

. Avenue of the Americas (from 40th Street to 42nd Street)
. Seventh Avenue (from 42nd Street to 57th Street)

. Broadway (from 40th Street to 60th Street)

v 57th Street (from 3rd Avenue to Sth Avenue)

. 42nd Street (from 3rd Avenue to dth Avenue)

. 40th Street {from Sth Avenue to Avenue of the Americas)

(See map 4.)

Development along thege streets, except Fifth Avenue which is to have
separate requirements, 13 te have the front building wall facing the
specifled streets at a minimum height as followa:

Minimum Height Length of front lot
of Front wall line of site along
{street wall) gpecified street

4 gtories or 30 feet whichever up to 50 feet

i5 less (absolute min. height)

& stories or 85 feet, whichever
is less {average height) more than 50 feet

The primary plane of the front wall 1s to be located within 10 feet of
the street line, except on 57th Street and 42nd Street where no set hack
is permitted, The length of the front bullding wall is to be at least
80% of the length of the front lot line alonyg the specified street. The
maximum height of a street wall is as specified under Bulk Regulationsg.
Height is to be averaged by apportioning each segment of front wall
height. Developments whilch are in their entirety not more than 2 stories
high ("taxpayers") are exempt from these regquirements.

Recesses in the street wall, for fenegtration or architectural
articulation, are permitted as indicated below:

Racesg Provision

Not more than Unrestricted

2 feet deep (may not be a full sethack)
Mora than 2 feet Not more than 30% of the
deap Eotal surface area

of the atreet wall
{in elevation)

Arcades or recasses Onregtricted
on ground floor
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Along Broadway, because of its diagonal path across the grid system,
special recess standards are needed to permit jogs or step backs. A new
building 15 to eatablish a front wall plane within 10 feet of the
droadway Street line, and the actual front wall of the building must
touch that line at a minimum of one polnt for each 35 feet of lot line
length, up to the minimum required height. O©OFf course, building flush to
the front wall plane iz permitted. . '

Fifth Avenue currently has special street wall requirements, and while
these are to be modified, the avenue will ratain distinct provisions
carefully tailored to its physical characteristics. The minimum street
wall length will be 90% of the lot's frontage on the avenue, with no
setbacks permitted. The height of the street wall (coresponding to the
predominant range of haights of existing buildings) is to be a minimum
of 85 feet in helght and a maximum of 125 feet in hgleht, on both sides
of the street. BAbove that height the huilding must set back at least 10
feet (the current provisions mandate a set back only on one side of the
streaet}. Recesses are permitted as along any of the other streets,
except Broadway.

(3) Reducing pedestrian/vehicular conflict: In order to reduce hazards
to pedestrians along primary pedestrian arteries and to promote those
streets as environments for pedestrians, several streets will be mapped
proscribing parking or loading bays along those streets:

. All avenues in Midtown.
. 59¢h, 57th, B3rd, 47th, and 42nd Streets

Exceptions may be made where site configuration or other extenuating
conditions exist to make infeasible curbcuts on alternate streets.

{4) Transit station improvements: The most worthwhile amenity that a
developer can provide is an improved means of access to a subway
station. With midtown and lower Manhattan mostly bullt up already {See
Map 5) cpportunities toe further renovate the acceas points to the
subways are limlted; there remains in midtown only some two dozen sites
that could physically connect to a subway mezzanine. But only a few of
these will actually be redeveloped cover the next 10-15 years. The
Department of City Planning agreed with the recommendaticons of the
M.T.A. and the Transit Authority that rather than risk losing these
preclous copportunities byerelying on zoning devices contingent on
voluntary measures, it was preferable to require that new development
physically able to provide station entrances off the sidewalks do so.

Due to the costs of such an improvement, a bonuz will he offered. In
thisg regard, it is something like a mandatory bonus, the precedents for
which exist in the Special Greenwich Street Speclal District in lower
Manhattan and the Linceln Square Special District.

Trangit Improvement Zones (TIZ) will be mapped within 150~-200 feet of
the mezzanine of subway stationsg (See Map 6). Any development within a
TIZ must improve access to the station. There will be several kinds of
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facilities that may be provided and bonuses will be granted based upon
the size, cost and degree of difficulty in achleving each type of
station connection. There are additionally several contingencies in
which a development, although located in a TIZ, may be released EFrom
such a requirement due to physical constraints, or may be deemed to
satisfy the requirements by the provision of an easement which achleves
no honus. '

The types of improvement options are:

{A) Direct major connection to staticn

This type of access provides a direct physical connection fram
within the development site to the station mezzanine level. It
allows free access for the public at all times when the subway
mezzanine is open, and replaces any existing subway stair in the
gsidewalk. Within the development site, the facility is adjoined by
a street-level public space, such as an open air concourse,
sidewalk widening, arcade or through block circulation gpace.,
Vertical circulaticn elements will include a stair and a reversible=
run escalator. Additional improvements within the station itgelf
may be required. All movement facilities must conform to Transit
Ruathority standards.

{B} Limited connection to station

This type of facility provides access from controlled areas within
the building, such as a lobby or activity space, to the subway
mezzanine. It may be closed when the building closes and may
contain a stair and escalator. This facility may not replace a 24~
hour sldewalk stair, nor would it be allowed while a stalr remainsg
on the sidewalk. It may reguire minor improvements in the gtation.

{C) sSimple stair relocation

Where site size or configuration are limiting, this improvement
involves simply relocating an existing stair from the sidewalk to
within the property line. Stair to conform to TA standards.

{D) Transit aasement volume

Where funds are available from other sources or programs, it may be
acceptable to furnish an easement of a volume of space within the
property for vertical circulation and access, to be constructed
concurrently or at a future date, No bonus is granted for this
option.

The facilities in improvements {A) through (C) would be provided and
maintained by the developer, unless otherwise agreed by rhe Transit
Authority. The developer may be required to undertake work within the
station mezzanine or reimburse the TA for work it does.

Where the site lies within the TIZ, but due to site configuration a
physical connection is not possible or sufficiently useful, the
developer may be released from the obligation. Alternatively, it may be
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desirable to establish a Capital Improvement Fund to accept contri-
butions from these developments for improvements within the station
itself in exchange for a floor area bonus. Such contributions would be
earmarked for special improvements within the station. This procedure
could be related to the existing Transit Authority Adopt-a-Station
program. Further discussions are needed to establish the advisability
of such a fund.

If the public agencies are uncoordinated, seeking approvals for
constructing transit-related facilities can involve frustrating and
lengthy delays; therefore the administrative process will be pre-
established and streamlined to deal with the application procedure.
Procedures will be worked out in advance among the City Planning
Commission, the Transit Authority and the Department of Buildings;
specific site improvement requirements will be spelled out in the zoning
text to the greatest extent possible.

Because of the limited number of sites available to supply off-sidewalk
subway entrances, existing buildings would be encouraged to reconstruct
their ground floor and basement to connect into stations. This would be
bonused by permitting additional floors, ordinarily not permitted under
the existing zoning code, to be added during renovation.

Targeting Priority Needs and Amenities

Getting the greatest value from the bonuses that are offered by the
zoning resolution necessitates assuring that a development and the
bonused amenity it contains closely respond to the particular needs of
the immediate surroundings. To accomplish this, four categories of
local area needs have been mapped and prioritized and will form the
basis by which developments can achieve bonus floor area.

Each of the priorities stems from careful inventory of midtown
buildings, streets and open spaces.

The four targeted priorities are:

(1) Transit station improvements (covered in previous section)

(2) Alleviating sidewalk congestion

(3) Continuing through block circulation as part of a pedestrian system
(4) Providing needed open space.

Only transit station improvements are mandated.

Most sites in midtown will have one or more priorities mapped for them.
A development will be required to satisfy one or more of its priorities
in order to achieve any extra floor area through a bonus. For each
priority there will be several optional ways available to accomplish
this, each way generating a different bonus.
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For example, if the site is adjacent to a subway station, its first and
mandatory prilority is a station connection, and there will be a range of
ways to accomplish this, from simply relocating a stair on the sidewalk
to within the property line which generates a small bonus, te a major
open air concourse connaction which generates a substantial bonus.
Depending on the size and deslgn of such a trangit facility, a
development might earn all the floor area permissable up to 3 FAR or
much less. But no matter how much is generated in bhonus floor area, the
priority will be deemed satisfied. If a sizable facility is built that
uses up all 3 FAR for a first priority, then any other pricorities that
remain for the site deo not have to be addressed. If, howaver, only a
small or no bonus is generated producing a mass transit improvement, any
second priority need (i.e., alleviating sidewallk congestion} will have
to be satisfied in order to produce any additional bonus floor area.
There will be several additional ways to satisfy the second priority.

If there ia no Transit Improvement Zone mapped for a development site,
alleviating sidewalk congestion becomes the first priority, if mapped,
and continuing through block circulation, the second priority. And so
on, until each priority, in order, is addressed until the maximum 18 FAR
i8 achieved, if indeed 18 FAR i3 desired. Aside from a mandatory
transit improvement, none of the other priorities need be mat if a bonus
158 not desired.

It is possible for one bonused amenity to address several of the
targeted priority needs simultaneously. For example the developer might
elect to provide a through block urban plaza teo satisfy both the
priorities of continuing through block circulation and providing needed
open space. Cther combinations of amenities are alsc possible.

Where prilority needs for an individual site are satisfied before the
building achieves 18 FAR {or if no priorities have been mapped, althcough
attempts will be made to avoid such a situation), then there are
additional bonusable amenities which may be provided. These are
dascribed in the next section.

A detalled description of the targeted priority needs and amenities
follows:

(1) Transit Station Improvements: Described in prior section.

{2} Alleviating Sidewalk Congestion: Numerous streets in midtown have
reached high levels of pedestrian congestion. (See map 7.) ARAs a
priority second only to providing a transit connection, new developments
along streets identified as congested will be required to provide
additional pedestrian circulation space in order to generate additicnal
floor area. These streets are:

- Third Avenue - from 42nd Street to 47th Street

- Laxington Avenue - from 40th Street to 6lst Street.

- Madison Avenue - from 38th Street to 6lst Street.
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Avenue of the Americas - from 42nd Street to 57th Street
Seventh Avenue, east side of street only - from 42nd Street
to 50th Street.

Broadway, west side - from 42nd Street to 50th Street, east
side - from 38th Street to 44th Street.

Eighth Avenue - from 38th Street to 50th Street

59th Street - from Second Avenue to Fifth Avenue

53rd Street - From Third Avenue to Avenue of the Americas
51lst Street - from Third Avenue to Eighth Avenue

50th Street - from Third Avenue to Eighth Avenue

47th Street - from Third Avenue to Broadway

45th Street - from Third Avenue to Seventh Avenue

42nd Street - from Second Avenue to Eighth Avenue

41st Street - from Avenue of the Americas to Eighth Avenue
40th Street - from Third Avenue to Eighth Avenue.

(Note: Fifth Avenue, while congested, is excluded from this list
because there is a special street-treatment plan proposed which
will widen sidewalks, and it is important to maintain the shopping
promenade at its present location without setbacks. Other
exclusions from the above list may be made from time to time as
measures for alleviating sidewalk congestion within the public
street right-of-way, as are being developed by the Midtown
Pedestrian Study, become implemented.) (See map 8.)

Where a development site has frontage along the above streets mapped to
alleviate congestion, there are several response levels, using different
bonused amenities or non-bonused solutions, from which developers may
address this priority, the different levels generating varying values of
bonus floor area. These include:

Level "A"

Level "B"

provides one of the following:

A continuous sidewalk widening, within the property line,
between 5 and 10 feet deep, open to the sky and completely
unobstructed.

A continuous arcade, subject to re-defined standards.

provides one of the following:

At least two types of several newly defined circulation spaces
or arcades.

Sidewalk widenings on streets perpendicular to the street
designated as congested, with no lobby entrances on the
designated street.

A corner space or corner arcade for. each intersection of the
designated street (avenue) with another street, and a through
block circulation space, through block urban plaza, or non-
bonused through block space parallel to the designated street.
A corner space or arcade for each intersection of a designated
east/west street with another street, and a through block
circulation space, through block urban plaza or non-bonused
through block space perpendicular to the designated east/west
street.
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lavel "C" provides one of the circulation spaces or arcades, and adds
gpace to sidewalk by removing, consolidating and relocating exlating
large sidewalk furniture such as newspaper stands and trash receptacles
{no bonus).

(1) Continuing through block circulation as part of a pedestrian
network: Through block circulation is useful and desirable where it will
help alleviate pedestrian congestion and where it provides alternative
pedestrian routes. Opportunities for through block circulation should be
limited, however, to the middle of long blocks (e.g., blocks between 5th
and 6th Avenue), or where their positions align with other through block
cireulation facilities on blocks immediately adjacent. (See map 9.} To
be most useful these facilities must be spaced sufficiently from the
avenues.

Therefore, as a third amenity priority, certain locations in midtown
will be mapped as appropriate for through block circulation. (See map
10.) As with the other amenity priorities, various options will be
offered to satisfy the requirements:

. a "through block circulation space" (formerly called "through
block arcade"”) with revised standards and bonus provisions

. a through block "urban plaza" with a minimum clear path of 15
faet
. an "activity space" {formerly called "covered pedestrian

space"), with revised standards and bonus provisions, that
connects two streets.

. an open arcade or through block lobby {going through a
building in unbroken, parallel lines), not meeting the
regquirements of any bonused space and therefore unbonused.

. part of subway related facility. that, at grade, provides a
clear path of 15 feet from street to street {bonused as part
of transit connection).

Mapped areas are the blocks between:

- 7th and 8th Avenues, from 40th-45th Streets and Broadway and
gth Avenue, from 40th=52nd Streets

- Avenue of the Americas and Broadway, from 40th-45th 3treets
and Avenue of the Bmericas and 7th Avenue, from 45th=-58th
Streets

- Sth Avenue and Avenue of the Americas, from 42nd-53rd Streets
and S56th=-58th Streets

- Madison and 5th Avenues, from 53rd-57th Streets
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/I cubiic through block connection 9.
[ Semi-public through block connection (lobbies, etc)
BEEEE] rotential through block connection area.
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Within the mapped areas, one of the permitted facilities providing
through block circulation is targeted for a development site under the
following conditions:

A.

The development site consists at least in part of a through lot;

and

There is an existing through block circulation facility with a
minimum width of 12 feet on the adjacent {north/south) block;

i.

ii.

iii .

The new through block circulation facility shall be located to
align with the existing through block passageway.

Where alignment is not possible due to site location or
configurations, the new through block facility shall be
located within the Block Center Band (an area defined below) .
Where location within the Block Center Band is not possible
due to site location or configuration, the through block
facility may be located elsewhere on the block, but not within
100' of the intersection of two streets; or

Where there is no existing through block passageway on the adjacent
block, but the development site lies at least in part within the
block Center Band:

i.

ii.

The through block facility shall be located entirely within
the Block Center Band.

Where this location is not possible due to site configuration
or location, the facility may be located elsewhere on the
site.

Additional requirements:

A.

Definition of Block Center Band -
The area of specified width at the center of a block:

il

ii.

iii.

For a block more than 600 feet in length the area of the Block
Center Band shall extend for 150 feet on both sides of the
block centerline.

For a block 600 feet or less the area of block center band
shall extend 100 feet on both sides of block center line.

For a block of trapezoidal shape the center line shall be
determined by averaging the differing lengths.

;"

Maximum number of through block connections

i.

ii.

Where there already is a through block facility located within
the block center band, the requirement to provide a through
block facility will be waived.

Where there is no through block connection located within the
block center band, there are to be not more than two through
block facilities on that block.
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c. Locational requirements

i. Through block facilities may not be closer than 200 feet to
one another

ii. No through block facility may be closer than 100 feet from the
intersection of two streets.

D. No through block circulation space shall be bonused outside the
-area of application, or where the requirements to provide a through
block facility have been waived.

(4) Providing needed open space: Open space should be planned to
coincide with the greatest need, and discouraged where it conflicts with
other objectives, such as maintaining retail frontage along prominent
streets, such as 57th Street. Mapped areas will denote locations where
open space is a priority. These areas are primarily at midblock
locations but also along Third Avenue. (Maps 11 and 12.)

Open space needs can be met with an urban plaza of a minimum size of
1600 square feet, or with a new bonus amenity for an off-site urban park
of somewhat different requirements.

Additional Bonusable Amenities

Most potential building sites in midtown Manhattan will be able to
achieve some additional bonused floor area through the provision of
facilities satisfying the targeting system. Where no priority has been
mapped, or 18 FAR is desired but has not been achieved, the provision of
amenities beyond the priority system will be permitted. The following
amenities will be allowed:

. Arcade

. Circulation space

. Urban plaza

. Urban park (by special permit)

. Activity space (by special permit)

Since arcades and circulation spaces are small spaces that do not
generate much bonus, development sites seeking several points of FAR
will have to utilize an urban plaza, an activity space, or an urban
park. These three spaces, however, will be usable primarily on larger
sites only due to their minimum-size requireménts. For example, an
activity space cannot be bonused with a site smaller than 35,000 square
feet.
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EXISTING PUBLIC OPEN SPACES

. Public Open Space (including plazas, parks,
and other open spaces used by the public)
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PROVIDING NEEDED OPEN SPACE

M strcets where plazas are discouraged (as per
street wall requirements)

Areas where open space is encouraged

1 Areas where open space is allowed
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Criteria for Amenities

Much has been lesarned in recent years from the experience with built
amenities such asg plazas, through block arcades, covered pedestrian
spaces and others. The strengths and weaknesses of existing provisions
and the need for new types of facilities have been identified.

Midtown continues to have need of a variety of pedestrian spaces for
circulation and recreaticnal purposes (particularly in New York's
intemperate climate, options besides plazas are desirable). It is
appropriate to continue to encourage the several kinds of spaces the
city should have, provided that there are safequards that the right
faciilty is in the right location, that the high quality desired is
achieved, and that the bulk controls are not vitiated.

Following closely suggestions of William H. Whyte, consultant to the
study, every amenity provision for which a bonus is currently granted
has been re-examined, and changes are proposed for all of them. Some
new amenities, meeting newly defined needs, are also proposed.

The change fall into the folleowing categories:

1. New amenities

2. Substantially revised amentieis
3. Slightly modified amenities

4. Amenities to be deleted

1. New Amenities: Several new bonus amenities, are being proposed to
meet identified, targeted needs of midtown and lower Manhattan.

(a} "Transit connections™. Categories of subway station
improvements are necessary, from simple stair relocations to
major open air concourses with escalators. A range of bonus
valuations .is to be attached.

(b) Additional pedestrian "circulation spaces”. These would
satisfy the particular reguirements of alleviationg sidewalk
congestion by placement at strategic locations, such as at
corners and lobby entrances, and would earn a small bonus.

(¢} An "urban park". Modeled after Paley and Greenacre Park, and
slightly different in character from a plaza. This facility
may be allowed as an off-site amenity, with floor area
transferred from the park to a receiving site.

2 Substantially Revised Amenities: Two amenity provisions -~- the
through block arcade and the covered pedestrian space == will be
rewritten to reflect the concerns expressed by the public, the
recommendations of Mr. Whyte, and the lessons of built examples.
Each of these spaces will be designated to perform a distinet
function and threshold criteria will be devised to enhance that
function. Bonuses will be variable for each, and increase as a
proposed facility is improved to better perform its function.
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{a)

{b)
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“Through Bleck Circulation Space" (formerly Through Block
Arcade). Mandatory criteria will be for wider, higher spaces
than have been built to date, with greater visibility from one
street to the next assured through proportional reatrictions.
Location will be specified through the targeted priority
mapping. The minimum bonus, now six square feet of floor area
in the building for each square foot of through bleck {arcade)
circulation space, will be reduced to three. Increments of
bonus could be achieved as the space is made more attractive,
in the magnetic sense. An increased bonus rate can be
obtained by providing greater height, skylighting and seating
and planting elements. '

"Activity Space" (formerly Covered Pedestrian Space}. An
interior public space needs to achieve a cirtical mass not
only of size but of uses and services in order to successfully
promote passive recreational acitivity. '

The minimum requirements for activity spaces include:

- increased minimum size from 3,000 sq. ft. to
approximately 7500 sq. ft., attached to a minimum site
size of 35,000 sg. ft.

- retail space in an amount of floor area equalling the
floor area of the activity space, with a documented
marketing program, and with a convenant tieing the
building's permanent certificate of occupancy to the
occupancy of the retail.

- quantified seating regquiremetns.

- skylighting.

Incraments of bonus can also be achieved as measurable features and
performance improve.

Slightly Madified Amenities: The following existing amenities will

be slightly adjusted to reconcile them with the chjectives and
specifics of the entire package of zoning revisions.

{a)

Urban plaza

r
The minimum size of an urban plaza will be increased to 1,600
square feet with a minimum dimensicn of 40 feet. Several
other minor modifications will be made to correct provisions
that are ambiguous or inappropriate.
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(b)

(c)

(d)
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Sidewalk widening

The depth of a sidewalk widening on a wide street (avenue)
will be changed from a flat 10 feet deep to between 5 to 10
deep. Sidewalk widenings on a wide street that are not
continuous for an entire block front will not be permitted as-
of-right. Midblock sidewalk widenings will be restricted to
five feet in depth as-of-right.

Open air concourse

Modifications of administrative provisions will be made to
reflect mandatory nature of subway station connections. Some
minimum criteria and dimensions will be altered to allow
greater flexibility of design. &an escalator will be required.

Arcade

Limitations will be placed on arcades not serving useful
circulation functions.

Amenities To Be Deleted

These existing amenity provisions serve no purpose and should be
deleted:

(a)

(b)

"Elevated" and "sunken plazas" - it is doubtful whether any
more of these are wanted in midtown or lower Manhattan, but if
so, they should be handled administratively as special permit
modifications of either an urban plaza or open air concourse.

"Public galleria" - obviated by the new "activity space"
provisions.
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Standards for Amenities

Arcade

Intent:
neaded circulation space at critical locations -- along sidewalks,
at corners, and at lobby entrances.

gtandardag:

B.

An arcade is a small, covered space designed to augment

There ars to be three typasg of arcades:

Street arcade
Corner arcade
Entry arcade

General Requirements

vi.

All arcades must have their long side front directly on 2
street (and not a plaza, sidewalk widening or other
setback).

Mo vehigular drives, trash storage or other objectiocnable
uses or facilities permitted.

Must be completely unobstructed except for columns as
specified for each type, with no sculpture, seating,
caras, etc.

Spaces under overhangs or cantilevared structuraes may
count as arcades, if meeting other provisions.

An areade must, throughout its area, be at the same level
as the adjeoining sidewalk.

Existing buildings will be permitted to take advantage of
bonus provisions if renovated to provide arcades as per
requirements helow.

Arcade Requirements

il

‘Street Arcade

Deaigned to provide continuous, weather protected
circulation alengside sidewalXs.
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Allowed unconditionally if:

1.

2.

Open on three sides, and

Fung along a street line for the entire length
of a hleck front, or

Less than entire block fromt, connects to a
setback, sidewalk widening, plaza, or other
arcade which is accessible to pedestrians, on
the same or another lot, which will have the
effect of continuing the street arcade for the
entire bleck length.

Allowed conditionally if:

1.

Open on two sides (not running the entire
length black front)}, and

The CPC finds that there is reasonable
possibility that the adjacent property can be
redeveloped to provide continuity, and

Third side is an eaigly removable "Xnock-cut
panel."

A new development adjoining an existing arcade is to
be required te provide an arcade or other setback --
if bonua floor area is aought == in order to
continue the function of pedestrian circulation.
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Depth of street arcade

Depth i3 measured perpendicular to street line.

1.

2.

Minimum = 10 feet clear, axclusive of all
columns, door swings, etc.

Maximum = 20 faat.

Height - minimum 12 faet.

Corner Arcade

Designed to afford extra pedestrian space at corners.

Allowed unconditionally-

located at the intersection of two street lines.

Depth

Cepth is measured as a tangent to a radius drawn
within the property from the intersection of two
gtreet linea.

Building

> min. 10 ft. clear
path

2.

i/

Minimum radius = 15 feet, and

Is to have a clsar path uncbstructed by columns
and door swings, consisting of a minimum
distance of 10 feet between two unbroken
parallel lines from street line to street line.
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Area

Maximum area that may be bonused is 425 square feat.
Building Entrances

Entrances to first floor uses are permitted from
corner arcade. Entrances to building lobbiss ars
permitted if the minimum radiug is at least 20 feet,
ar if set back an additiconal 10 feet beyond ktke area

af the corner arcade.

Helght

Minimiim height - 15 feet

area af
arcade

iii.‘Entry Arcade

Designed to afford extra pedestrian space at building
lobby entrances.

-

Allowed unconditionally, if located at the entrance
to a use or uses occupyiﬁb at least 6 floors.



-34-

b. Depth
1. Depth is measured perpendicular to street line.

2. Minimum - 10 feet free and clear of all
obstructions including door swings, columns,
etc.

3. Maximum = 20 feat.
Ca Maximum length - 40 feet.
d. Height

Minimum height 12 feet.

Applicability

Arcades are to be permitted throughout 15 FAR districts subject to
restrictions as described under “standards."”

Administration and Bonus ,

A. The bonus rate for an arcade is 3 feet of floor area for each foot
of arcade.

B. All contiguous unobstructed area up to specified maximum may be
counted as arcade. Columns may not be calculated as part of the
arcade area for bonus. (The area between columng may count as

pbonused area.)
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An arcade that is columnless and more than 50 feet in height (as
quasi-open space} is bonuged at % square feet per square foot of
arcade.

Existing buildings, whether complying or non-complying with exist-
ing bulk provisicns, will be permitted to an increase of floor
area, if renovated to provide an arcade along an entire block
front, or to continue anothar arcade or pedestrian space, which
will have the effect of completing a block front.

Administration

Arcades are allowed as-of-right, with a non=-digcretionary certi-
flcation of compliance. Where an arcade i3 allowed conditicnally.
the City Planning Commission may allow the arcade bonus on a
discretionary basis.
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Circulation Space

Intent

A Circulation Space 1s a snall, open space designed to augment needed
space at c¢ritical logationg == along narrow sidewalks and at lobby
entrances.

Standards

There are to be three types of circulation Spaces:

o Sidewalk Widening
o Corner Space
a Entry Space

A, General Requirements

l. A ecirculation space must front on a street line.

2. Mo wvehicular drives, trash storage or other objectionable uses
or facllities permitted.

3. Must be completely open to the sky, except that it may have an
awning covering not more than 20% of its area.

4. Mnst, throughout 1ts area, be at the same level as the adjoin-
ing sidewalk plaza.

B. Circulation Space Requlrements

1. 3idewalk widening = will follow requlrements currently under
Urban Open Space provisions, with minor modifications.

2. {Corner space - Designed to afford exXtra space at corners.

a. Allowed unconditionally (requirements for a mandatory
street wall, if any, may affe;t size}

b. Located at the intersection of two street lines

¢. Mast be canpletely clear of all ohstructions, including:
door swings, columns etc.
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d. Minimum depth - Depth is measured ag a tangent to a radiusg

(=1

£f.

drawn within the proparty from the intersection of two
street linea. Minimum radius == 10 faat

Building

Maximum area - maximum arsa that may be honused 1s 425
squara feet. ;

Building Bntrances - antrances to f£first flLoar uses are per-
mitted from a corner space. Entrances to building lobbies
are parmitted if the min. clear radiugs is at least 15

faet, or 1f set back, an additional 10 feet beyond the

area of a corner space.
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3. Entry space - Designed to afford extra walking space at build-
ing lobby entrances.

a. Allewed unconditiconally if located at the entrance to a use
or uses ogoupying at least 6 floors.

b, Depth - Depth ia measuwed perpendicular to the street line.
Minimum depth - 10 feet free and clear of all obstructiens
including door swings, except as rovided below. Maximum depth-
20 feet

c. Length = Maximum length 60 fear.

d. Obstructions = A total of up to 25% of the aggregate area of
an entry space may contain seating, fountains, and planting,
provided that clear paths of a minimum width of 8 feet are
malntained arcund any sweh obatructions.

Applicability

Circulation spaces are to be permitted throughout 15 FAR districts
subject to restrictions as described under “atandards.™

Administraticon and Bonus

The bonus rate for a circulation space ia 10 square feet of floor area
for each sguare foot of circulation space.

Circulation spaces are permitted as of right by non-discretionary cer-
tification of campliance. A gidewalk widening that does not complete a
full block front is permitted on a discreticnary basis by the Cicy
Planning Commlssion.
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Through Block Circulation Space

Intant: A through block cirgulation space (TBCS) is a major covered
gpace designed to provide weather-protactad, through black circulatian
a3 part of sacondary pedesatrian network. This amenity supercedes the
exiting "through blogk arcadae.”

Standards: There are bwo levela of standards: minimum standards, which
get the threshold level of complianca and which earn a fixed minimum
bonus rate:; and coptional performance gtandards, which indicate features
and facilitiea for which greater increments of bonus may be granted.

A. Minimum reguirementa

1. A TACS i3 to front upan 4 didewalk, an open apace, or
an arcade which is as high aas the T3CS.

2. Minimum width 20 faet, free and clear of all
chatructions iacluding columns, except as modified
by proportional and clear path requirsmentcs below:

I I T
| I me clear

aidth 20 L,

1. Minimum length
Specified only by proportional requirements.
s Minimum height

Minimun clear heights 20 feet, or as increased by
proportional requirements below:

5. Proportional Requiremants
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Space must meet at least one of the following:

Minimun width divided by the length must be eqgual
to or greater than 15 percent, ar

Minimum height divided by the length must be egqual
to or greater than 1% percent.

Effect ¢f thisg mrovislon i3 to incrzase the minimum
width or height as the space gets longer. For sxample,
200 foot long space must have a minimum height or width
of 30 feet (10 feet more than the absolute minimum).

Minimum clear path

Minimum <lear path is 15 feat free and clear of all
cbstructions including door swings. Clear path is
dafined as the distance between two unbroken parallel
lines running from one end of the apace to the other.

B —_— '

min. clear
circulation
path
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1o.

Columns may penetrate the through block circulation
space provided that:

&, There are two minimum clear paths each at least
8 feet wide, each in measured hetween two un-
broken parallel lines, and

b. The minimum overall width is to be increased so
that at any polnt there is an aggregate width free
of columns of at least 20 feat, or the minimum width
a3 required by the proportional requirements.

Entranc¢e Conditions

Endg facing the street must be completely unenclosed far
the entire area of required opening.

Changes of grade

Must be at the same grade level at ends, as the side-
walka, open gpaces or arcades which it connects. Level
changes between ends are only permitted to reconcile
grade differences at enda. &all grade changes must be
negotiable by wheel chair users, i.e. a ramp with a
slope not more than 1 in 12.

No vehicular drives, trash or other storage, or other
objectionable uses or facilities permitted.

At least one principal entrance to the lobby must be
directly from the TBCS.

orimary
Tobby
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1.
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Hours of operation

Shall be open at least from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. or dark, whichever
ig later, 6 days per week except certain legal holldays which
must be specified in filed plans. BAny gates, fencea or devices
used to ¢loge the entrances shall be completely removed during
hours of opening, so as not to be visible.

Cptional standards

Por features or facilitiles provided below, increments of bonus may
ba achieved, as described in section for Administration and Bonus.

1.

Increased height- greater height of a TBCS enhances vislbility
and increases the attractiveness of the spaca. Extra height
above the minimun will increass the bonus rate at an increasing
acale.

L— bonusable area

r

Skylighting— addition of a skylight i3 a valuable feature for
tha utility and appeal of a TBCS. Bonus for a skylight will be
proportional to the square foot area of the skylight (measured
on a horizontal plane).

Seating, planting and landscaping will visually enhance a TBCS.
As the width of a TBCS increases beyond the minimum dimension of
the clear path, landscaping i3 required. Once the amount of
seating reaches a minimgn level, the bonus rate may be
increased.
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Within the landacaping area, features permitted in uwrban plazas
will be permittad; however, no landscaping features may be
placed within the clear path(s).

Applicability

A TBCS will be permitted only in 19 FAR districts and the Theatre
District, and only in locations mapped as a priority for through-block
circulatian.

Administratcion and Bonus

A.

Administration/complianca

Administration procass will be by a nan~discretionary, certification
of compliance with the regulations.

Minor mcdifications

Minor modifications of minimum dimensional critaria due to problems
of gite configquration or due to detalls which improve the level of
design, may be allowed by the City Planning Commission, after a
public hearing and notifications of the local Community Board.

Area of TBCS that may be bonused

1« All contiguousa area that may be seen from one vantage point at
the entry line (the one point to be chosen by developer) may be
counted towards honus. Columns and other obstructions are
congidered to be invisible.

shaded area nat
R;-not banused
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D.

E.
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Area of columns may not count, and slevator lobbleg may not count,
area of wells opan to areas below may count {not allowed to encroach

in clear path).

_/—clear' path

L cpen well

below

Basic Ronus

3 aq. ft. of floor area for each square foot of TBCS.

Incréased Bonus Rate

Rate may be ingreaged up to 9 sgq. ft. of floor area for each s5q. ft.
of TBCS if the following features are provided:

1. Increased Height

Incremant of Height
Above Minimum

Filrst 10 feet
Second 10 feet
Third 10 feet
Fourth 10 faet

d Amount by which Bonus
Rate may he Increased
Total Minimum in 8g, Ft. of Floor Area
Helght Per Sg. Foot of TECS
30 + 0.2
40 + 0.4
50 + 0.6
a0 + 0,8

L=

Total Increase 2.
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Skylighting

For each one-third of the area of the TBCS that is skylighted,
add 1 point to bonus. Skylit area is measured in a projection
onto a horizontal plane (reflected ceiling ©plan). Total
increase possible - 3.0.

Landscaping

A TBCS that is more than 20 feet wide shall provide landscaping
and' seating. Seating shall be provided at the rate of 1 linear
foot of seating for every 60 sg. £ft. (total) of TBCS. If
seating is provided all the rate of 1 linear foot of seating for
each 40 sg. ft. of TBCS, bonus may be increased by 1.0 points.
Total increase possible - 1.0.
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Activity Space

Intent:

An activity space is a majer encleosed public space degigned to provide
opportmities for passive recreation. It is an optional bonus mmenity
which is limited to large development sites, within a limited area in
nidtown and lower Manhattan. These provisions supersede "covered
pedestrian space", "public galleria", and "covered pedestrian space" in
the Fifth Avenue Special District.

Standards

Thare are two levels of standards: Minimum Standards, which sat the
threshold level of campliance and earn a fixed minimum bonus rate, and
Optional performange standards, which indicate featwes and facilitiaes
for higher levels of pedestrian coufort and comvenience, for which
greater incremants of bonug may be granted,

A. Minimum requirements

An activity space 1s to have a "primary space” which shall be the main
chamber tc contain recreational uses, and "ancillary space" which serves
ag additional recreational areas or sarvice circulation areas for the
primary space.

l. ™Minimum size

The primary space is to he at least 3000 sqg. ft. in area and not
less than 60% of the total amount of activity space. Where the
ancillary areas total less than 2000 square feet, the primary
gpace is to be at least 6000 sgquare feet in area.

ancillary ——
space

primary
space 7

‘Activfty Space
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4.

Location/Orientation

An activity space may be entered from a sidewalk, from a bomised
amenity, or unbomised space. However, it mugst have at least one
"maln" entrance, as defined below, facing, and vigible and acces-
sible from a street.

Dimensions
{a) Shape
All points within the primary space must be visible to all
other polints (columns or integral features and facilities of
the primary space are considered invisible). Structural sheaar
walls or walls over five feet in height are not permitted as
part of a primary space.
{b) Minimum Dimension
The minimum dimension of a primary space is 40 feet.
Location of components
The anclllary space and the primary space are to be gpen
one to the other. No part of any ancillary space is
to be located farther than 30 feet from its boundary with the
primary apace.

Mininum height

Primary space —--———---30 ft. clear
Residual space ————-—- 20 ft. clear

Lavel changes
The primary space is to be all at one level, with minor
adjustments of levels permitted. Ancillary space is to ha

at any point not more than 3 feet above nor more than 3 feet
below the level of the primary space.

Elevation r
The primary space 1s to be in elevatlon not more than 3 faet
above nor more than 3 feet below the level of sidewalk front—
ing the main entranca.

Enclosure

The acitivity space 1s to be at least partilally encleosed. It
may be campletely enclosed.
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9. Lobby separation

In order to distinguish functions and aid in environmental
control, the elevator lobby is to be separated from the
activity space by walls or glass enclosures. They may be
accessible to one another through doors.

10, Entry requlrements

(a)

{b)

(e}

(d)

At least one entrance to the space is to be directly from a
sidewalk and is to he deslgnated as the "main" entrance.
The main entrance may be at the face of an arcade, through
block circulation space or other space, however, under

any circumstances is to meet the following standards;

May be enclosed or unenclosed.

Minimum opening size, 20 feet wide and 30 feet high. The full
opening is to wvisibkble to the sidewalk, with no obstructions
to visibility, including columns.

If enclosed, the encloaure of the opening, for its full height
is to be clear, untinted glass. (See Skylight/daylight pro-
vizions below.)

The main entrance is to contain public notlce, signage,
and information as to the existence, nature, public
acceasibility, and hours of opening of the space
including current programs and events.

{Signage program to be developed).

11. Hours of opening

Activity space to open at least from 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. six
days of the week, except certain legal holidays apecified
in the application.

12. Circulation

Main circunlation paths within the activity aspace are to be a
minimun of 10 feet, free and clear of all obstructions.

Provisions for wheel chair accessibifzty must be assured,
necessitating changes in grade accompanied by ramps or slopes
not exceeding 1 in 12, or elevator servica.

13. Envirommental control

an activity space is to have air temperature and humidity
controlled for comfort, but does not have to be heated or
cooled to the level of the lobby or office space. Tem-
perature may be at an intermediate range between outdaors
and office space.



(New York State Energy Conservation Congtruction Code is
applicable to these spaces. Features and facilities of the
Activity space must be factored into energy budget., See
Skylight/daylight provisions.)

14. skylight/daylight

At least one-fourth of the area of an activity space 1s to be
skylighted. Skylight area is measured on a projection onto
a horizontal plane (reflected ceiling plan).

Where the primary space of the activity space is directly
viaible from sidewalks through clear, untinted glass walls
for a minimum height of 30 feet and a length equal to one-
fourth of the perimeter of the primary space, the skylighting
provision may be waived.

Where glass walls or skylights are exposed to direct sunlight,
heat loss/gain, may be controlled by overhangs, mechanical
venting, or mechanically operated shading devices, such as
blinds. Such mechanical systems shall be specified in the
application and a program for their operation included.

15. Retail regquirements

{a) Retail required

(b)

(e)

Unless otherwise permitted by the City Planning Commission,
activity spaces are to serve by retail uses permitted by the
underlying district regulations. The CPC may authorize
alternative preograms, see Administration and Bonus.

The amount of floor space devoted to retail use shall be
equal to the amount of floor space of the activity space,

All retall shall be directly accessible to the activity space,
Part of the retail space may be located on other floors
directly connected to the acltivity space by means of esca-
lators.

Retail size

At least 50 per cent of the retail space shall be occupied
by uses with frontage not greater éhan 20 feet in width.

Marketing plan
The application is to contain a plan for marketing the retail

space, including the kinds of retail uses being sought, and a
pregram for advertising and public information.

16. Seating, planting and landscaping

The activity space shall contain seating, tables, planting
and landscaping.
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There 1s to be one linear foot of seating for each 30 square
feet of activity space (seating standards comparable to
urban open space).

There is to be one table for each eight linear feet of
seating.

17. Other facilities

Public rest rooms, telephones, water fountains and other
public facilities are to be included.

¥iosks not more than 120 sguare feet in area are permitted to
occupy part of the activity space. MNot more than 2 kiocaks are
permitted.

18. Objectionable uges.

No bullding service areas, vehlcular accessways, building
trash storage, mechanical eguipment, storage facilitiles or
other objecticonable uses are permitted as part of an activity
gpace .

B. Opticnal standards

For features or facilities provided below, increments of
bonus may be achieved, as described in section for Adminis-
tration and Bonus.

1. Increased height -~ greater height of an activity space enhances
visibility and increases the attractiveness of the space.
Extra height akbove the minimum will increase the bonug rate
at an 1ncreasing socale.

2. 5Skylighting —=—= additional skylighting i3 a valuable feature for the
utility and appeal of an activity space. BHonus for skylight-
ing will be proportional with the square foot area of the sky-—
light (measured on a horizontal plane).

j. Once the amount of seating reaches a minimum level, the bhonus
rate may be increased,

Applicability

-
An activity space will be permitted only in FAR 15 districts and the
Theatre District in accordance with the satisfaction of the

priorities of the targeted amenities system. Permitted only with sites
35,000 square feet or more (site area of new construction only).

Administration and Bonus

1. Administration/compliance

Administrative process will be by a discretionary review process.
The Certificate of Occupancy will be conditional upon the rental of
at least 75% of the space allocated for retail use.
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2. Modifications

Modifications of minimum dimensional criteria or standards due to
Problems of site configuration or due to details which improve the
level of design may be allowed by the City Planning Commission,
after a public hearing and nofitications of the local Community
Board. The Commission may allow programs for the activity space,
other than retail.

3. Bonus

The basic bonus rate is 9 square feet of floor area for each square
foot of activity space.

4. Increased bonus rate

Rate may be increased up to 15 sq. ft. of floor area for each sq.
foot of activity space if the following features are provided:

a. Increased height

Amount by which bonus
rate may be increased

Increment of height above Total minimum in sq. ft. of floor area
minimum over primary space height per sq. foot of activity space
First 10 feet 40 + 0.2
Second 10 feet 50 + 0.4
Third 10 feet 60 + 0.6
Fourth 10 feet ' 70 + 0.8

’ total increase 2.0

b. Skylighting

For each one-fourth of the area of the activity space that is
skylighted above minimum requirement, add 1 point to bonus.
Skylit area is measured in a projection onto a horizontal plane
(reflected ceiling plan). Total increase possible -- 3.0

c. Landscaping r

If seating is provided all the rate of 1 linear foot of seating
for each 20 sg. ft. of activity space, bonus may be increased by
1.0 point. Total increase possible -- 1.0



-102-

Urban Park

Intant: An Urban Park is a "vest pocket" type of park designed for
passive recreation to bhe built as an off-site amenity with the floor
area transferred to a receiving Site.

Standards

A, Logation

1. An Urban Park must adjoin at least one narrow street.

2. At its nearest point, it must he at least 100 feet from
a wide street.

3. Urban Park may not be on the same block as an existing
park, unless they are adjacent and will function as a
single park.

4. There must be adequate access of daylight to the Urban Park.

5. It may be within a 1,000 ft. radius of the receiving size.

B. Area and Dimensions

1. The minimum area is 4,000 sqg. f£t.
2. The minimum length is 40 ft. along any front lot line.

3, The minimgm depth is 60 ft., perpendicular to any front
lot line.




-103-

Access

1. It must be publicly accessible along at least 33% of each
frontage.

2. It must be open for public access from 8:00 A.M. to dark at
least six days per week, except certain legal holidays to be
specified on the application.

3. Access may be provided from the Urban Park to food and
beverage establishments in adjacent buildings.

Walls

1. Surrounding walls without entrances or windows should be deco-
ratively finished or lined with continuous planting to a
minimum of 15 f£t. in height, or to the top of the walls,
whichever is less.

2. To reflect as much light as possible, the surrounding walls
common to adjacent buildings or located above side lot lines
are to be painted or faced with light colored materials to a
height of at least 40 feet or to the top of the adjacent wall,
whichever is less.

Cbstructions

1. It must be unobstructed from the lowest level to the sky
except for features and equipment normally found in public
parks.

Seating

1. The minimum is one linear foot of seating for each 20 sq. ft.
of Urban Park area. Private food service seating does not
gqualify.

2. A maximum of 75% of the seating may be moveable and may
be stored after dark.

Trees 4

1. The minimum is one tree for each 500 sq. f£t. of Urban Park
area.
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H. Handicapped
1. Handicapped accessibility must be assured to 60% of the
area.
I. Water
1. There must be a feature of continuously moving water, whose
sound will mask street noise.
J. Maintenance
The Urban Park shall be permanently maintained by the owner in
accordance with a maintenance plan filed with the City Planning
Commission. A performance bond is required to guarantee con-
formance.
Applicability

An Urban Park will be permitted throughout 15 FAR districts subject
to restrictions as described under "standards."

Administration and Development Rights Transfer

A,

The administrative process will be a discretionary special
permit procedure.

An Urban Park is to be in the same fee ownership as a
receiving lot to which at least half of its air-rights
are transferred.

The maximum amount of floor area transferable from an
Urban Park, shall not be more than 15 times its lot area.

The maximum amount of floor area transferable to a
receiving lot shall have a maximum of 20% of the basic
allowable FAR of the receiving lot.

The developer must agree to file documents certified by the
Commission for the transfer of air-rights and restrictions
on the parcels involved. r
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Special Zoning Districts

A, Fifth Avenue Special District

The Fifth Avenue Special Zoning District has been successful in several
respects -- preventing plazas from being constructed along the avenue
and maintaining retail, for example. Several other provisions are
questionable, however, notably the high density -- 21.6 FAR is per-
mitted -- and certain provisions which generate bonuses.,

When adopted in 1971, the Fifth Avenue District recognized the in-
adequacies of the underlying zoning for a major street such as Fifth
Avenue, and the District modified every major area that zoning affects:
density, use, bulk, and amenities. Now, however, the comprehensive
revision of the zoning code for Midtown renders obsolete many special
provisions of the Fifth Avenue District. The new bulk provisions will
obviate the need for many of the special bulk provisions in the district
for coverage, tower encroachment, etc. The targeting and upgrading of
amenities, exactly the approach taken for the Fifth Avenue District in
1971, will now be the overall approach for all of Midtown. Fifth
Avenue, therefore, will be woven into this consistent pattern of land
use regulation.

All of this is not to say a Special Fifth Zoning District is un-
necessary: Fifth Avenue is special and requires extraordinary treat=-
ment. The following are the overall changes to the district.

l. Density
The current maximum FAR of 21.6 is to be reduced to a base of
15 FAR plus 3 FAR, if bonuses can be achieved, to a maximum
of 18.
2. Bulk
(a) Tower
The special bulk provisions for tower size and
encroachment should be abandoned and the revised bulk

controls, which will be applicable ¥© Fifth Avenue,
substituted.
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Bulk distribution

An existing provision (Section 87-07) which allows

an entire zoning lot to be built at 18 FAR (currently
up to 21.6), even though portions of the lot may be
out of the district boundary and in a 10-12 FAR zone
{C5-2 district); and additionally allows the free dis-
tribution of bulk across district boundaries on an
as-of-right basis, should be deleted. In this

regard, Fifth Avenue should be treated uniformly with
the rest of Midtown.

Street wall
Mandatory street wall provisions will continue to be in

effect with the exception of the change below for set-~
backs.

{(d) Setbacks
The current mandatory setback of 40 feet at the height
of 85 feet along only the west side of the street is
to be modified as follows:
On both sides of the street there should be a setback
of at least 10 feet occurring at a height between Ba-125
feet, whichever height better matches existing building
heights,

{e) Zoning Lot mergers
Zoning lot mergers on Fifth Avenue would be handled
similarly to the rest of Midtown, as discussed
previously.

Retail

Existing retail reguirements of the gpecial District for a
minimum frontage and a minimum of 1 FAR of retail floor be
continued. Existing provisions which bonus additional retail
should be deleted. 5

Bonuses and Amenities

Previously, special amenities and bonuses made sense for Fifth
Avenue. Now, however, bonuses and amenities can and should be
the same as those proposed in revisions for all of Midtown,
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The following special bonus provisions should be deleted:

: All "Through Block Connections"”
: Terrace Level Landscaping
: Bonuses for uses - retail, hotel or residential

5. Visual Quality

Noting one of Fifth Avenue's special qualities, that more than
80% of the existing buildings on the avenue have facades that
are all or part limestone, and the jarring quality of some all-
glass departures from this motif, there is strong support for
mandating the use of certain materials. Therefore we are
recommending a requirement that at least 20 percent of the
frontage of a new building, up to its first setback at a height
between 85 and 125 feet is to be of a light colored masonry.

B. Theater District

A study of Special Theatre Zoning District is underway with the
objective of arriving at a strategy which provides for the preser-
vation and strengthening of the theater industry. (See Map 13.)

The study's scope extends beyond zoning, to analyze the economics of
the theatre industry, tax policies and effects, and preservation
techniques, among other things. While the existing special zoning
district encourages the construction of new theaters in new develop-
ments, it is silent about preserving existing theatres. That policy
merits revision. The existing provisions do not contain any specific
standards for bulk, use or amenity which may enhance or be compatible
with the construction and preservation of theatrical uses. This

too should be revised.

The Theatre District Preservation Study will be able to utilize

the new zoning criteria developed for midtown bulk, and the

targeting and standards of amenities, modifying the provisions where
necessary to suit the specialized objectives of the district and

the complicated nature of preservation and development rights transfer
techniques.

The findings of the Theatre District Study will be presented in the
final report.
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Map Changes

In establishing a develeopment poliecy for Midtown, the study has iden-—
tified areas of preservation, stabilization and growth, Aavailable
implementation tools, such &5 tax incentives programs, will be
targeted based upon those policy determinates. Zoning controls must
also he consistent with such strategies.

The part of the zoning code most suitable for effectuating these
poligies is the density controls (FAR restrictions) permitted in the
zoning districts, as expressed through the zoning maps. It is pro-
posed that in furtherance of the study's objectives, changes be made
to the zoning maps to upzone (increase the parmitted density) selected
areas of Midtown and downzone (decrease the permitted density) of
other targeted areas. (See Maps 14 and 13.)

Downzoning is recommended for limitad, midblock areas, with existing
high quality, low-scale buildings such as the restaurant/residential
area betwaen Fifth Avenue and Avenue of the Americas, and 54th to
536th Streets., Other areas are being studied.

Upzoning is recommended for largely west midtown areas, such as near
Columbus Circle and Penn Station, and lower Fifth Avenue and Avenue
of the Americas (from 3Jdth to 38th Streets), These are areas where
new development is desirable, that are well-served by mass trans-
portation. These areas will be upzoned from the 10-12 FAR Zones to
the 15-~18 FAR Zones,

Administration

The Midtown Development Project was not set up to examine the
admjnistration of the zoning resclution in detail, nor to
propose fundamental changes., We have not done elther. However,
there are two aspects of zoning administration that require some
attention if our other zoning changes are to be effectively
implemented.

External Acdministration: We need to work closely with the

agengies responsible for administering zoning, principally the
Department of Buildings. It is no secret tlilat the complexity of
the zoning requlations makes their administration diffieult. Any
new or modified regulations should be reviewed at an early working
stage with Buildings to insure that they undarstand what we are
after and we understand any practical problems they may have. Whare
required, the same should be done with the Board of Standards and
Rppeals.

Internal Administration: Responsibility for processing major mid-
town buildings through the Department and to the Commission for
disposition has in the past been somewhat loose and haphazard.
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" Builders complained tney were never sure whera to go to initiate and
discuss a project. At the same time it was clear that those who were
experienced and sophisticated went “forum shopping," te find where
they could get the mcst sympathetic assistance, or where attention
was focused on areas they were most willing to "give" on.

The recent reorganization of the Qffice of Midtown Planning & Develop-
ment, the Manhattan Office, and the Urban Design Group into a ccn-
solidated and strengthened Manhattan Office has eliminated that problem.

Enforcement

The Commission has recently taken several steps to address the problem
of zoning enforcement=— a problem which extends well beyond the
Manhattan central business district and is ¢ity—-wide in nature.

The problem exists at every level of zoning; from simple as-of-right
developments to complex projects involving special permits, special
authorizations and certifications. The traditional procedure for
zoning enforcement has involved a building inspection, a notice of
violation and a_court proceeding to obtain either'an injunction or a
fine. Given a Building Department shortage of inspectors, enforce-
ment resource allocation has in the past been programmed primacily
on a complaint basls. After the issuancea of a vielatien, only a
small number of violations are actively prosecuted in the courts by
the Corporation Counsel, partly as a result of shortage of staff,
partly as a result of interagency administrative difficulty. Court
decisions, few and far between, reflect a consistently low regard
for the goals and objectives of zoning, usually a nominal fine.

On August 16, 1979, the Board of Estimate apprcved a City Planning
Commission amendment to the Zoning Resolution making all Certifi-
cates of QOccupancy issued in connection with special permit de-—
velopments——- expressly conditional on the performance of all
elements of the special permit. This simple amendment has enabled
the Bulildings Department and the Commission to make revocation of
such Certificates of Qccupancy from the Board of Standards and
Appeals=- the only agency authorized to revoke them. A more
affactive measure than was previously the case. Such steps have
been taken in connection with special authorizations given to
Qlympic Tower and Galleria, two major midtown buildings which failed
to improve their development-required public amenities in the manner
called for by the City. Both projects are presently on the road to
compliance.
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Since the problem of zoning enforcement is city-wide in nature, the
Commission has encouraged the creation of a special zoning enforce-
ment unit-- with city-wide authority to anforce priority zoning
issues=-- in the Office of the Mayor with appropriate linkages to the
Buildings Department and the Commission.

There exists a precadent for such an operation in the Midtown
Enforcement Project which has successfully enforced the provisions
of the Zoning Resolutlon in the area from 30th to 60th Streets in
Manhattan. This unit for example, has closed down more than 50
commercial sex establiszhments pursuant to the requirements of the
Zoning Resolution. The combination of lawyers and inspectors in one
unit has produced a strike force with ability to swiftly move from
inspection iato prosecution and thus create respect for zZoning
objectives which have been written into law. The rroposed special
2oning enforcement unit will develop similar enforcement pricrities
in all of the City boroughs-—— including Midtown Manhattan~- with the
desirable result of not only routing out existing violations but
deterring future violations.

The Commisison has also urged special legislation which will give
standing to community boards to enforce the Zoning Resolution. A
separate propesal would authorize injured nearby property owners
to bring treble damage claimse against zoning violators, premised
upon the issurance of a zoning violation. Both of these measures
should add additignal deterrents to the creation of new zoning
vielations.

Generally speaking, the extent to which zoning viclations occur

is related to a number of factors. These zange from wide disparity
between zoning restrictions and market forces, to complax dis-
crationary provisions as opposed to simple as-of-right entitlements.
A simple ordinange, easily understood by communities as well as
developers is more readily enforceable.

r
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V. CAPITAL INVESTMENT STRATEGY
AND CITY SERVICES

The public sector is investing substantial funds in midtown, to a
greater extent than may be recognized. The goals of improvements in
city services and capital investment in midtown differ for the East and
West gides. Projects on the East side are intended primarily to Improve
access, vehlcular, and pedestrian movement. Projects on the West side
are intended to stimulate new development.

The Wezgt Side

To encourage a shift in construction to the West, substantial public
investment in large-scale redevelopment may be necessary. In this
regard, city, state, and federal resources are being directed to
projects which may catalyze and accelerate development in the West side.

Forty Second Street Development District: Two blocks on Wast 42nd
Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues serve as a regional magnet for
illegitimate umes. For the private sector the 5pill=over has negatively
affected the cpportunities to conduct legitimate usinesses in the
surrounding blocks and for the public sector the opportunity vanished to
collect optimal taxes.

In the public perception this area is far larger than its actual
physical boundaries. This is evidenced by the fact that investors have
avoided Times Square in a radius of several blocks from 42nd Street
despite the area's excellent accessibility by mass transit and despite
the assets of both the theater and garment districts,

Those two blocks form the core of the 42nd Street Development District.
The City has recently announced its intention to seek redevelopment
proposals for the area based on its wban renewal powers. This may
involve a partnership with the state or local UDC. Proposals presented
to date by the City at 42nd Street and Department of City Planning have
put forward mixed uses of office development, commercial develgpment,
theatre rehabilitation, pedestrian amenities, subway improvements, and
retail development.
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

Convention Exhibition Center
Port Authority Bus Terminal Expansion
63rd St. subway line

Fartman Hotel and Theatre Complex

Broagway Plaza

Commercial Revitalization (Eighth Ave, --
46th - 49th Sts.)

"Restaurant Row" beautification and
sidewaTk widening

42nd St./Eighth Ave. Subway Improvements

Herald-Greeley Square/Penn Station Jaint
Cevelopment Project

Grand Central Terminal/42nd St.-Lexington
Ave. Subway Station Improvements

Structural Rehabilitation of Park Ave.
viaduct

3ryant Park Rehabilitation
42nd St. Qevelopment District
Eighth Ave. reconstruction and repaving

Broadway - Seventh Ave. reconstruction
from 42nd St. to Central Park South

Avenue of the Americas reconstruction

Fifth Ave. reconstruction from Wash. $g. Pk.

to 143rd St.

Reconstruction of Madison Ava. from 23rd St.

to 37th St.

Appropriation -

$375 mitlion
$T60 million
£138 million

$21.5 million - UDAG grant 9.5% of
total

$10.5 million
5375,000 - 55% of total cost

$800,000

$10 mi11ion 1
1 .
$16 million 1 UMTA/Urban Ini-
T----tiatives Program
1
1
$14 million 1

$9.975 million (Funding due 1984)

$300,000 (Funding due 1984)

$19.2 miltion {(Funding due 1983)

$19.1 million (Completion due 1980)

$9.2 million  (Completion due 1987)

$19 miTlion {Completion due 19897

2.5 milliaon (Funding due 1982)

-
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The implementation of a development plan for 42nd Street is vital for
the econcmic recovery of Times Square and the entirs West side which has
been hampered due to the conditions of these blocks. The project will
reconnect sound investment areas which have been disconnected by Times
Square's econamic decline. Linkages with those parts of midtown which
currently attract unassisted risk capital investment have to be
established to assure that the transformation of 42nd Street is not
being accamplished in isolation ox at the expense of the areas in
between. Instead, it is anticipated that relatively modest public
efforts in these linkage areas will ensure that the redevelopment of
42nd Street will prompt private reinvestment in the connecting areas.

The following paragraphs describe those linkages to the project area
that either exist, are under construction or are planned:

Theater District: In recent years the city has expended much efforxt to
upgrade within the Theater District the area on Broadway between 45th
and 48th Streets.

Broadway Plaza, a public, pedestrian oriented space, will be built in
1981. A total of $7 million has been allocated for lts implementation
by UMTA of the U.S5. Department of Transportation, the State of Wew York,
and the City. A new TKTS/information pavillion will be included in the
project,

A 2,000 room firat class hotel with a spectacular interior atrium and a
1,500 seat new theater is planned by Portman Properties for the site on
the west side of Broadway between 45th and 46th Streets. The proposed
hotel will front on one of the spaces created by the Broadway Plaza
project.

All of the 3ide streets have been resurfaced between the Avenue of the
Americas and Eighth Avenue and a special block improvement project has
been implemented on 43rd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues with
private sector funds.

Furthermore, under its capital budget program the City has planned the
reconstruction of Broadway and Seventh Avenue between 42nd Street and
Central Park Scuth.

Sixth Avenue: Bryant Park is scheduled for rehabilitation in 1984.
This will also improve the image of the West side if the rehabilitation
reduces current undesirable useés. ’

The ongolng reconstruction of the Avenue of the Americas is due for
campletion in 1987.
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The Convention Center - 34th Street: A keystone of West side irmvestment
is the new Convention Center for which ground has just been broken, and
which will be completed in 1984. It is a good bet that the Center, with
the special features I.M. Pei designed to draw the genaral public and
make it part of the City fabric, will help transform this part of town,
Together with L.I.R.R. and subway station improvements, it should be a
positive influence on develcpment in Penn Station - Herald Square area.

42nd Street West of Eighth Avenue: The section of 42nd Street between
Eighth and Tenth Avenues has experienced substantial improvement over
the past § years due to goverrment intervention. The first significant
investment was Manhattan Plaza, a 1,650 unit residential development.
The project was originally conceived of as a Mitchell-Tama development
and had to be refinanced under the Section B rent subsidy program. To
date,it 15 a very suwccessful residence for performing artists which
stimulated investment activities in residential and commercial real
estate of the swrounding blocks.

The 42nd Street Local Development Corporation assumed the initiative to
redevelop the southside of 42nd Street hetween 9th and 10th Avenues to
what is now known as Theater Row, 1In Phase I a row of dilapidated
tenement buildings in pornographic use has been comverted into theaters
and restawrants. Phase II is currently under construction. It includes
the West Side Air Lines Terminal building. This block is establishing
itself as a center for off-of f Broadway theater activities. The public
sector made most of the funding available under both the UDAG and the
Mayor's Business Investment Incentive Program.

Furthemore the Corporation is pursuing several other devel opment
projects west of 10th Avenue in order to bring 42nd Street to actlve and
attractive use in 1ts5 full length to the Hudson River Line and Cirele
Line Piers,

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey has invested $160 million
in an extension of its bus teminal building on Eighth Avenue. A brick-
paved, tree-lined sidewalk on the south side of 42nd Street will be
created.

These developments have removed unsightly buildings and major unkempt
parking lots from West 42nd Street. The stretch between Eighth and
Minth Avenues is now a stretch of well-maintained huildings and stable
land uses. A few infill projects are needed to remove the remaining 2
or 3 parking lots.



-120-

The IND subway station on Eighth Avenue is in the MTA's accelerated
station improvement program. It will be refurbished with a $10 milllon
allocation of funds.

Eighth Avenus between 40th and 54th Streets: Other than 42nd Street
batween Seventh and Eighth Avenues, Eighth Rvenue has been the second
most important negative factor affecting Times Square's legitimate
industries. The avenue has Ffunctioned as a deterrent to theater-goers,
hotel guests, restaurant patrcons and, what has practically never been
acknowledged, to investors in residential real estate in Clinton.

only Upper-Eighth Avenue, north of 50th Street, has experienced
investment activities although still assisted by govermment. Housing
market conditions in midtown have focused development interest on this
part of the Avenue.

The lower portion between 40th and S50th Streets is still in a desclate
physical condition. The massage parlors have been cloged by the Midtown
Enforcement Project which resulted in a number of storefront vacancies.
A commercial revitalization program for this stretch is planned under
the City's commercial revitalization program. Program elements will
include storefront and facade improvements, sidewalk repairs and straet
lighting in order to create an environment which is conducive for
legitimate businesses and "hostile" to porn-operators. The program will
intersect with a mall-type project for West 46th Street/Restaurant Row.
Widened sidewalks, street furniture, trees and other program elements
will improve this street between Eighth and Tenth Avénues. Funding is
planned in 1983 for the reconstruction and repaving of Eighth Avenue.

Times Sguare at Large: The success of any plan for Times Square will
also depend on the quality of public and private services. For the
City's part the Police Department is committed to continuing the
project "Operation Crossroads.”

The suwcessful and highly visible deployment of police officers has
dramatically reduced crime in Times Square over the 24 hour day, 7 days
a week. Once the Broadway Plazas are canpleted, the police are prepared
to patrol them to whatever level is required to keep the plazas safe and
cleared of illegal activities.

Sanitation 13 one of may critical issues fop this area. The current
nature of retail uses in Times Square makes it virtually impossible to
keep the area clean no matter what level of City services exisgts.
Attempts to improve the quality of retail establishments will need
active support by the private sector for improvement of sanitation
services. A CETA sanitation mroject which was implemented in 1978 will
end in November 1980.

In recognition of the enormous amount of public funds already invested
and about to be committed to Times Square, it is imperative that the

major land owners and business associations initiate a special benefit
district to continue this effort to keep the area clean. The services
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pProvided under swh a district crganized and administered by the
property owners would by law be their regponsibility.

Should the private sector agree to assume these responsibilllities the
Depar‘ment of Sanitation will coordinate its schedule of garbage plck-
ups, street gweeplng and other sanltation activities with the private
program.

The East Side

The goal of capital investments and service improvements on the East
Slde is to alleviate problems of pedestrian and vehicular movement.
These problems are to a large extent caused more by vehicles blocking
cross-walks and peddlers blocking sidewalks than by new offlice
development. Thus, many of these problems may be solved by street,
sldewalXx and subway entrance improvements, as well as laws suwh as the
naw peddler law (which has noticeably improved pedeatrian movement).
Some planned and ongoing efforts are described helow.

Fifth Avenue: The Fifth Avenue Assoclatlon has published a plan for a
dramatic improvement of the Avenue from 33rd to 59th Straets. 1Tt would
involve repaving the Avenue, decorative and slightly widened sidewalks,
new lighting and graphiecs, speclally designed street furniture,
information klosks and éxtensive planting of mature street trees.
3pecial treatment would he given to four areas as focal points; Empire
State Bullding, New York Public Library, Rockefeller Center and Grand
Army Plaza. The Fifth Avenue Assoclation, which worked with City
officials in formulating the plan, recognizes that there would have to
be substantlal private participation in its estimated $28, 400,000
development cost a3 wall as in 1lts maintenance and policing. As in the
Times Square Improvement areas, a speclal beneflt district may be
appropriate here. Fifth Avenue 15 also acheduled for reconstruction
from Washington Square to 143rd Street in 1989.

Lexington, Park, and Madison Avenues: Grand Central Terminal and the
Lexington Avenue/42nd Street station are acheduled for improvements as
part of an UMTA/Urbar Initiatives Program. In a related developmaent,
the Park Avenue viaduct encircling the Terminal is due for a structural
rehabilitation in 19284.

Our urban design consultant believes that the greatest relief to
pedestrian congestion in midtown could be accanplished hy a
comparatively small widening of the sidewalks on lLexington and Madisgon
Avenues, its two narrowest avenues. He thinks this can be done without
reducing its vehicular capacity by better parking ¢ontrols and utilizing
a parking lane for the widening. The City's Transportation Department
has shown an interest in the proposal and a willingneas to study its
feasibility in detall.

The City Department of Transportation has developed a plan to make the
two right-hand lanes on Madison Avenue hbus lanes; to prohibit parking
and to severely restrict twns. This plan has the possibilicy of
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improving traffic flow, easing the express bug problem by providing two
moving bus lanes, and improving pedestrian movement by its restrictlons
on turns.

Area Wide Issues

Pedestrian Space: A Departmant of City Planning Study is examining
means of making the street grid in the core area of midtown (22nd to
59th Streets, Third to Eighth Avenues) more adaptable to midtown's
particular and changing needs, especially with respect to pedestrian
cireulaticn.

Five "pilot" projects have been identified as parts of a camprehensive
differentiated street grid, and the feasibility of implementing these is
being examined by englneerlng consultants. (See Map 17.)

These projects are:

® RAdapting 53rd Street to better serve as a distributor of
pedestrians in relation to the subway stationg along it, and
to improve its function as the location of distinguished
institutions and other attractions.

? Physical improvemants to the 49%th/50th Street crosstown
transportation corridor, to more clearly differentiate its
function from that of other streets, and to better serve
aggociated pedestrian requirements.

* Sldewalk improvements along Madison Avenue to provide
pedestrian amenity related to the bus lanes being planned by
the Department of Transportation {see Madison Avenue section
above).

¢ Improved street crossings in the vicinity of Grand Central
Terminal

® Making S6th Street between Fifth and Madlson adaptable to new
local traffic conditions resulting from the major developments
ocourring on thig street.
»
Vehicular Use: The Mayor's Transportation Task Force recently made a
canprehensive proposal to reduce automobile entries into midtown.

The Department of Transportation has also announced its intention to
increase traffic controllers at crucial intersections in midtown.
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Infragtructure: The baslc infrastructure serving midtown -- its sewers,
watermains and utilities -- appear to have adequate capacity to meet its
anticipated growth needs over the next ten to twenty years. The major
problem is a gradual, scheduled replacement of over-aged facilitias, but
this is a city-wide problem, not wnigue to midtown. The midtown
development priorities are transportation and access related.

Subway Service: As previously pointed out, good access is a basic
requirement for the proper functioning of midtown == as it is for the
entire CBD. The City is fortunate in its legacy of a rail mass transit
gystem; it is one of the wonders of the modern world in the length and
breadth of the area it covers as 1ts mumercus lines criss-cross the Clty
and converge on Manhattan below 60th Street, the City's CHD.

There are gaps in the system =-- unserved areas and overcrowded lines
resulting from post-war population and job shifts rather than generally
increased subway usage. Ambitious plans have been proposed, bond issues
approved, and programs initiated to fill in these gaps with new lines
and extended service. Enormous cost increases resulting from initial
miscalculations, long delays in moving through a cumbersome and camplex
public approval process, and soaring inflation have made it doubtful
that we will see most of these improvements completed in the foreseeable
future.

The City can somehow swrvive this failure to camplete new projects;
midtown can continue to function. What can be badly damaging, however,
15 the continuing breakdown of service.

Comfort and cleanliness of subways are very lmportant. Even where there
is crowding, the air-conditioning of trains has helped; the recent new
flare-up of graffiti, after it seemed under control for a while, has
not. But neither of these is as critical as reliability and safety.

The increasing incidence of trains "going ocut of service" in the middle
of rush~hour and the perception == probably txue -~ of a rising crime
rate are the real dangers to the system =- and to the City.

There are no easy answers. MIA was struggling with an extremely
difflcult financial gituvation even before the strike. The fare increase
hag been held to ten caents with great difficulty, and even that will be
painful for many riders. But it will be worde if it is not sufficient
to support maintenance and policing programs that can demonstrate real --
and visible =~ service improvements. The maintenance and upgrading of
the system in place must be MTA's top priority.

Express Bus Service: The increase in express bus service to midtown is
of course related to failures in subway service. It helps by filling in
a gap. But is alsoc creates problems by cluttering up the streets.

Thare are increasingly loud camplaints from midtown residents and its
community Boards. They ask that the buses be eliminated, cut back or at
least relegated to the periphery. Until subway service is improved,
probably the most that can be done is to deny permission for any further
increase.
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INTRODUCTION

The initial draft report which follows is the fipst part of the consultants'
study of bulk regulations governing Midtown Manhattan, as part of the Midtown
Development Study. The study area was defined as including the following high
bulk distriets: C5~-3, Cb-3CR, C6-6, CH6-6CR, and C6-T. This corresponds
roughly to an area bounded by L40th Street on the south, 57th Street on the
nerth, Third Avenue on the east, and Eighth Avenue on the west. The consultants
have been asked to review and analyze the regulations as follows:

Article IIT - Commerclal Distriect Regulations, Chapter 3 "Bulk Regulations
for Commercial and Community Facility Bulldings in Commercial Districts"

Artiele VII -~ Administration Chapter 1, Enforcement and Adminlstration
Chapter 2, Interpretations and Variances
Chapter 3, Speclal Permits by the Board of
Standards and Appeals (B3A)
Chapter L, Special Permits by the City Planning
Commission {CPC)

The purpose of the analysis was to develop workable As=of-Right (AOR) bulk
regulations for Midtown.

Wnle the Speclal Purpose Districts (Fifth Avenue and the Theater Cistriect)
are not included in the study, those Districts have been reviewed 1n regard
to their relationship to and impact on the study area. The public pedestrian
amenities as formulated 1n the current Resolution and the recent work of the
Department ¢of City Planning and their consultant Holly Whyte have been reviewed
to assess the relationship of these amenities to the bulk regulations. the
primary areas of concern ineluded: :

1. The related problemz of population and perceptual density resulting fromw:

a}) ourrent mapped densities, bonuses and height, setback, coverage, open
space regulations,

b) the aggregation of large amounts of floor area by transfer of
development rights from landmark or non-landmark buldings.

2. The problem of context glven the current mix of commeercial, reaidential,
and community facility uses and structures., This ineludes the impact of new
buldings on existing structures and open spaces.

3. The environmental gquality of outdoor 3pgoe with emphasis on daylight,
sunlight and streetscape.

4. The need to minimize administrative review by streamlining procedures.

In order to understand the manner in which the physical environment and zoning
regulations of Midtown co-developed, the 1916 and 1961 Zoning Resolutions were
reviewed in terms of both the origing of their concepts and the subsequent
modifications, revisions, and amendments.

The Department of City Plannlng 1s acknowledged, with gratitude, for sharing
1ts Kknowledge and experience. Special appreciaticn i3 given to Harvey Bryan,
ATA for his work on daylighting.
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FORM OF MIDTOWN

Midtowm today is as much a physical realization of the impact of =zoning
ordinances and earlier building regulations as 1t 13 a colleection of
architecturally interesting buildings. Although the term Midtown covers an
area of some 820 blocks, the overall homcgeneity implied by the term 1s not
apparent on closr scrutiny. The Theater Distriet, Times Square and b2nd Street,
Grand Central Station, 57th Street, the major retail carriage trade strests of
Fifth and Madison Avenues, Rockefeller Center, the plazas and slabs of 3ixth
Avenue, the diversity of midblock econditions and the formality of Park Avenue
are all in Midtown.

While one may have the impression from some parts that Midtown is predominantly
high rise office bulldings constructed after 1961, the overwhelming majority
of builldings in Midtown were built before that date (See A-11 Map of Midtown
1llustrating Builldings by Use and Period of Construction). The predominant
imagery of Broadway, Seventh Avenue, the east side of Sixth Avenue, Fifth
Avenue, Madison Avenue, glgnif'icant parts of Park Avenue, Lexington Avenue,
42nd Street, 5Tth Street and most midblocks results fprom the 1916 Zowing

Hesoluiion discussed earlier. That iragery is based on continuous street walls,
street wall cornice lines determined by the Height Districts and the width
of street, and sky exposure planes whieh have generally created a sense of
openness and brightness by locating the upper portions of the builldings back
from the street. The variety of street widths 60r, 80', 100' and 120' also
alao create their own environments (See A3-5).

Interspersed among these structures are the newer tower and plaza structures
typleal of the 1961 Zoning Resolution. Groupings of this type of building
cluster notably along Sixth and Th:ird Avenues, (See A8-9)., The most recent
_buildings primarily resulting from Special Permit actions, are the immense
(500-600 foot) street wall slabs of Madison Avenue, representing an attempt
to maintain the continuous frontage typlcal of that street.

THE MIDBLOCKS

The midblock situation 1s more difficult to generalize about, due to the greater
variety of bloek length and bullding development between the avenues, The
different lengths of the blocks is an important aspect of midblock character
for a number of reasons. The perceptual midblock area 1s a function of both
the block length and the type and size of avenue development at the ends,
In Midtown, on the 400 foot long blocks east of Fifth Avenue, the posat war
office builldings that dominate the avenue f'ront_F_ also have a typical midblock
frontage of 150'. On the longer 800' and 900 blocks west of Fifth Avenue,
the block front buildings tend to have less presence on the midblocks, with
the exception of the very deep new Rockefeller Center buildings on Sixth Avenue.
The "intrusion" into the midblocks, as it is sometimes referred to, is a produat
of the present zoning map which maps all but a small area of Midtown to a FAR
of 15 to 18, with minimum distinction as to size, type and orientation of the
street. The Zoning Resolution requirement for large sites as well as the market
requirements for certain size floors and locations have also played a role
in increasing the penetration of large bulk buildings into the midblocks.
The "intrusion" of avenue buildings appears greatest on the short blocka east
of Fifth Avenue., Here the typical blockfront lot depth of 150° leaves only
100" for midblock buildings, Frequently, the blockfront lots are deeper,
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effectively eliminating a midblock bullding in the case of half and whole block
developments (not untypical in this area), The remaining midblock bulldinga
on these short blocks are a mixture of a few older row houses and tenementa
and many pre-'6l apartment buildings, hotels and small office buildings. FEast
of Fifth, the intersections punctuate side streets more frequently than west
of Fifth Avenue. Despite high value, many potential avenue parcels exist, but
have remained undeveloped due to the large-lot base of the present Resolution.
The blocks west of Fifth Avenue are actually quite dense. They frequently
have medlan street walls of 7%5-90' with upper stories set back, corresponding
to the 1916 Ordinance 1=1/2 or 2 Height Districts, In the longer midblocks
in the west Forties, higher street walls of up to 120" reflect pre~1916 loft
buildings. In both casea there i35 a difference in scale and in openness between
strets and avenues, with the midblocks functioning as a psychological and
perceptual haven between hectic avenues,

As noted earlier, the predominant character of most midblocks (and in fact large
sectlons of avenue frontage) reflect the devices of the 1916 Zoning Resolution.
The Resolution required avenue buildings with a idblock presence to change
the height of their street wall and sky exposure plane at 100' into the block.

Currently there 1is a resistance to new midblock construction for several
reasons. One is a legitimate reaction to the excessive bulk and dispositicn
of recent ZLM and midblock buildings. Another is a desire to preserve those
midblocks currently built to a low scale and with distinctive residential
buildings. Virtually all these blocka are the ones north of the MOMA, which
are zoned at a lower density. A third reason 1s to save theaters, which at
first appear to be midblock phenomenon. In actuality, most of the theaters
are concentrated within the first 100 feet, or avenue region of the blocks;
the prime area for new office construction. Many "midblock theaters" actually
are entered through deep lobbies on Broadway. : '

EXISTING MIDBLOCK OFFICE BUILDINGS

There are a number of excellent examplea of sensitive large =cale midblock
buildings such as the RCA Building which fronts on its plaza, {(not Sixth Avenue.
The Lincoln Building on 42nd, and more recently the Citicorp Building. The
case of the RCA Building suggests an appropriate and desirable approach to
the development of midblock plazas. The plaza is comparable in silze with those
on Sixth Avenue and Park Avenue, but has a greater impact by breaking up the
length of the long block, while complimenting the midblock location of the
RCA Building With the exception of the Linecoln Bullding, these bulldings are
coupled with pedestrian outdoor space sinmilar in scale to the present concept
of an urban park, When handled sensitively,rmidblock office buildings ocan
be appropriate and positive elements in theip environment.

SUNLIGHT AND DAYLIGHT IN MIDTOWN

The concern about excess mass In midblocks is also an exprssion of econcern
for sunlight and daylight. Caleulations 1indicate that during the equinox,
midblocks with typical street walls of 90 feet have 72 foot shadows at noon
and 135 foot shadows at 9 AM and 3 PM. With &0 foot wide streets this
indicates sunlight falling mostly on the upper faces of south faeing buildings,
This does not assume taller midblock street walls, such as ocecur on many of
the longer blocks where sunlight occurs continuously only at the uper helghts
of the south facing facade. The "sunnyness" of the midblocks during the Equinox
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(spring and fall)} 1s mcre a function of the amount of sunlight reflected off
southern light-colored facades and the daylight coming over the tops and
occasionally around the sides of relatively low multile setback bulldings.
The reflectivity of the Citicorp Tower, for example, augments the daylight
apparent at its side.

The avenues present a different expectation for sunlight and daylight. The
width of avenues and the orlentation of the street grid relative to the Ctrue
solar north produces bullding shadows which sweep from dlagonallyu across
streets to parallel with the grid ab about 1 PM Standard Time. The fortunate
orientation of the avenues offers the greatest potential for sunlight at the
peak lunch hour use times, unlike the narrow east-west atreets. The possibllity
of maximizing sunlight on the sidewalks without compromising the street wall
is best illustrated by FIifth Avenue. With the major exception of the
skyblocking Olympe Towers, which risea shear from streetline without setbacks,
Fifth Avenue's openness, burightness and urbanity are very nuch a
product of the 1916 Zoning Ordinance. Up until 1961, Fifth Avenue was a 1-1/1
Height Distriet, meaning the street walls at the street line could be no taller
than the width of Fifth Avenue. After that, the building had to conform to

o setback ratio of 1:2-1/2, (Sese A3) which was Tapr more acute than the present

sethack ratio of 1:5.6 for street line AOR buildings (See 48-9).

In summary, one oculd say that the perceived desirability of the midbloek is
in the variety of these environments and their essentlally smaller scale and
finer grain. They serve as a vital counterpoint to the more heroic and
continuous scale of the avenues.

<



COMPARISCN OF STREET OPENESS BY ANGLE PROFORTIONS - WMEXT pPAGE

Openess can be measured by the proportien of height of streat
wall to wideh of ztreet, 7his ecan be expr¥ssed eithar ag

4 ratio, or by the angle, taken from the centerline af tha
street, which intersects the cornice lines of buildings at

the streat wall (or at subsequent setbacks). DSoth these forms
of measurement ars scaleless; they are 2 determination of
proportion irregardlass of atreet width, The 1915 ordinance
used the ratie proportion system, to detesmine sky exposurs
Planeg, which were angles varying from £317- in the 1 1/4 districts
to 727 in the 2 districts. The anglas subtended by the
slabsoof the newer Rockefeller Center Buildings appreoaches
82-83" on some side 3treeta. Recent Special ?e:git buildings
without setbacks on Madisean Avenue will reach 967, See the
Tables on p.A 54 Ffor tha relationship between angle, height,
and setback for varicus street widths,
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1916 ZONING RESOLUTION

The inception of zoning in New York City in 1916 institutilonalized Civie Design
in law. In contemporary terms, Urban Pesign was begun. The clarification
of property rights into categories of ownership and use, with use to be
regulated by the municipality, represented an attempt te gulde and control
the physical form and functioning of the City., This was a slgnificant advance
on the constitutional notlon of Property righta, It set the precendent that
allowed the City to determine the use and general confilguration of individual
buildings. The use regulations controlled what could be done on a plece af
land, while the bulk regulations determined the limits as to how it would be
done. The development of these early bulk, height, sback, and yard regulations
in 1916 was given impetus by the darkening canyons of Wall Street, and the
intensity and proximity of development throughout the City.

These regulations were concerned with guaranteeing some minimum standard of
light and air to both building Inhabitants and pedestrians in the street.
The street wall concept (bulding wall closest to the street) whose maximun

fleignt was a fucntion of the width of the street and the intensity of
development desired, and the sky exposure plane, {(a simple ratio of height
to depth of setback, relating to the width and centerline of the street and
the atreet-wall height) were major technical innovations in the form of zoning.
(See A3-A6)., The basis of these innovations was an extensive empirical analysis
of existing condition. Tt is important to note that there was no upzet limit
on the total floor area on a site as there is today with the FAR device. The
total bullding bulk was limited by the sky exposure plane, which allowed light
to come over the top of the building, and the 25% limit on tower coverage with
no limit as to the height of the tower. This meant the combination of site
size, market forces, and bullding design and technology governed the taotal
bulk of the building. Buildings on small sites rarely had towers while
buildings on larger sites generally did. The Emplre State Bulding is an example
of a 25% tower on an 80,000 SF site.

The districting into Height Districts of Midtown (See Al-A2) gave the planpers
the simple but powerful took to physically distinguish one area of Midtown
from another. Fifth Avenue, with its low scale building and carriage trade
retail, was desighated a lower height district than surrounding streets and
avenues, which assured the development of the elegant and open avenue we
continue to enjoy today. <

The 1916 regulations drew upon an increasing, body of technical iterature
regarding the need and therapeutic affects og-daylighting and sunlighting,
The work and writings of George Ford, AIA, who drafted the 1916 bulk
regulations, reveal a keen understanding of the Civic Design implications of
the regulations. The contextual quality of buildings built over the 50 years
of the code, with its emphasis on the apace and urbanity of the street,
testifies to the conseious design concern exhibited by the 1916 Commission
on Building Districts and Restrictions.

1950 PLAN FOR REZONING NEW YORK CITY

Through the life of the 1916 Resolution, few modifing amendments occurred in
basic helght and setback requirements. However, 1t became clear by the late
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19%0's that the more than 1400 amendments to primarily the text concerning

use, and the 1439 amendments to the maps, were causing the internal structure

of the Zoning Ordinance to be overly comlex and confused. The 1950, Flan
\ for Rezoning the City of New York was a recognition on the part
f of the City Planning Commission that the form {structure, framework) and content
} of the 1916 Ordinance was no longer responsive to the needs of the City.
3 Development on larger lot sizes, building technology, automohile and truck
, transportation, manufacturing practices, marketing, and 1life style required
‘ new davices. The 1950 Plan recommended a broad response to the new conditions
including "more specialized use districts, nw and more flexible bulk controls,
vertical zoning, off street parking and loading regulations, transition zoning,
| and amertization of non-cenforming uses”. .

1961 ZONING RESOLUTION

While not offiecially adopted, the 1950 report crated the environment and
groundwork for the comprehensive revision of 1961. The 1961 Zoning Resolution
continued in great part the prescriptive format of the superseded regulations.
This type of format is based on a set of minimum standards, presecribing in
specific detail the relationsmip of the p;uposa}—deve%aﬁmaﬂ%—%e—éhe—4¢¥eatr________
side, and rear lot lines by including street line setbacks, building setbacks
or sky exposure plane, yard regulations, and coverage limits. The terms,
structure, and techniques of the 1961 Resolution owe their debt to the Mosaia
"Thou Shalt Not" zoning of an earlier period. ' "

The innovations of 1961 resulted from a dramatic change in content rather than

any substantive change in regulatory structure While the 19156 Crdinance had

tended to produce street-related buildings and assumed public development of

concentrated open space, the 1961 Resolution sought opennsss at grade on each

site in the form of privately constructed plazas and sidewalk widenings. The
: impact of this idea was to disaggregate buildings into a series of free=-standing
’ buildings (elther towers, slabs, or tower and base) respleadent in their own
: space. A steeper sky-exposure plane and greater tower bulik (40%) were somewhat
offset by bringing more light around the sides of buildings. While the need
for open Space was cruclal, the particular changes of the 1961 Resolution reveal
a concern for both practicality and taste. Practicality led to the provision
by each new development of much needed public outdoor space on the bulding
lot. This was perceived as vital for an area of Manhattan possesaing few parks
for its large working populatien. This innovation was created simultaneously
with the first beginnings of the bonus floor area system, which later evolved
into a complex set of its own. Taste reflected the planning and archlitectural
; communities' Fazcination with the single form free standing tower or glab,
i an idea which datea back to an earlier perlod inp the century. "Pure" detached
f buildings were seen as providing more light and airy openness to the city,
but the form and proportionate height of the archltecture was also something
to be appreciated in its own right.

! The 1950 report, which had begun this shift in image, also recognized a need
to adjust for the scale of towers, and recottended a lower FAR for Midtewn than
was flnally adopted. The FAR or Floor Area Ratio device was Iinitiated as a2
means to limit the density of the City by defining the maximum development
potential for urban land as a multiple of the lot area. Thje change from
essentially lower more contextual building to the tower structure can be
characterized as one "taste”, using taste in the legal sense. This "taste"
was to change the face of whole avenues. Sixth Avenue represents one
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extra-polation of large freestanding slabs and towers, with plazas and Third
Avenue, with its smaller towers and tower-base buildings and egsentlaly widened
sidewalks, represents another. TInstitutionalized taste Iin a zoning ordinance
has had enormous ramifications on the physical appearance of the City, When,
as in 1961, a particular idealized building form 1is legislated, the effect
13 not only a local homogeneity, but uniformity on a grand urban scale. This
approach differed fundamentally from the one taken in 1916 which expressed
a concern for the public space of the street and less with any idealized bulding
type or form. The fact the the "wedding cake" building became characteristie
of the 1916 ordinance says more about the limits of preseriptive zoning than
the intenticns of the Commi=sion.

TDEALIZED BUILDINGS FORMS ARE A-CONTEXTUAL

Designing a zoning resolution around an idealized building has two effects.
First, despite the earnestness of the '61 refors, the ordinane does not sugget
nor take into aceount the preceeding masa of bulldings, Secondly, they do
not acknowledge the spatial qualities, activity and orilentation of the exlsting
streets. In fact, the 1961 sky exposure planes no longer are sensitized to
the multiplicity of street widths but are steeper and copsiderably less

restrictive than these which preceeded 1it, (8ee Al0 Section 33-43 & 44,
The As-of-Right (AOR) regulations of the '61 resolution are a-contextual -
they are not against context; existing context and site orientation aare Just
not isaues, Every new bulding sitting abstractly on its own site conforns
instead to a vision of the "City of the Future"., The massive discontinuities
between new and old apparently were perceived to be some minor inconvenience
until the vision reached fruition. Thus, the '61 Resolution did not continue
the planning ideas of the teens, twenties, and thirties.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE1961 20NING RESOLUTION

The implications of the form and content of a preseriptive and physically
ldealized ordinance on offiae conatruction in Midtown required an approach
to the following:

1) The buildable floor area for a site is not a funetion of technology the
market, site size, location, and configuration, as in the 1916 Ordinance, but
is an abstract yet predetermined multiple of the lot area (FAR). Therefare
a developer will tend to want to build to the abstract maximum FAR which is
economically achievable ACR on certain size sites only.

2) The bonus of additional floor area for the provision of an outdoor amenity
- orlginally limited to plazas and arcades-raised the base FAR by 20%, a
significant incentive. The base FAR plus 20? of the base FAR became the
acceptable minimum buildable (in preseriptive situations, maxima have 3 way
of becoming minima), and also served as the guide to the pricing of urban land.
The provision of a full FAR bonus plaza accounted for a minimum of 33% of the
zoning lot.

3) The provision of the plaza at grade on a site was then compensated for
by allowing a tower to occupy up to U402 of the total site on large sites, and
u to 50% on small sites, an increase of betueen 60% and 100% over the maximum
coverage of the 1916 ordinance. (see AlQ Section 33-4S1 et al.). The Empire
State Building, Chrysler Building, and Seagram Building are all 25% towers,
built under 1916 regulations. The 1961 ordinance shifted more bulk into the
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tower due to the removal of bulk for open space at the tower base.

Iy Although AOQR provisions exist (see AlO Sectlon 33-451) which allow for
higher coverage wlth compensatory reductions in FAR, only the CBS Bullding
has used them. As the total building area is reduced, less return 1s provided
than the higher FAR sought through large lot assemblage, variances, and special
permits.

5) The speculative and corporate market demands for &typlecal fleor slzes have
predominated in a 15-25,000 SF per floor range, although there are many
exceptions to this rule. The site size required for an AOR 18 FAR tower bulding
in a Midtown C5-3, C6-6, C6-7 zone can be quickly calculated. {see ALO Secticn
33-45).

Tower Floor Area Max. Cov. 3ite Size
10,000 SF/FL * 4o% 25,000 3F
15,000 SF/FL * 40% 37,500 SF
20,000 SF/FL + 4o 50,000 SF
25,000 3F/FL + ot 60,000 SF
30,000 SF/FL + 0% 75,000 SF
35,000 SF/FL * 40z 85,000 SF

{The BS,OQU 3F site is equivalent to a full bloeck development on a small east
side block, a typical new Rockefeller Center Building on a site of the same
area as the Emplre State Building).

These sites are all considerably larger than buldings with predominantly
equivalent floor sizes in pre-1961 buldings such as ITT on Park Avenue with
a site slze of 30,000 SF. Though its floors diminish In size with the setback
provisions at the top, 80% of the floors range from 15,000 to 30,000 SF.

) In all cases for towers, the towers were required to be no cleser than
20" to 40' to a narrow street and 15" to 40' to a wide street depending o
whether the entire building is a tower or a tower and base structure (see A8-9).
This 1s coupled wilth a maximum area per floor allowed In an absolute number
irrespective of site length. Thus as the aite increases in size the regulations
requlre a thinner slab, rather than t tower, centered on the east-west axis
of the site.

Clearly, the 1961 regulations were written for a regular, deep, avenue
blockfront. The ultimate size of the bullding is a direct funectlon of the
lot depth - a form extruded into the midblock.

While -the original, wunamended 1961 ordinance rcontained some very apecific
discretinary sections requiring Special Permits, 1t was not untlil the effect
of AQR regulations began to take on conerete reality that the City Planning
Department responded with an expansion of the Special Permit Section and the
innovations of the Speclal Purpose Districts.

ANALYSIS OF OFFICE BULDINGS 1960-1982

An analysis of all office buildings built under the 1961 ordinance through 1982
presents a very revealing trend. Of the total of 111 buildings constructed
since 1960, 72 or 65% were bult AOR and 30 or 35% received either a BSA Special
Permit or CPC Special Permit by the City FPlanning Commission. (see AlLW)]
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The amount of floor area bult AOR during that 22 year period represents 58%
of the total, with the remaining U403 receiving some form of publie action.
Closer inspection indicates a steady trend from AOR buildings to buldings
requiring public waivers, As-of-Right construetion accounted for 100% of all
bulldings in the period 1960-6%, 87% in the period 1965-69, 46% in the period
1970-74, 25% in 1975-79 and 0% in the present peried 1980-82, {see A15),
Essentially the AOR regulations described earlier have gone unused for the last
8-10 years for the construction of Midtown office buldings.
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Of the 29.6 milllon SF of buldings receiving either BSA or CPC actlon,
approximately 1.6 million SF of offios required BSA actlon, while the other
28.0 million SF were granted Speclal Permits by the CPC., The 7T BSA variances
tended to deal with small corner or lrregulat lets. Unlike the CPC, the B3A
cannot invent new zoning but ecan merely grant waivers on gpecific sections
of the text on the basis of specific hardship attributable to the site. It
appears from a cursery perusal of the filles that BSA varilances had leas to
do with hardship than with developers purchasing undersized lots that did net
fit the ideal tower described earlier, which prevented them from achieving
the maximum FAR of 18, The BSA actions cluster primarily arond a few years
in the late BO's and early T0's followed by a spurt of CPC additions to the
Special Permit and Special Purpose District Sections of the Zoning Resolutin.

This overview of the trends in the last twenty years, from AOR to discretionary
review of every new building by the CPC ralses the obvious question - why did
thls come about? Some tentative or speculative conclusions are possible.
Clearly both developers and the City Planning Commission have for whatever
reasons moved away from the obJectivity of AOR regulations to the negotiation
procedurea of diseretionary zoning.

1) Trends are revealed in revlesing Appendix Al6 which compars tower floor
area, site assemblage via a Zoning Lot Mergers (ZLM) and Tranafer of Developaent
Rights (TDR) and site area of buldings for the post 1974 period. Compared
to the buildings of earlier periods, the buildable sltes have gotten smaller
for buildings of similar floor area. Only 3 of the 14 buldings =inc 1974
could have been built AOR with tower coverage representing 30% or lesz of the
alte area, bearing in mind that lots under 20,000 SF are allowed to increase
their coverage up to 50% AOR depending on the alze of the alte; even in these
situations the coverage exceeds the AOR allowable. The high ingidence of ZLM
and TDR represent the recent approach toward site agsemblage in regard to the
40% tower requirement. As the available buldable sits have gotten smaller
or assemblages on the order described earller became more diffiicult or
economically less feasible, the purchase of Masgemblage righta" from adjolining
buildings has increasingly become the method by which the developer meets the
letter rather than the intent of the law. The authors of the 1961 Resolutin
with their prediliction for an ideal building, ideally sited, did not either
foresee or probably desire the comblning of new and old buildings on the same
zoning lot, as in recent ZLMs, The reason for the lnccmpatibility of the ZLM
with the AOR regulations is that the location, size, and configuration of the
buildable portion of a ZLM are not subject to pre-regulation but rather result
from the developer's assemblage. The bullding simply goes where 1t can go
- underlying bulk regulations. The net result 1s that all ZLM's requlre waivers
of hnelght, setback, and sometimes lot coverage regulations in order to Justify
the exceedingly high amounts of bulk on restricteﬁ lots.

2) In the sixties the earlier CPC discretionary actions resonded to the needs
of the new very large Sixth Avenue bulding for ratlonalized floor
configurations. Deeper blockfront sites required narrower towers than shallower
gites under the prescriptive formula of tower enroachment. The contradlets
building practice, where the ratio of idth to depth and to helght establishes
norms Lhat increase with large buildings ( + ) 2 million 5F). The width of
large buldings with their wider elevator and mechanical cores was minimally
15-20' wider than permitted under the ordinance. The early use of Sec. TU=T72,
a Special Permit provision allowing the waiving of the AOR bulk regulations,
therefore was not used to lnerease tower coverage but to rationalize



configuration of tower plans,

3) With the smaller sites, the desire for higher coverage and a growing
dissatisfaction with the proliferation of plaza upon plaza, the development
of the indoor public amenity came about. All indoor amenities require CPC
review and recelve Speclal Permits. They allow the same if not greater FAR
as for an outdoor open space. The value of the amenities has been questioned.
The immediate consequence of theip institutionalization ineluded a) raising
the expectation of achieving 18 FAR to the equivalent of a right on all sites
b) facilitating large concentrations of building bulk on both the small lot
and the small buildable portion of a ZLM.

4} In the late 60's and early 70's it became increasingly clear that Midtown
was not a homogeneous area but rather a heterogeneous collection of distinct
districts homogeneous in their local character. That understanding required
a more sensitized approach to new construction than afforded by the 1961 ACR
regulations. discretionary legislation was envisioned as promoting development
sensitized to the environmental needs of location. The Speecial Purpose
Distriets, such as the Theater District, are typical of such legislation.
the Fifth Avenue Special Purpose Distriot recognizeas the distineotivensss of

Fiitn Avenue, as did the framers of the 1916 ordinance. The character of
Madison has recently become an issue with the assemblage of % or 5 sites on
the avenue, each with the possibility of breaking the street wall and retail
frontage of the avenuwe with a plaza if the AOR regulations are met, The
Commission responded to the possibility of an AOR building and plaza on Madison
Avenue by directing the development through discretionary review. The devaloper
was equally concerned by the inherent building diseconomy but used the ADR
building as a basis for negotiation. The CPC allowed bonuses for indoor
amenities at higher rates than for outdoor amenities which may have attracted
development away from the BSA variance route. In the late 60's it was perceived
that the BSA was, in effect, creating zoning poliey by granting height seback,
and coverage waivers to bulldings on small or irregular sites.

The use of discreticnary review in lieuy of the AOR system of pre-regulation
and the development of an incentive bhonus system represented a major innovation
in zoning technique at the time. the planning profession had discovered during
the 60's that discretlonary review provided a more flexible and site specific
approach than was usual in the prescriptive AQOR zoning of an earlier period.
Thease techniques were first applied in the fifties tec conditional uses and
later expanded for large scale developments for primarily mnon-urban PUD's.
The boldneas of the CPC to adopt this approach on the scale of Manhattan (most
Special Permits and early Special Purpose districts) was greeted with enthusiasng
by all parties. The decision to handle new office construction through the
use of discretionary zoning techniques was basell on a recognition of the more
onerous and stultifying effects of the 1961 tower and open space provisions
and a genuine believe that zoning could promote and regulate a good environment
through design incentives. The lack of objective and uniform criteria fop
reviewing a proposed development and the tendency to tallor or amend existing
legislation to sach new bulding brought before the CPC has tended to undermine
any consistent notion of certalnty, The pre-certification period - which is
excluded from the ULRP time restrictions for project review - 1is often an open
ended period of negotiation in whieh the ground rules and in some casees the
purview of the CPC are indistinet. In the process of negotiation it 13 unclear
a3 to the limits of the public concern in the architectural design of a
privately built office building. The role of zoning should not be to place
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concerns for the appearance of individual buildings above concerns for
maintaining overall environmental quality. Despite the current lack of clear
AOR goals, the question remains, can the certainty and objectivity which should
be inherent in an AOR system be compatible with the best characteristics of
flexibility and site specificity inherent in the discretionary aproach.

CONCLUSTON

It is olear from the preceeding analysis of the structure and content of the
1916 and 1961 Zoning Resolution and thelr realization in bulldings, that a
prescriptive system of AOR zoning is not flexible enough to deal with the
current difficulties of development in Midtown. Nor is a purely discretionary
approach, with its lack of objectivity, certainty and aceountability, an
acceptable approach to complex requirements which incude:

a) widely varied site assemblage-including ZLM, TDR and irregular and small

sites .
b) public space on the building or zeoning lot
oy energy conseirvation—and selaruecess

d] the need to fit the new building into an existing and valued context

g) the need to insure the vitalicty of the strcet

f) the need for marketing flexibility in floor sizes

g) the financing process which often requires the developer to program the
building's floor area needs to major tenant or tenants in order to obtain
flnancing ’

h) the potential obJections of owners of surrounding property

i) the preservation of existing uses, character and amblence of districts
within Midtown.

The above list, formidable as 1% 1s, suggests that an integrated and
comprehensive .approach to the design of new bulk accntrols for Midtown ia
essential. Tinkering with the present system of prescriptive ACR bulk controla:
by treating them in 1sclation, avoids the fundamental questions raised by the
analysis., This is not to say AOR controls cannot work; an AOR system of zonign
is desirable and viable if tuned to the present and long term environmental
and economic conditions of Midtown. AOR controls ned not produce a grinding
unifeormity. The Chrysler, Empire State, RCA and Seagram Buldings and the
building ensembles of Fifth and Madison Avenues and Central Park West bear
testimony to the efficacy of such an approach.

New bulk contols must be sensitized to the buildings and spaces of Midtown
which are an expression of high concentrations of diverse activity Ikts
desirability as a workplace 1s dependent on the continued exlstence of 1its
social and physical wvariety, and on its ability to draw upon the enormous
regservolr of its own past, even as it moves forward. It is a place of constant
change, but change which at 1ts best preserves the enduring quallties of the
existing environment. The street grid which ccnects all its areas in a seamless
web provides an orlentation fragmework. The uniformity of its topoegraphy and
the grid are complimented by great heterogeneity within the districts. The
historical differences between areas, both In use and scale, should be
reinforced by new bulding activity. New buildings benefit greatly from the
richness of the environment, and therefore should contribute to and enhance
what remains. Displacing diseconomies on other lots is a burden on all.
Self-interested actions could accumulate into a destruction of the whole, much



o

A 33

as 1ncremental overuse destroyed the Commons in Garret Hardins essay, "The
Tragedy of the Commons".

The anticipated comprehensive revisions to the AOR buk regulations of the Zoning
Resolution will have effects far beyond the borders of Midtown. The prablems
experienced in Midtown are being felt in varous degress in other major American
cities. As in 1916 and 1961, the City again has the opportunity to set a new
zoning medel, one that reflects todayts concern for both envircnmental and
developmental quality.
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SUMMARY AND CENERAL

RECOMMENDATIONS

The present system of As-of-Right bulk controls for commercial developments
in Midtown 13 currently moribund; it has been unused for almost 10 years.
The move away from the acknowledged rigidities of an As-of-Right prescriptive
system to the use of Special Permits and conplete discretionary review for
all new buildings has not necessarily produced environmentally sound
developments. We recognize and Support the strong publie push to 1limit
discretionary zoning by instituting new As-of-Right regulations that incorporate
environmental objectivés.

The complexities of current development problems and growing environmental
dwareness require a reexamination of the very concept of purely prescriptive
controls. Prescriptive tools at best govern what can be antieipated; the
critical impasse for zoning, and for all those concerned about development,
is the constantly unanticipated. Ensured quality derives not from prescribed
form but from assured environmental performance.

Any truly workable As-of-Right system must be an orchestration of all the zoning
instruments available. Increased complexity and difficulty must be met with
increased creativity and sophistieation. New regulations should include the
best aspects aof prescriptive, discretionary and performance zoning techniques
in an overall As-of-Right approach. But the struecture and content of such
an As-of-Right aystem must first be based on clear goals. The followlng general
goals should be embodied in all the various tools and nethods of any new zoning
for Midtown:

ENVIRONMENTAL

1. Recognize the perceptual relationship between new building bulk and the
existing physical context. -

2. Meet a preferred level of envir-nmental quality which is derived from a
perceptual and functional analysis of the pPhysical context of Midtown. This
includes existing expectatlions of daylighting, and of the scalar definitien
of open spaces and streets,

3. Guide the physical change 1n Midtown to minimize the perceptual disruptions
and discontinpuities of very high bulk buildings, 1solated structures and
unusable space, ‘

r
by, Encourage the perception of historial continuity by the preservation of

the diversity of building types, the enhancement of existing amenities and
convervation of the social and cultural diversity of Midtown.

ADMINTSTRATIVE

1. Maximize the effectiveness of Az-of-Right zoning by institutionalizing
flexibllity in site assemblage and site design.

2. Develop As-of-Right regulations that de not discriminate by lect size or
configuration,
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3. Insure that proposed controls satisfy both the substantitive and the
procedural test by being based on empirically derived and verifiable data.
The controls must be objective, uniform, and comprehensive in their
application.

b. Tailor the proposed controls to be respensive to the relative simplicity
or complexity of a development situation.

5. Asaure that the proposed controls respond to the legitimate needs of the
publie, developers and architects and maximize the long term benefits for all.

. Insure that the proposed controls have a predictability of development
potential.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The goals have been translated into a comprehensive and interrelated set of
recommendations that regulate bulk 1n concert. The components introduce new

(___———————ﬂGﬂGEP%S—&B—WEll_aS_deifyiﬂg_gxisting regulations.
The framework of the following proposal rests upon the essential concept of

l the District. The Distriet concept recognizes the environmental context of
new developments and acknowledges context as a prime determinant of value.

A. THE DISTRICT:

1. Corresponds to the immediate environment affected by a proposed
development.

2. Defines the perceptual locus .or context that gives - locational value to
.a proposed development. '

3. Generates empirical criteria to be- used in evaluating the effect of a
development on the existing envircnment. o

4. Establishes the locus for proposed off-site public amenities. The proposal
also establishes a flexible appraach to bulk regulation corresponding to the
wideat possible range of aituations.

B, AN AS-OF-RIGHT TWO-TIER GSYSTEM OF PERFORMANCE AND PRESCRIPTIVE BULK
CONTROLS3 )

% 1. Employs the performance criteria as the basds for setting the preseriptive
1 standards, insuring an equivalent level of environmental quality.

| 2. Represents graduated responses appropriate to the degree of complexity
of the proposed development, with the choice of tier to be elective.

3, Maintains an objective basis for the evaluation of a proposed development.

4. Delineates a Prescriptive Tier which would be:
a) applicable in the density range of 15-18 FAR,

b) applicable on c¢leared sites up to 75,000 SF with no existing
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structures remaining on the development pertion of the lot.

c) operates in most situations, with any pre=-mandated exceptions to the
Prescriptive Tier requiring the use of the Performance Tier.

5. Delineates a Performance Tier which would he:
a) Based upon a constant set of environmental standards.

b) applicable in the density range of 15-21.6 FAR, on the development
portion of the lot.

¢) applicable on all sites up to 75,000 SF

d) more flexible regarding building configuration and site planning,
commensurate with the trade off aspect of the gystem and the greater
sophistication of the objective evaluation tools.

The proposal advocates limiting the extensive use of Special Permits.

c. ANY SPECTAL PERMITS FOR THE WAIVER OF AS-OF-RIGET BULK REGULATIONS;

T. Should be limited to large sites over 75,000 SF where site opportunities
require a discretionary response,

2. Should employ the Performance tier as the basis for the discretionary review
along with other site and District specific opportunities.

The proposal places parameters on the transfer of building bulk.
D. REGULATE THE TRANSFER OF UNUSED DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS BY:

1. limiting Zoning Lot Merger Transfers (ZLM) to a maximum of 18 FAR on the
development portion (cleared) of the zoning lot.

2. alleowing for a discontinuous zoning lot within the District thereby:

a) encouraging the location of publiec outdoor amenities in targeted
locations within the District.

b) encouraging the preservation of existing buildings and their zoning
envelope within the Distriet.

r
3. limlting the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)from Landmarks to to a
maximum of 21.6 FAR on the development portion (cleared) of the zoning lot.

b, allowing for the transfer of unused development rights within the District,

The foundation of the proposal on the District concept follows from the
understanding that the individual disposition of bulk and open space has
district impact. Expectations of perceptual density and openness derive from
the Distriect. The District concept is eritical if zoning is to be sZensitized
to the variety cof physical contexts that characterize Midtown. The concept
establishes a simple device, the Street District , which embraces the
particular perceptual field or environment that a proposed development should




A 40

be responsive to. The Street District corresponds to the typieal perception
of a building within its context as experlenced from the sidewalk. "Block"
or "avenue" assoclations reflect this perceptual framework; the "block" includes
structures on both sides of the street in the public mind whereas the legal
definition of a block is the land and buildings surrounded by the streets.
Each development establlishes the 1imits of its own context or Distrlet, as
defined in the Zoning text. As the District 1s measured from the boundaries
of a development slte, there are as many different distriets as there are
sites. A Strest District runs 1000 ft. from the lot in both directions cor
until it is intersected by a street of esqual or greater width.

Midtown 1s not a raw territory. As with any environment, the exlsting
conditions determine our expectations. In the case of Midtown the successive
layering of leglslated regulation and changes in the concept of what a central
district might or should be, on the part of the lay public, professionals and
developers, created and defined our conception of Midtown. The proposed zoning
criteria regulating mass, space, and light derive from and are consistent with
the variety of environments or districts in Midtown. This may be viewed as
an historlecal or conservationist approach to the development of civie design

eriteria. The criteria so derlved are 1intend

of individual districts, preserve the heterogeniety of Midtown, and limit the
abuses so apparent today. They become the basis for the contexftual evaluation
of a new development.

While zoning has traditionally viewed lots in the abstract, architects,
planners, developers and the public have always recognized that the value of
a lot in Midtown is primarily its location. Location is the combined physical
character of the surrounding envircnment, including buildings and open spaces,
the variety of services available, transportation and historic use. Past
developments have often been Seen as simply exploiting their local
environments. Planning and zonlng should incorporate recognition of the
potential each development has to reinforce its local environment or District.
An environmentally integrated development can enhance the value of its distriect
through sensitized site planning and building configuration, and through the
disposition of its public amenities at locatlons within the district where
they are most desired.

The c¢oncept of a District 1s not new. The proliferation of Speclal Purpose
Districts 1llustrates one planning response to the fact that the aggregated
environment or whole has characteristics that should be reinforced by new
development as new parts, while the Special Purpose Districts generally require
Special Permits and are subject to discretionary review. The following proposed
As=0f-Right system requires no Special Permit por discretionary review. Its
internalized goals and District methed become the means by which individual
development decisions will alsc encompass concerns for the larger context and
environment, without the need for further intervention.

SPECIFIC PROFOSAL

A. THE ASSURANCE OF EQUIVALENT QUALTITY

The uneven results and lack of standards for discretionary zoning have led
to a demand for some workable form of pre-regulation. A aystem based on pre=-
regulation has many advantages, such as procedural objectivity, certainty of
development potential to both the public and developer, accountability, and
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speed of processing. Still the fundamental issue is whether such a aystem
can successfully address the environmental and economic complexitities of
bullding in Midtown. The proposed As-of-Right two-tier system with a
Performance Tier and dependent Prescriptive Tier, holds the greatest promise
for integrating consistent eivie goals with the dynamic nature of the Midtown
environment, The two=tier System recognizes the faet that in many situations
the relative simplicity of the presceriptive regulations, derived Ffrom the
Distriet and filtered through the Performance Tier, are appropriate. It also
recognizes that there will continue to be nany complex situations which will
require a more finely tuned yet flexible set of regulations. The Parformance
Tier interrelates the issues of context, bulk, pedestrian amenitles, daylighting
and sunlight, and perceptual density which c¢an be objectified and quantified
within a tradeoff system based on goals to be achieved rather than minima to
be met, The broad purpose of the two=tiep 3ystem 1s to promote the highest
obtainable standard of quality, consistent with an approach which attempts
to draw clear boundaries as to the extent of the public interest in private
development dezisions. The proposal implies a definition of environmental
quality upon which substantial agreement can be reached beforehand.

An : i seriptive and performance approach is

the New York 3tate Energy Code. The tlers are essentially equivalent in the
energy controls on buildings, with the simplified and more restrictive
prescriptive standards being a distillation of the more complex performance
tier. While the prescriptive tier preseribes maximum % of window area, and
other rules of thumb, the performance tier encourages a diversity of approaches,
Somé even more energy conserving but impossible to anticipate. The proposed
design is then evaluated agalnst a series of clearly defined goals or
performance standards, with the flexibility to trade 1inefficiencies in one
area for efficiencies in another.

. Essentially the two tier approach acknowledges the limtis of a successful

brescriptive system - that is, ona in which the variables have been reduced
to a controllable number so that the range of possible solutions falls within
the selected limits. Clearly the more variables Introduced in a prescriptive
system, the less predictable are the results., The performance aystem on the
other hand is capable of dealing with a larger group of wvariahles in a
predictive manner. Both produce equivalencies,

B. THE BASIS FOR STANDARDS

The proposed system relies on the Distriet to generate the perceptual norms
for a proposed development. Those norms are concerned with:

r
MAS3. = a) building mass at the street
b) building mass in the sky

SPACE a) proportions of outdoor Space
b) openness and definition of space and streets

LIGHT a) amount of daylight
b} amount of sunlight on amenities

Mass, space and light are the fundamental indicators of an environment and
might be correctly compared to our peripheral vision which 1s concerned with
defining the sense and limits of a place or context. This trio had its erigins
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in the N¥ew York City 1915 Zoning HResolution and have long been recognized as
the baslec lngredients of civie deaign.

The proposed system 1s entirely perceptually based, thereby avoiding the
potential lapse inte abstraction. The point of view 1s always that of the
pedestrian, because it 13 the quality of the public space of the street which
i3 critical. Unlike the 1951 Resolution, this proposal has no ldeallized site
nor building type in mind. It is concerned primarily with the environmental
quality of the street and -publie outdoor amenities and assumes that the
resultant improved environmental quality will positively impact both existing
and new building interiors. If the predominant daylight and openness of the
street to the sky 1s malntained or enhanced, clearly the building interior
benefits. '

Daylighting in the street 1s propcsed as the primary control of building mass
above the bullding base, while street wall length and helight control the mass
at the street level. With steady advances in daylighting evaluatlon over the
last 100 years, objective methods have Deen developed which have adopted for
use in the proposed system.

The perceptual base of the preposal is most apparent in the diagrams (see zoning
text and example) used to measure daylighting in the Performance Tler, where
the point of view is that of the pedestrian in the public space of the street.
The Waldram diagram, which is similar to a perspective, evaluates the amount
of sky blocked by a proposed development both parallel to the street {as you
wallk down the street) and perpendicular to the atreetb (as you turn te loook
at the proposed bullding)., The dlagramatic evaluatlon of daylighting accounts
for both the amount of light apparent over the tops of bulldings and for the
amount of light apparent at the sides of buildings, including the profile of
bulldings as seen down the streets.

The Waldram diagram incorporates the concerns of previous codes and makes
explielt the various components of daylight which determine the perceptlon
of bulk at the sky. The 1515 ordinance placed primary value on light coming
over building tops, while the 1961 ordinance emphasized the value of light
at building sides. The resultant building profiles have combined «to determine
a set of expectationa for street profiles or openness looking dowm the streets.
The proposal 1s based on all these Interactive expectations of daylight
historically provided in Midtowun.

C. THE IMPACT ON NEW DEVELOPMENT

1. BUILDABILITY e

The isaue of the bulldability of a site, as noted earlier in the analysis,
has become paramount to the developer as traditional assemblages have become
more diffiecult and smaller. The proposed two tier system does not discriminate
agalnst small lots or lota of odd or ccomplex configurations, including Zoning
Lot Mergers (ZLM), There are no arbitrary formulas regarding tower coverage,
thus allowing marketable floor sizes on smaller lots when the environmental
eriteria of either the performance or prescriptive tier are met. Advantages
acorue to the developer and architect in the flexibllity to plan a building
and to the public in the Form of encouragement of bulldings which are senaitized

ko reinforce the Digtrict context.
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2. GSPECTAL PERMITS

The components of the proposed system acknowledge the multiple options and
decisions that proceed physical development so that their strength comes not
from 1imposing artifiecial physical controls, but from giving freedom and
flexibility at all stages, within Special Permits except as praoposed below.

A workable As-of-Right system must not be undermined by a parallel system of
Special Permits which would relieve the developer of compliance with substantive
aspects ooof the environmental controls and offer higher densities in return
for questionable amenities. The proposed Two Tier system offer all the
flexibility needed to deal with any site condition, other than those sites
which exhibit genuine hardship based on conditions such as underground streams,
etec.

It 1s proposed that very large sites, those above 75,000 SF may be treated
by Special Permit, as those sites present unlgue development opportunities
both to the public as well as to the developer. The Performance Tier would
still serve as an evaluation tool thus Insuring an objective evaluation of

a—propoesal-—The—evaluationr woold boe admlnistrative, thus allowing the Mass,
Space and Light evaluation to be tempered by other aspects of the propoaed
development.

3. ZLM & TDR RECOMMENDATIONS

There are four underlying and interdependent concepts concerning the treatment
of the Zoning Lot Merger (ZLM) and the Transfer of Development Rights from
landmarks.

a. Use the District concept as the basis for lot asgemblage, distribution
cf unused development rights (from either ZLMg op landmarks), the location
of public ocutdoor amenities. :

b. Differentiate the ZLM from the preservatlion of landmark structures through
the sale of unused development rights, by valuing the development rights
from landmarks more highly then 2ZLM and by placing a higher ceiling on
the tranafer of those rights ta a development site.

c. Eliminate the maximum tower coverage requirements (40%) through the use
of the proposed As-—of-Right Two-Tier Performance/Preseriptive system of
Bulk Controls., :

d. Recognize the ease or difficulty of assembling a development., In descending
order of complexity or difficulty assuming the same amount of bulldahle
floor area, a typleal range might include:

T. a single cleared site with an on site outdoor amenity

2. two cleared sites a cleared larger development site and a smaller non-
contiguous site for the outdoor amenity eg. an urban park on through
block urban plaza

3. two siltes - one eleared for the proposed development and the other
with existing buildings remaining either contiguous or discontinuous
with the development szite.



The preservation of the existing scale and grain of development and the
resultant openness and daylighting through the limited tranafer of unused
development rights should be treated as a bonusable urban amenity, and should
be valued according to its relative public benefit compared to other bonuses.

The District provides the conceptual framework for governing ZLM and TDR a3
it does for the proosed Two Tier system. The Distriet, rather than Just the
development lot itself, is the envircument affected by a new development.
This recognizes that both the perceptual and population density are perceived
and planned in areas exceeding the limits of single lots.

The advantages and benefits to the public, developers and architects are
outlined below:

1. The development assemblages will be smaller and hence minimize destruction
of existing structurss by allowlng the amenity to be be located off-site but
within the District., Preservation or targeted amenities will be spread over

a wider area and be less tied to adjacencies with new construction. This also
- . o =Bl oa 1 T ) = = :’\1" ziftm

[erd = - e i FTr B

2. The District concept will minimize the Jarring discontinuities between
existing buildings and the proposed development by:

a) allowing the distribution of unused development rights wlithin the
entire District, not just to adjacent lota.

b) limiting the amcunt of floor area to be transferred to the development
porticn of the Zoning lot to 18 FAR in the case of exlsting atructures,
and 21.6 for landmarks. In no case would the lot aresa of the exlsting
gtructures, landmark building, or cff-site outdoor amenity count toward
the lot area of the zonlng for floor area calculations, as these large
lot areas will be no longer necessary to meet Lower coverage
requirements.

This proposal parallels what already exists in landmark tranafera
where the landmark lot 13 not included in the development lot
caleulations.

3. The discontinuous Zoning lot merger (DZILM) 13 of advantage to the developer
because it:

a) inecreases the buildable options for site assegplage
b) minimizes the impact of adjacent holdouts

¢) encourages smaller development assemblages on prime parcels with the amenity
being sither a preservation or urban cutdoor space.

d} allows the developer and architect to protect views and solar access by
acquiring the development rights of lower buildings eilther adjoining or oppoaite
to the development site.

b. The varying ease cf and desirability of assemblage of a contiguous or
discontinuous zoning lot is reflected in a graduated bonus privilege by:



a) recognlzing a ZLM op DZLM with existing bulldings is the easiest and least
e costly method of site agsgemblage compared to a cleared site, Therefore 1n
those situations the transfer of unused development rights will be limited
to no more than half the basic FAR or the remalning unused floor area whichever

is least.

b) recognizing the prime desirability of preserving existing landmark structures
by allowing their unused development rights to be transferred to the non-
contiguous or adjacent development lot within the Distrlet. The transfer of
unused development rights would be on a cne=to=ne basis up to the maximum
allowable on the development lot. Essentially this places greater vaalue on
floor area transferred from landmark structures.

¢) treating on-and off=-site public outdocr amenities in the same manner ie. 10
SF of building floor area for 1 SF of amenity up to a maximum of 18 FAR on
the development lot,

5. Any transfer of unused development rights of 'bonus privilege' floor area
te the developmen aite mus still meet the of—ermvironmerta T Oz v
set in the proposed system of bulk controls.

3y no longer requiring site agsemblage to reflect tower caoverage, the ZLM and
DZLM actually resemble the existing situation of TDR from landmark Structures,
in that the development lot is not being increased in size but rather that
the floor area bonus or 'honus privilege' on the development lot 1s gained
by the purchase of the unused floor area from a perceived urban amenity. An
example of sueh a Distrist approach might pertain in the preservation of
existing legitimate theaters where such theateprs would be able to sell their
unused floor area not only to contiguous developments but to a development
or develcpments whose District includes the theater. The advantage 1s that
the unused floor area could be absorbed on a number of development sites and
the jarring perceptual discontinuities of exceaslve bulk next to small
structures would be mitigated. Clearly further study of the impact on theaters
should include an inventory of unused development righta currently available
throughout the Theater District.

The tradeoff of the loss of density te the developer in the purchase of limited
unused floor area from non-landmark gtructures, when coupled with the Distriot
locus for such transfer 1s fair to both the developer and public, The ability
Lo build sooner with a marketable building rather than waiting for a larger
cleared assemblage is reasonable. In effect the decision of when to stop
assembling and when to bulld are governed by tpg builder and 1is not hindered
by the Zoning ordinance,

One final reflection regarding the concept of floor area ratios (FAR) and unused
developmennt rights from existing smaller structures in Midtown. As noted
earlier, FAR was a device introduced in 1961 to limit density. The resuyllt
was that each square ineh of land in New York City immediatley had an abstract
development potential without regard to location, configuration, market
conditiona, and building design and technology. In other words value was
created in the abstract, whereas the previous 1916 Ordinance created valye
only through the actual aa3semblage and construction of a bulding. The proposal
here graduates that use value in response to the dessirability of the amenity
to the public and cost to the developer.
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THE PROPOSED ZONING TEXT

The Proposed Zoning Text

The proposed two-tier system of bulk controls will
supercede the existing as-of-right requlations
controlling building height., setback, and caverage.

The underlying use, den=ity, sign and rarking and loading
regulations will remzin intack.

The following outlines the structure and content of the
Zoning Text for the proposed two-ticop as-of-right bulk
controls for Midtown. The two-tier systom consists of
4 preseriptive and back-up performancs tier. The user
may clect to use either one or the ather bierc. Both
tiers are as-of-righet,

2
COMMERCIAL DIVELOPVMENT BULK CONTROLS

A. PRESCHRIPTIVE TIER

1. Davlighting
a) Daylighting Considerations at the Street Line
b) Daylighting Consideraticons 3t the Upper portions
of a Development

2. Street wall Length

3, Street Ha Heiuht

B. PERTOBMAHCE TIER

la. Daylighting maximum points 60.0
i1b. Daylighting/Building Reflectivity (optional)
maximum points [5.0)
2. Street wall Length maximum poilnts 25.0
3. Street Wall Height maximun points_J15,0
100.0

4. Sunlighting (opticnal)
maximum points 10.0

Minimum Complisnce Polints 85.0



A, PRESCRIPTIVE TIER

L. DAYLIGHTING: to maximize copeness and daylighting at
the public sidewalks and othar outdoor amenities

A. Davlight:ng Considerztions at the Street Line

The davligh angles control the disposition of building
bulk on the Eoninq let. The initial davlightangle {A,)
is either 72 or the angle determined by the requiced
Gtreet wall height. All angles are taken at the cankter-
line of the street. Ascending davlight angles are a
functicn of tha setback or sethacks (S )} from the

street line. For every 1 “ of satback™from the strest
line the angle (A} can increase by 2%, The Height of
ary portion of the building (Hn) iz determined by the
formula:

Hy = (8+D) x tan (727 + .2 § )

= distance to centerline of Street x tan (72%+.2° x sethack)
where:
Hl = Required Street Wall Height

H = Total height of any portisn of the Building

O = Digtance frem the centerline of Streek tg Strset Line
Sn = Distance satback from Street Line
A

= Angle subtended by portion of Building at Streoet
Line or at setback sn.

a. detback and baxa b, awt back

Buildrng [Llustrationa r

Shesial Conditions

a2} When the initial angle (A} i3 Lased on & required

street wall height, the prop&sed street wall height may

penetrate that angle up to the maximum range allowed {see
- Street Wall Height).

b} When two streets of unequal width intersect, the re-

quired sctreet wall height of the wider strest zhall Le

the required street wall height om the narrower streeat

up to the depth of 1Q0*.
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B. PRavlighting Consideraticns at the Upper Portions of

a Develapmont

Postions of developments whcih subtend angles greater than
767 ghall be required to set back from the 1ot lines.

The leot line setback is expressed as a percentage of the
street line, and is determined by the farmula:

P, = (angle AW[ETSOJ— 76%) x .06 x length of treet line =

total aggregate side setback.
Where:

Pn = Distance setback from Lot Linme

Building Illustratian
Loe Line Setback

Special Conditions:

a) The required setback may be distributed between two
lot lines or aggregated in one locatien
B) In no case can a side lot line setback be less than 1 g,

2. STREFT WALL LENGTH - to conserve the pedestrian scale
of the street by visually and physically connecting the
street wall of the proposed development with the Stroet
Wall of existing nearcby buildings.

The minimum proposed street wall length is a function
of the length of the developmenkts streest line multipliad
by the straoet wall length factor listed below:

facktor Street r
1.00 5th Avonue
.90 Madison Avenue, Lexington Avenue, Broadway,
39th Street, and 42nd Street
.85 7eh Avenue, Park Avenue
.80 ird Avenue
.70 2ll cther streets

A building wall must be located within L3'-0" of the
street line toc be a qualifying street wall. The proposed
strest wall must have a minimum depth eof 10' for its
antire length.



Pl ading Lllustration
A&zwn% wWall Leageh, Height. aad Japth

3. STREET WALL HEICHT: to define the space of khe strect

and conscrve oxisting sfcalo by relating the height of the

street wall of the proposed development to the character-
" : iztic height of neargby buildings.

The proposed street wall heights shall conform to the
following listing of street wall heights with correspond -
ing range.

i Street Width Street wWall Height Rarge
o -
]
' 50" 90" #10' -18°
30! 1207 +19' -18"
; 100° 150" +10' -250
| 120 LY iU -aue
' rifth Avenue 100" r +10+ -15

! In no =ase ¢ap any portion of the proposed stroeeb wall
i ba ahove or bpelow the range when applied around the

! reguired street wall height. The proposed street wall
‘ must have a minimum depth of 10' for its entire length.

Ir the case of lots bounded by two straat af unequal
witith the higher skresk wall height may be used en the
marrower street up to a depth of 100" in from the wide
straet.



E. PERFORMANCE TTER

la. Paylighbing "o maximize daylighting on the public
sidewalks and other ocutdoor public amenities.

Maximum peints 4&C.0 Minimum points 40.0

Reguirements for Full Complisnce The proposed building
shall obscure none of the daylighting squares determined
en the Waldram daylighting Qiagram.

Computation
(60.0) & - Bal x £))+{a, x £,).]
A

Whera:
A = Total number daylighting squares

By 5= Number of daylighting squares blocked by the

propeseddevelopment by Inpor tAICE CACEOE

F1,2 = Importance factor.

lb. Davlighting Building Reflectivity {(optional)

To maximaze daylighting on the public sidewslks and cther
cutdoor amenities by utilizing highly reflective exterior
building materials and surfaces

Maximum Points S.0

Reguirsments for Full Compliance The building reflec-

tivity value and its zone value should be unity.

Computation
{5.0) x (Ov) X (RV]

O = orientation value

R, = Reflectivity value

Spesial Conditicons

i. in the zassof .ulcipla hullding mzterials eg. glass
and limestone, the area of each material in glevation.
Multiply the area determined by the percentage of the
area to the total building area in elevakion. Then
multiply that amount byitsreflectivity value. The

sum of the weighted reflectivity values for all ehe
materials equals the reflective valhe of the building
in the street district.



2. fkreat Wall Lergth -to gonserve the pedestrian scale
of the stroct by wisually and physically gennecting the
sirect wall of the proposed development with the street
wall of existing nearby buildings.

Yalue Points - 25.0

Reruirems=nts for Full Compliance - the length of the
building walls of the proposed development falling

within 15 ' of s:ireet lines and projected perpendicularly
on the street line shzll =qual the length of the street
line within a single street districkt.

Computation

(25.0) x {b) x (stree=t length Factor)
B

Where:

B = length of street line

[+ 3
4

lengtn af street wall Fslling within I5" of the skreet
line and prajeched perpendicularly on the street line.

Strect length factors = preferred strest wall length

Fachor Serget
1.00¢ Madisen, Lexingten, 5th Avenue, 42nd Street,

59th Street and Broadway

0.920 T7th hvenue, Park Avenue
0.85 drd Averue, 6th Avenue
0.75 All other crosstown streets

i, Street Wall Height - to conserve existing scale by
relating the haignt of the street wall of the proposed
develonment to the predominant height of the street wall
cf nearby bnildings.

Value Points -
15.0

Reguiremaents for Full Compliance - The proposed straet
wall height of the development shall oceur within a zone
defined by the nedian height of the street wall of
existing buildings and a range applied around the madian.

Computation .
(153.0) (=) = (B}
C B

r
Where:

= axizting street wall height (with or without range)
proposad street wall height

length of zite street line (zee HI)

stkreet wall length of the proposed developmant falling
within 15" of the street line and projected perpendicularly
on the street line.

oo N
1



Special Conditions

1. for developments which do not have maximum compliarnce,
compliance may be determined by the application of a
range to the median height of the existing strest wall.
This range can be applied above and below the median,

ii. ror developments which have more than one street
wall height, each street wall height should be compared
separately to the median height of the existing street
wall or to the nearest height in the a:;lied range. The

compliance of cach height 1g weighted in relation to
its porticn of the total street wall area and multiplied

by the maximum points. Their sum is then multiplied by
the ratio (b/3).

4. GUNLTGHTING {Optional) - to maximize sunlight oan-
gite and nearby public sutdoor space including parks
anc plazas.

Maximun Points 10,0
Reguirements for Full Compliance - The proposcd shadow
area snall be as small a Percentage of che potantizl
shadow arez as possible.

Comutakion

(10.0) Spp = 3ar
4000
Where:

Potential Shadow

it

Spr
SPR = Froposed Shadow

Speeial Conditieonsg

1. When computing the potential and proposed shadow
subtract areas of outdoor amenities which are already
in shadow by existing building at L1 AM, nocn, and 1 pM.
ii. In no case can a point scora of 10.0 be exceaded.

Totzl Computations

Programs la, lb (uptional), 2, arnd 3 shall be compubed
by street district optiomal program 4. Sunlighting is
computed separately and added to the totral compliance
points. ‘

“hen a developmact site iz logzted in more thanlstreet
district ., programs la, lb {optionzl), 2, and 3 shall
be cemputed geparately for each streoet district.

Thae total compliance points are determined by a
welghted average which is found by multiplying the
total compliance points for each street district by
the length of the street line pertaining to the street
distrigt. The products fournd are then acded and khen
divided by the sum of the tatal lengths of streak
lires used for cach street diszkrict.
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DEFINITIONS

DAYLIGHT ANGLES

The "daylight angles" contrel the disposition of building
bulk on the zoning loc. All angles are taken at the
caenterline of the streat. The "daylighting angles" ascend
25 the building bulk is setback from the street line.

BANGE, EXISTING STREFT WALL HEIGHT

The rznge is an empirical measure of the degree of
variation of the existing street wall heights. It is
determined by first finding the average existing streec
wall height in the street district. Next fird the area
©f existing street walls in elevation that are above the
average existing street wall heighc, The raage equals
the sum of these areas divided by the sum of the lengths
of the existing street walls. Apply the range around
the median as a function of the average. 1In all casges
the range may be a minimum of 10 feet,

SEADCW AREA, POTENTIAL

The "potential shadow area” is uged in the optional
sunlighting proegram tc provide a comparative index with
the proposad shadeow area, by assuning a hypothetical
building of 100% coverage. The "potential shadow area®
is determined during the equinex {March 21) at 11 A.M..
noon, and 1 P.M, standard time. The required azimuths
(angle of the sun in plan) are 1) 23° fast of sSouth at
11 A.M. Z) due Scuth at roon. and, 3) 23" West of Sauth
at 1 P.M. The lengths of the shadow measured from the
lot lines is 300 feet at 11 A.M. and 1 P.M, and 250 feet
at noon. ’ :

The "potential shadow area” is the total area deseribed
by the shadows East at 11 A.M., ncen, and 1 P.M.

- SEADON ARFA, PROPOSED

The "proposed shadow area" is the area of outdeor
amenity whizh is within the shadow of the proposed
development. As with the "potential shadeow area", ktnz
"proposed shadow area" is determined during the eguinox
(March 21) at 11 A.M., noon, and 1 P.M. standard time
coinciding with lunch hours. _The required azimuths {angle
of the sun in plan) are 1) 23° _Fast of South at 11 A.M..
2) due South at necn and 3) 232¥ West of South at 1 B.M,
The shadow lengeths at 1l A.M. and 1 P.M. are .92 times
the building height and .85 time the building height at
noon.

The “proposed shadow area” is the total area described
by the shadaws cast at 11 A.M.. nod®, and ) P.M.

STREET DISTRICT

A "street distriect” iz the perceptual locus of the zoning
loz. The length of the "street district" jis determined

by extending the centerline of the street on which the
Zoning lot fromts from each side lot line =mo the inter-
sectlon of the centerline of the street of equal or

greater width. except in the case of 100 foot wide cross-
town streets where the street district shall extend 1,000
feet from the lot line ragardless of intersecting streets.
In no wase, howaver, shall the length of a “street district®
from one side lot line be greater than 1,000 feset.
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The depth of the "street district" iz equal to the distance
betweer the centerlines aof the blocks on eicher side of
the street on which the zening lot fronts,

There ghall be a "street district" for every screst front-
ing on a site.

STREET WALL HEIGHT, EXISTING

The "existing street wall height" is the median or pre—
dominant height of the street walls of existing buildings
which fall within the streect district containing the pro-
posed development and are on the game side of the street
25 the development. The "strast wall height" for existing
building shall be measured along the building wall which
occurs within 15 feet of the street line. When less than
40% of the total adjoining street lines have no qual-
ifying strest wall, the "existing street wall height"
shall be the median height of all the street walls of
existing bulldings falling within the street diserict
containing the proposed developmenkt.

STREET WALL HEIGHT, DROPOSED

The "proposed street wall height are the heights of roof
surfaces l0'-0" back frem the proposed street wall,

STREET WALL, PROPOSED

The "proposed street wall® is the building wall of the
proposed development fallign within 15 Feet of the street
and having a minimum depth of 10 fept,

QRIENTATION VALUE

The "orientatien value! iz used in the optional program
lb. Pavlighting Building Peflecrivity to detormine the
solar orientation coefficient for the particular building
facade bheing evaluatad.

REFLECTIVITY VALUE

The "reflectivity value” uged in the cptional program
lb. Davlighting Building Reflectivit is the coefficient
aof reflectivity for the materizl used. Tha reflectivity
value shall ke certified by the manufacturcyr, licensed
independent testing lzboratory, or standard reference
text such as Time Saver Standards, Architectural
Graphic Standards, ete. ’

HALDRUM DIAGRAM r

The Waldrum Diagram is a Daylighet Evaluation Reagram
upen which a building or buildings is drawn Eor ovalu-—
ating daylight compliance. The building cor buildings
are drawn on the diagram by using a fixed vantage

paint (V) in the street and recording all horizontal

and vertical angles subtended by all edges of of the
building from the wvantage point, The building or
buildings are translated to the corresponding angle
lines on the diagram. & Waldrum Diagram iz required for
®ach intersection of a lot line. The area of the building
or buildings evaluated by each dlagram is that area
depicted frem the far lot line to the ceter of the near
rerpendicular let line.
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EXAMPLE:  [NTRODUCTION

The proposal allows For several opticns in assembling
lots which could pain the maximum FAR or the buildable
portian. The minimum area for a building footprint,

ar ¢lear site, will vary with the overall economics of
locatien, configuration, anticipated tenant cequirements,
and optimun floor sizes ss determined by the develaper.
With these paramcters established, the variety of means
by which a targoe 18 FAR May be met on any ¢learable site
is expanded by the Distriet concept.  Where large site
aggregation is limited by the difficulty of purchasing

or clearing adjacent parcels, ar where the inclusion of

a bonusable on site anmenity s tog restrictive econpmically,
additional paycels within the District{s) may be acguired
to gain the bonus privilege.

The oprions For increasing coverage from 15 FAR te 18 FaR
(ot up to 21.6 FAR for Landmark Transfer) include:

1) on-site amenity .
2} targeted off-site amenies Wit iRt Bistricets?

3). adjacent building envelope conservation (ZLM)
4) Distriet building envelope canservation (DILM)
5) Landmark transfer of development rights (TOR)
6) any combination of 1] through 1%

Minimum sizes are provided for all off-site parcels to
prevent scatterad use of zmall parcals.

Once the clearable site has been determined, and the
site asscmblage goal has been met to provide the desired
FAR on the buildable portign, the determination of the
building form is alsa a Precess incorporating

many options under the twe tiar system, The tvange of
assemblige and building eptions is bease illustrated by
the following cxample.

EXAMPLE

An encumbered site has been acquired 25 indicatad

in illustration 1., with a toral clear area of 16,900 sq. fr.
(SF). Adjacent low buildings on the Avenue and side

street, A and B, B,, are not for sale due to tenant leases,
and lack of desire Fo sell now, [t 15 desired to build

4y 500N as possible, and will forege the protracted wait

for a larger lot. The target building size is 18 FAR,

or 304,200 SF on the site.

After determining the Disteicrs {see illustration),
additional properties for grining a bonus are investigated.
The owner of A has a holdour tenant, but is interested in
a IlM. 8 and L, are under separate owngrship, apd
indicare 4 long time and a high price far teaching a ZILM
Agreement. Propertics C_, C,. and E 3y g 5 oTe also
available for a DILM, :h&ugh“at diff$t1ng pflces, Parcsls
Do, and D,, which arethe right area for an off-site
aﬁenity, Ire within the targeted arca for one, though they
are not dilapidated. The legitimate thearor down the
streel has already sold ivs development rights o a
developer on the next Avenue.

The advantages of each opticn, including an on-site
amenity, are investigated. It is determined that the
advantage of lot line windows from aequiring A and the
ecenomics of a DZLM with B and £, best meets the
program, finance, and timing requirements.,  The
assembled lot including ZLM and DILM ts outlimed on
Table 2.
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Using the Prescriptive Tier, twn possible building forms
are suggzested, illustration 3. Afrer consideration it

is decided that a somewhat larger floor size and different
image chan could be gained using the Prescriptive Tier
would be desirable. Therefore, it is determined that the
Performanee Tier will ke utilized. First, the street wall
height and rapge arc ¢alculated, then the streec wall
length and range for sach district, to see what
flexibility 15 available with the base porticn of the
building. The proximity of an eXisting public open space
to the west brings actention to the possibilicy of

Scoring extra points for providing sualighr on it, so0 2
shadow diagram is drawn, illustration 4. The orientation
of the lot zlso may assist in the seoring, because the south
facade with reflect a lot of daylight, so a high
reflectivity value to the skin is assumed, which still
allows for a variety of building materials when the

design of the skin is undestaken. Then several aptional
forms are tested for theirp daylight compliance an ehe
Waldrum Dizgrams, illustratrions & spd & These—aTe—then

scored including strest wall height and lemgth, and sun-
light, and adjustments are made where necessary to achieve
2 minimum passing score for each diserict, and a final
passing score for the antire lot, Though many other
building Forms would ba possible, the final selection is
made within the available range of choices investigated.

SHADOW DIAGRAM
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pase 12,500 x ]ls =
3,520 » O =

Tower 10,500 x 11s =

- 1,080 % 3s
(62.7%)

150,000

11,680

116,600
= £,040

304,220

base
>

T

3 PRESCRIPTIVE TIER BUILDINGS

L4

12,300 x 125 =
3,520 x 93 =

1,980 = 3s
9,480 x 13s
[56.1%)

A AND B

150,000
31,680

181,459

5,040

125,240

310,860



A 71

Qa3e 4,480 x 125 = 173,768
Tower 11,200 x {15 = - 134,230
(72.1%) ——

308,040

paor on zide street srract walj
length and height

full compliangs avenue strect
wall length and heiphe

good dayplight at avenue, fair
on side streer

good refleetivicty a® side stroee

87

5 SERFORMANCE TIER BUTLDINGS

dase 13,810 x 17¢ = 165,720

L,IR0 x 8z = 3,300

_ 174,520

Tower 13,500 x 108 = 14D 0o
73, 8% )

{78.6%) 304, 520

fair on avenue strret wall lengtn
and hejight

good on side street street wall lengeh
and height

average davlight at avenue, fair ac
side sgreer

good reflectiviey at side street

g

c, D,

"Bare 13,030 x 103 =

L50, 500

106,539
57,680

Tower 13,330 x 93 =
11,530 x 55 =

nl }
(74.9% & 58.2% 314,300

fair on side stTest streer wall length,
poor on height

fair on avenue streer wall lengeh and
height

jued daylight ac avanua, barely Tassas
daylight ar side strsac

good reflectivicey on side straew

oaus peincs: ngcch brings suniigne
ta plaza acrass the avenud

85
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or sign on such intersecting street beyond a distance of twenty-Rve feet from the in-
tersection. Beyond such twenty-five feet, entrances not exceeding three feet six inches
in width wd windows other than windows designed or used for display and, when
required by low, exits, veatilators, fire escapes and other appurtendnce: may he per-
mitted. The provisions of this section shall not restrict openings necessary to permit
ingress and egress for regquired or permitted parking, loading and unloading space.
Wlhere zoning for other than residence vse is confined to a distance of not over 100
feet along baih streets from an intevsection, the limitations of this section shall not
apply. In appropriate cases, the Board, after public notice and hearing, may vary
the provisions of this section subject to such appropriate conditions and safeguards as
are in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this section,

ARTICLE NI—HEIGUT DISTRICTS

§8. Height Districts, For the purpese of regulating and limiting the height
and bulk of buildings hereafter erccted, The City of New York is hercby divided
iato cight classes of districts; (a) class one-quaricer (14) disteiets; (b) class cne-half
{14) disteicts; (e} class three-quarter (34) distriets; (d) class one (1) districts:
{e) class one and one-quarter (114) districts; (f) class one and one-hali (134) dis-
tricts; (g) class two (2) districts; (h) clags two and one-half (214) districts. The dis-
tricts heretofore classifed and referred to 28 one-quarter times districts; one-half
times districts; three-quarien times districts; one times districts; one and one-quarter
times cdistricts; one and one-half times districts; twe times districts and two and
one-half times districts, as shown on the height distriet map consisting of twenly-
sever: sheets and an index sheet, each datad Mareh 31, 1937, and signed by the Chiaf
Engineer of the Board of Estimate and Apportionment, together with gight sheets,
each dated Aupust 2, 1943, and signed by the Senior Civil Engineer of the City Plan-
ning Commission, shail hereafter be referrad to and described, respectively, as class.

one-guarter districts, class one-hali districts, chiss Thrar=quarTer gisirints, tlassone
districts, clags one and one-quarier districts, class one amd one-balf districts, clusi two
districts and class two and one-half districts. Tha height districts designated on sail
map, as amended, or as may be hereatter amended from time to time, are hersby cou-
tinned and declared to be part hereof. The height district map designations and map
designatiort rules which accompany sald height district map uare hereby declared lo
Ve part thereof. No building or patt of 2 building shall be erected except tn conformity
)viih thcd repulations herein prescribed for the height district in which such building
15 logated.

(a) In a class one-quarter (34) district no building shall be erccted to 2 height
in excess of one-quarter times the width of the street, but for each rwo feet that the |
bailding or a porlion of it sets back from the street line one foot shall be added to
the height limit of such building or such portion thereof.

(b} In a ¢lass one-half (%4} district no building shall be erected to a height in
excess of one-haif times the width of the street, bat for each ong foot that the build-
ing or a pertion of it sets back from the street line one foot spali be added to the
hetght linut of such building er such portion thereof. :

(¢) In a class three-quarter (34) district no building shall be erected to a height
in excess of three-guarter times the width uf the street but for each one foot that
the building or a portion of it sets hack from the strest line one foot shall be added
to the height limit of such building or such gortica thereof. o

{d) In o class one {1} distriet no puilding shall be erected to a height in ‘exces
of seven-eighths times the width af the strest, but for each one foot that the buildin
or a portion of it sets back from the strect line one and one-half feet shall he adds
to the height limit of such building or such portion thereof. .

(e) In a class one and ane-guarter (114) district no building shall De ercct ..
10 2 height in exeess of the width of the street, but for each one foot that the huilding
or portion of it sets back from the street line two feut shall be added to the height
limit of such building or such portien thereof, )

(i} In a class one and one-half (174) district no building shall be erected to o
height in cxcess of one and one-quarler fimes the width of the street, but for each
ane foot that the building or a pertion of it sets back from the street bine lwo aml
one-balf Twet shall be added to the height limit of such building or such portion
thereof.

{g) In a class two (2] district no-building shall be erected to a height #n excess
of one and-one-half times the width of the street, but for cach one foot that the

1916 ZONING RESCLUTION, ARTICLE III - HEIGHT DISTRICTS AS AMENDED TO
15 NOVEMBER, 1945
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Luilding or portion of it sets back frem the street lipe three feet shall be added to
e height limit of sueh building or such portion thereci,

(h) In u class two and one-lalf (2314) district no building shall be ereeted to a
height in excess of two times the width of the street bui for each one foot that
the building or a portion of it sets back from the strest line four feet shall be added
to th: height Limit of such building or such portion thereof.

§9.  Height District Exceptions. (a) On streets less than 50 feet in width the
same heiglt regulations shall be applied as on sireets 50 fect in width and, except for
the purposes of paragraph d of this section, on strests more than 100 feet in width the
same height regulations shall be applied as on streets 100 feet in width,

(L) Along a narrower strect near its intersection with a wider street, any build-
ing or any part of any building within 100 feet of the wider streer, measured at
right angles from the side af the wider stregt, shall be governed by the height reglla-
tions provided for the wider street, .

(¢) Alove the height limit at any level for any part of a building a dormer, ele-
vator bulkhezd or other structure may be erected provided its frontage length on any
given street be not grearer than 60 per cent of the length of such streey frentage of
such part of the building.  Such frontage length of such structure at any given level
shall be decreased by an amount cqual to one per cent ai such strect frentage of such
vart of the building for every foot such level is above such height limit, If there
are more than one such structure, their aggregate frontage shall not exceed the front-
age iength above permitted at any given {evel. . :

{d) If the area of the building is reduced so that ahove a given level it covers
m the aggregate not more than 25 per rent of the area of the lot, the building above
such level shall he excepted from the foregoing provisions of this article. Such
portion of the building may be erected 1o any height, provided that the distance
which it sets back from the street line on each street on which it faces, plus half of
the width of the street, equals at least 75 [eet. But for each one per cent of the
width of the jor ou the street ling that such street wall is less in lengh than such

(%

witthof thetot s watt Ay e erectod four inches nearer o the strect line. Tz
provision shall not apply to residential buildings or buildings in a residence districe,
or portions thereof within 100 feet of o public park of one acre or more in area,
or within 100 feet of the street line opposite such a park.

(¢} When at the time plans are filed for the erection of a huilding there are
Luildings in excess of the height limits herein provided within 30 fest of either ead of
the street frontage of the preposed building vr directly opposite such building across
the street, the height to which the street wall of the proposed building may rise shall
be incredsed by an amwount not greater than the average excess height of the walls
on_the street ling within 50 feet of either end of the strcet iromtage of the proposed
Luilding and at right angles to the street fromcage of the proposed building on the
opposite side of the street. The average amount of such excess height shall be cormn-
Duted by adding together the excess heights above the prescribed height limit for the
street fromage in question of all the walls on the street line of the buildings and
parts of buoitdings within the above defined frontage and dividing the sum by the totai
number of huildings and vacant plots within such frontage.

(f} Nothing in this article shall prevent the projection of a ¢ornice beyond the
sireet wall 1o an extent not exceeding five per cent of the width of the street nor
more than five feet in any case, Nothing in this article shall prevent the crection
above ‘the height limit of a parapet wall or comive solely for arnament and without
windows extending above such height limit not more than five.per cent of such height
limit, but such parapet wall or cornice may in any case be at least Ave and one-half
[vet high above suchk height limit,

(i) The provisions of this article shall not apply ta the crection of churel spires,
Lelfries, chimneys, (lues or gas holders.

(li) Where not more than 30 feet of a street fromtage would otherwise be subjected
(o height fimit lower than that allowed immediately beyond both ends of such frontage,
the height limst on such frontage shall be equal to the lesser of such greater height
Limits,

(i) If an additional story or stories are added to a building existing at the time
of the passage of this resolution, the existing walis of which are in excess of rhe height
limits prescribed in this article, the height limits for such additional 101y or stories
shall be computed from the top of the existing walls as though the latter ‘were not in
cxcess af the preseribed Iimi}s and the carrying up of existing elevator and stair
enclosures shall be exempted ffom the provisions af this article,

1316 ZONING RESOLUTION, ARTICLE IIT - HEIGHT DISTRICTS
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COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS Bulk Regulations

Basic Regulations
14

Maximum Height of Front Wall and
Required Front Setbacky

In ull districts, ns indicated, if the front wull or nthey
portzan of & Lkdding ar wther struetuee js foeinted ot the
streel Line or within the [nitiel sethack distance set focth
in thiy Secticn, the height of auek front wall or viher L.
tion of a building ur other structare shall not exesed the
maximum height above curd (rvel 3ot forth in this See-
tion, Above such specified maximum height ang bevond
the (uitind setback distancs, Lhe brilding oF other s
fure dhall not penatrate the sky exposwre plane set forth
in this Section, The eegulations of this Section shall
40Pl uxcupt a3 otherwis: provided in Section 3342
[Permitted  Obstructionsy, Section 33-44 1 Aitarnate
Front Setbacks), Section 33-03  Tower Regulationay,
Section 7485 (Height and Satbuek Regulations for
Regidential Buildings:, Section 82-08 (Modification of
Bulk and Height and Sethack Regulations), or Sectiun
82-1% {Ruilding Walls along certuin street linesy, and
Sevtiun 85-07 (Modifleations of Bulk Regulntions:

432

Tal Bky exnasure plane

T
\L

shy cxposurs plany

abova strent Lina v in tha vartical distance

a is the imbial a inthe horizoneal dlatance

ethack distance

ILLUSTHATION OF SKY EXPOSURE PLANE
SECTIoN 31-432

In other Commercial Districta

In the districta indicated, the maximum height of a
front wall and the required front sethack of a busiding or
ather gtruciurs, except as otherwise pet forth in this
Section, shall be gs get forth in the following table:

MAXiMUM HEIBHT 0Ff FRONT WALL AND Rxquinrn
NT SETRACKA

Shy erporure plymr

Elopt over sewing fal (ox
Breaped a3 8 rutio of vemi.
<l diswrey to horizsnia)

Juirint divtanee)

bk —

dirmi e . . Tt mavromm On aeidy

{in feut) Maximom hgight of g Heighe nirpst Hreen
frant wall or mhee pors  abavs  Vertin Mori.  Verth Hario
Cm Ta  tign of a bwifdimy wnlk-  cirgee cal  fontal  eal roneal
SEFTIR tmdy in the fernal sridack har div- ~ din die g
Hbdet gfrepd dirtanry (in f4t)  tance anew  Lanes wncy

80 feat or two
atortey, whichavar
20 1B In less 10 1tel 11

80 fest ar four
#taries, whichever
20 i5 ix less -] 2Tt 1 & tol

B85 fest or 3ix
#torier, whichever
20 15 iz leas ] 2Tt 1l  Sbtoi

However, in accardance with Lhe provisions af Section
32.42 (Location within Buildiaga), in €1, G2, ar €3 Dis-
irictd, no commercal building ar portion thereof oceu-
pied by nen-residential user listed in Use Croup 64, 6B,
6C, 6F, T. 8. 9, or 14 shall exceed in height 30 feet ar
two gtoried, whichever is eas

In C4-1 or CA-1 Districts, for community factlity build.
ings or buildings used for hoth cemmunity foeilily and
cometerednl use, the maximum heixht of a front wall shall
be 35 fset or three storier, whichever i3 less, and the
height abave atreet {fne shall be 35 fact.

In Cl.6, C2-6, Cd-4, or C4-5 Distriets, for community
facitity buildings or buildings used for both cammunity
facility and commureicl use, the maximum height of a
frant wall shall he 60 feet or six stories, whichever ia leas.

324
Alternate Frant Sethacka

[n all distrives wa indicated, if un upen arel 8 provided
alony the full length of the frowt dof fne with the munimum
depth set furth in this Section, the provisions of Section
Ad-ad 1t Maximum Height of Front Wall and Required
Front Setbavlks: shafl not apply. The minimum depth of
such open area shall be measured perpendicular to the
frant lod line, However, in suth instances, except as other-
wise provided in Section 33-42 {Permitted Ohstructions.
Sectinn G3-15 (Tower Regulations), Section 32-08 ¢ Modi-
ficution of Julk Height and Setback Requirements: or
Seetion 85-04°¢ Modiflcutions of Bulk Regulations) no dudlds
iy nroolher struglure shall penetrate the alternate ghy
exposure plane set forth in this Section. and the sky eo-
pagure plose whall be messured -from a point above the
sfreat lne,

If the cpen aren provided under the terms of thia Section
ig & plare, uch open arem may be counted for the bunua
provided for a plaze in the districta indicated in Section
3313 ¢Floar Avéa Bonus for a Plaza);

J)-442
In ¢ther Commereial Diatricts

Tn the diastrigts indicated, the alternate front aetback
reguiations applicable to a building or other arustyre
shall be as set forth in the following table:

ALTERNATE REQUIRED FRONT SETBACKS

Alternaie iby rrparier piang

Uepth ol untional Slopa weer sanimg 1ot {expressed 33 8 rabm
reat upen area Hricht  af wertical dratance to Sarsonisl dotines |
(ia fzet) alave —
e ———— irere On nareqw steref Cnovirde sieced
An maresw Onouade iing Vermeal Heornunzal  Vertiead  Hanpanesl
arerer Areed (i feet)  halkhgs disnaney didtance  diitsace
15 10 I 14 o 1 14 to |1
156 10 a5 37 ot 65 to 1

1961 ZONING RESOLUTION, BULK REGULATLONS (ABRIDGED) A_-'O



33-442 (continued)

However, in accordance with the provisiena of Section
32-42 (Lecation within Buiidinga), in C1, C2, or C) Dis-
tricts no sommerciol buwilding or pertion thereof occus
pied by non-rexidentiol wred listed in Use Group 64, 6B,

6C, 6F, 7, 8, 9, ar 14 shail exceed in height 10 feet or

two slarfea, whichever 13 less.

In C4-1 ar CB-1 Diatrieta, far cormmunity facility build-
ings or butldings used for both community focility use
and cemmercini use, the maximum height above sfreet
Ume shall be 35 feet or three storfes. whichever 14 lras
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more streetal, or Section 33437 (Tower sotbacks on
nareow blocks), are applicable and where the option ia
taken to be governed by such provisions, such towar may
oceupy any portion of the zontunyg lot not located lean than
15 feet fram the street ling, of a adrrow sirest, or less
than 10 feet from the street ting of 3 wide sirect, pro-
vided that the aggregate area ao occupied within 50 feet
af a narrow gtreet ghall not exceed 1,875 snuare {eet and
the aggregate area so oscupied within 40 fest of 2 wide
street shall not exceed 1,600 square feet,

1f the building of which auch tower ia s perticn does not
ooetipy at any level more than the maximum percent of
the lot ares set forth in thia Section or Hection 33-45d
for towars, the Lower may occupy any portipn of the
toning lat not located less than 20 faet from the street
Iine of o narrou atreet or 123a than 15 feet from the
atreet line of a wide atreet, provided that the aggregate
aren so occupied within 50 feet of & narrow wivee! shall
not exceed 2,730 square feet and the agdregale area so
accupied within 40 feet of a wide streat shall not exceed
2,000 square {eet. -

Unenclosed baleonies, subject to the provisiona of Section
24175 (Dalennied}, are permiltad to project into or over
open areas nob occupied hy towera,

B35
Towerd-on damall lats

h 13 the herght of

aky exposaura plane
abowe atreet line -

4 im the depih af the
opticnal (ront open arca

v ia the vertical diatance

4 18 Ihd herizontal diarancs

ILLUSTRATION OF ALTERNATE 5KY EXPOSURE PrLane
SEcTioN 31-442

Supplementary Hegulations

135
Tower Hegulationa

1351
In certain speciffed Commerclal Diatricts

in the districts indicated, exeept as sthewise provided
in Section #2-08 {Modification of Bulk and Height and
Setback Megulntiona). any buddinge or portions Lhere-
of which in the aggregate cecupy not more than 40
pereent of the Iot ereg of a aoning (ot or, for roning lots
of Jess than 20,000 aquare feet, the percent gt forth in
Section 34153 (Towera on amall lots), may penatrate an
gatablished sy wrpesurs plane. (Such building or per-
tion thereof is hercinafter referred to as a tower.) At
any given level, except where the provisions set farth in
Section 30455 {Alternate reguiationa for towers on lats
bounded by two or more sireets). ar Section 13-458
{Alternate sethack regulations on lota beunded by two or

1961 TONING RESOLUTION,

It the distriéta indicared, 4 tower perrmutted undes the
proviaions of Section 33-451, 33-45Z, ar 33453 may oo
cupy the perzent of the laf ario of a zening lot 2t forth
in the following table:

Lat Coveract ar Towrrg
ON SMALL ZonING LoTa

Area of Meximum pereent

2oning lot uf
(in equare fest) lat coverage
10,500 or less Y
10,501 to 11500 10
11,501 ta 12500 4B
12,501 to 13,500 47
18,501 to 14,500 46
14,501 to 15.500 46
15,601 1o 16,500 L]
16,501 tn 17,500 43
17,501 ta 18,500 12
18,501 ¢a 19,099 .41

33455
Alternale regulations for towers on [ots
hourded by two or nore streeta

In tha districts indicated, if a zaning {o¢t is bounded b
at least two sirect [inea, a tower may occupy the pergenc
af the lor arex of a poning (of ast forth in this Soction,
provided that, except as athsrwise set forth in Section
3i4-467 (Tower setbacka on narrow blogks), and Section
A2-08 {(Modification of Bulk and Height and 3etback
Regulationny, all partiang of any building or buildings
an 3uch rzaning (of, incicding auch tower, are set bhack
from airaed lines sa roquired in this Section,

(a) The mazimum percent of lot area which may be
geeupied by such tower, ahall be the sum of 40 per-
cent plua 4ne-half of one percent for avery .1 by
which the floor area ratio of auch buibding s las
thah the floor arec rafia permitted under the pro-
visions of Section 33-12 (Maximum Floor Area
Ratio), Seetion 3J-13 (Floor Ares BHonua for a
Plaza), Section 33-14 (Floor Area Donua for a

BULK REGULATIONS (ABRIDGED)
(CONT INUED)



31455 (Cantinued) A

Plara-Connected Optn Area), or Section 23-106 { Floor
Area Bonus for Arcades). The maximum ot covers
dge for any towss buiit under the provisions of this
Section or for any building or buildings on any ran.
(g ot secupied by such tower shall be 53 percent of
the ot arez of such zoning lof,

(b) At all lavels, jncluding grourd level, such huitd-
ing shall be set back from a strect line as fallowa:

{11 On marrow atreers, by a distpnes equal to at
least the fraction of Lhe aggregate widrh of
afraet walls of the tower, the numepator of
which fraction iz one ard the denominator of
which fraction ix the aum of 8.0 plus 0667 for
&very .1 by which the Honr arec raetine of auch
huildfuy ia lens than the fgopr grea rafin PEFIIL-
ted under the provisions of Section A1, 5-1,
33-14. nr 3513, provided that such fraction shall
be no iees than wee-fifth, apd provided furthe
that such setbuck need nnt cxceed 45 fret.

(2) On wide stresls, by a distance equal to at
least the fraction af the aggregaée width of
#ereet walls of the tower, the numerater of which
{raction i3 one and the denominrator of which
fraction is the sum of 4.0 Plus .2 for averr 1 by
which the floor area rotio of such hudlding is
iess than the floor areq rotip permilted undar
the pravisiohs of Seetion 33.12, 3313, 33-14, or
33.15. pravided thab such fraction shali ke ng
less than oneseventh, and provided further that
such sethaci fieed not axceed 35 feet,

(c) If a roming lot secupies an entire black, rthe
maximum gethack zet forth in paragraph (bl of this

95

in one and the denomingtor af which fraction is the
aum of 1.0 plus 0333 {or cach .1 by which the fleor
aren rafio of the buding iy less than the floar urea
ratin permitled under the provizions of Sections
3112, 32413, 3314, er 33-15, previded that ayeh
[raction shall be no leds than one-fifth, and provided
further that gueh aetbuck need nol exceed 45 feat,

(k) On wide streets, by a distance equal to at legst
the fraction of the agpregate width of atreet walla
©f the tower, the numeratar of which fractieq iy ane
And the dengminator of which fraction i3 the sum of
4.0 plas .03 for esch .1 by which the flnor area ratio
af the building is leas than the floor nrea ratio pers
mitted under the provisions of Sections 13.12, 33-13,
33-14, or 33185, provided that such fraction shall he
no less than sne-seventh, and provided further that
auch wetback nesd not exceed J5 fent.

() Notwithatpnding any other provisions set forth
in this Bactian, na tower buiit under the provisions
of this Section ahall be aet back less than 25 feet
{rom the afreet line on narrow streets or less than
15 feet from the street lime on wide stveefs.

33-45%
Tower setbacka on marrow hlocks

In the districts indicated, if a zoning It i bounded by
at lenut three street linew, and any two of the stieet fines
Are upposite to each other and paraliel or withip 43 de.
grees of heing parallal 1o each other, and their average
distance apart is 150 feet or less, the minimum distance
a tower i5 required to be et back from such fpposite

L1y 1o, So s SO T 3ea T Al

Secrinn of 45 Leglon—each—merrom—trret bty
the zoning lof may he reduced by one foot for every
aix feet af setback pravided on g werde street bound-
ing the toning lot in addition to the setbacks ather-
wite requiced for unde sireets ax set forth in such
Paragraph, provided that ne sethack on a narroie
#ireet resulting from sush raduction shali he Juss
than 35 feet pr one-tenth the angrepate width of
atreet wally of the tower, whichever shali require the
greater setback.

(d) The additional setbacks- on ride streets aet,
forth in paragraph (¢} ‘may be provided entirely
ah one wide girect or divided in any proportion
ATnE ony two wide strests bounding the zoming

L,

(e} Notwithstanding any other proviaisn set forth
in thia Section, no building or portion of & building
built vnder the provisions af thia Section shall he
set back less than 25 feet from the strest ling on
RArTow alreels or lass than 1§ feet from the street
line on wide sireeta.

ternate regulations for tawers on lots Lounded Ly two o
mare streets, ur Sectiva 34156 (Altevnnre setbnck reg-
ulatinns oa tots bounded by 1wo or more SUYRUEN S, IH -
dueed in accordance with the following table

TOWER SETHACKS UN Natkow BLocks

Mirimnum sechach
Ter tower built
Reduction af required under provisiaha

tower setbuck of this nection
On narrow 30 ?reunt or ten feet, 15 fewt
trast whichever ia lkas
On widy 40 percent or Len feet, 10 fuet
ireel whichever is legs

1456

Alternate setback regulztions on fots bounded
by twn or more atreets

In the districta indicated, except a3 otherwise set farth
in Section 33-487 (Tower setbucka on parrow blacks),
and Section §2-08 !Modifleation of Rulk & Teight and
Setback Regulations), if o zonfng ot is bounded by aut
leant twa rireet iings. n tower accupying not more than R
the percent of lof area set forth in Seotion JI-451 (In
certain specified Commerefal Districts) or Section 33-d64
{Towera on amall lots) may be set back from 4 strest
hine as follows: 7

la} On marrow aireets, by a distaney equal t3 &t
Wast the fraction of the sogregats wideh of streat
walls af the lower, the numeralor of which fraction

1961 ZONING RESQLUTICN, BULK REGULATIONS (ABRIDGED) A-‘1O
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MIDTOWN

8y Date

OFFICE CONSTAUCTION
160 - 1932
of Deeupancy

245 FIFTH AVE.-Depptes C.P,Action

D3A Action

1960 Neot Rentuble
3. ft, Block
Aduross Luilding hame {x 1,000 Wa.
Hidtown 270 Park Ave, Union Cartide 1,150 1283
330 Park Ave, I.T.T. 526 1286
359 Park Ave. City Bank 1,250 1308
155 E. % St. 45 1511
- 2,974
1351
Hidtown 533 Third Ave. Cantinental Can LD 1314
635 Third Ava, American Home Products o 1317
735 Third Ave. Diumond National 307 1319
350 Third Ave. Western Publizhing 431 1306
522 Fifsh ave. Morgan Guatantee Truse 420 L2549
555 Madisan Ave. Coares Bldg, 340 1291
L285 Ave. of Americas Hquitable Life 1,300 1044
3,808
1862
Midtown 2180 Park Ave. Banker's Trust 321 1234
1120 Ave.ofimertcas  Hippodrome (add.) 213 1258
1130 Ave.ofAmericas  Phoenix 291 Lo62
T2y Ave.ofAnerlcas  Sperry Rand 1,700 1267
2,537
I863
Midrown 104 W. 40 5t, Spring Mills 153 315
135 . 30 5t. American Managoment Assn. 7an 1063
B 288 E. 56 St Men YVark Telaphone &0 1339
757 Third Ave. Harceurt, Brqee, Jovanich 534 1521
777 Third Ave, U.5. Plywaod 488 L13zz2
8345 Third Ave, i3 1522
200 Park Ave. Fan Am 2,400 1280
330 Madison Ave. Sperey & Hotchinson &85 1277
' 5,153
1964
Midtown =04 W, 533 3¢, M.E.MUA, Bldg. 0 1048
110 E. 59 Se. The Lighthouse 112 1373
830 Third Ave, Bank Systemg 115 1308
979 Thivd Ave. Decoratar 7 Design 3z7 1332
641 [exington Ave, Saturday Bvening Post 400 1309
20 Park Ave. Sterling Drug 768 864
277 Park Ave. Chemical dank 1,500 1202
d10 Madisen Ave, Franklin Mational Bank 46 1239
1212 Ave.ofAmericas 250 1263
L3I0l Ave.ofanericas  J.C, Penncy 1,300 Lous
4,353
1765 -
MzlTown
L34 E. 40 3¢, Korbrand Corp. Bldg, 11 f05
0L B, 42 5t 205 L3lG
51 w. 5I 5t. COsJT500 Ave. of the Americas) Tz 1264
49Ny Madison Ave. 233 1253
392 Fifth Ave. Trade Bankh § Truast 57 1263
1330 e ofAmericns  ABC az0 1ioy
1935 Broadway Cammct Bldg. 50 nas
1475 Sroadwiy Allicd Chemical (1 Times &g.) 114 395
1855 Aroaduway - 75 1113
1,855

MIDTOWN OFFICE CONSTRUCTION 1966-1982 BY DATE OQF QCCUPANCY

A2
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Hac Rencable

9. F=. Block No.
Address Auilding hame f41,003)
1954
66 Third Ave, Crowell ,Collier MacMillan 100 1307
1550 Ave.arAmericas MGM 300 1274
1363 Broadway American Rible Foziety 127 1L13
517
1357
- 325 Saventh Ave. 13Q 1006
145 Park dve. American frands 1,400 LI01
M3 pPark Ave Wagrnen a0 1303
437 Madison Ave. i.T.7. ‘merizas 540 1283
T} E, 33¢h 3¢, Annex g Decoavators Hldg. 135 1332
5.87¢
1943
1949 33 E. d3th 5k, Bankers' Trust , 783 1234
825 Third ive, Qandon Hause 300 1324
964 Third Ave. 435 1512
1133 Ave.afdsericas  IntesTciemical 730 996
1411 3roadwav LY 315
909 Thard Ave. FOR Ppgz JFfice 487 1323
5 E. 3nd Sp. Smigrant 3avings ] L277
ild &, 39th Az, =0 L33
FE-LLENNglE ¥ SEEES') Y BHIIRE-J TIHD\- Bt 1 P11 ‘jj\} :-:54
345 Park ave. ariscal ‘levars L0 i 306
TAT Fidth Ave. Seneral Htagovs L, 330 La9d
Tid3ave.aiymaricaas uwlin--an Houga =L, 300 197
VA0 Eroavway i v -
0,773
@77
- Al? Third ive, i 1330
5330 Madisgn Ave. Finland House L29¢
245 Madisen ivae, Pan Ceazxn 3ldg. 1374
11335ve.afAnericas Frevans Tower 349
L0 Sevenih ve, 1324
488 Zevonin Ave. 1023
L8 Cuiumbus Lircle Gulf 3 wesipzn 2lase 1.5
. 1,252
1271
Ly B, 3Ard 3, 1284
J30_Taird we. 131
T3a Pama wn, i29z2
131 vve.afimerzcas ; 1002
Tdiave .criaerieas J.C. renncy "Annes) 1085
LiTdive afimrricas Gapital Industrigs 137}
1315 Irnacway W, T, wsng [, Aster Plaza) ldle
1535 3rouusay Uris Fide. 1022
900 Third wve. 395
: 1371
i - 2 WesT 3TrR AL Foluw Sidg. L.2a0
20 ar LR L TR N [CRTTE bl
MAITTR T T TeT T HTuF TeTiT T T T T by
300 Thizd Ave. 511
259 LT RELS
Tag a thare T ezl
P L Sp=an
JEOERETEY antd 3ldg. L, 23
V300 3raoadvay jeneral B
3,725
MIDTCHN QFFICE CONSTRUCTION 1060-1932 BY DATE OF SCCURANCY
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Net Rentable
sq. Fr. Black
Address Building (& L,000) Na.
1973
- 7 Third ave. 330 1320
1208 Mweofimeriens  Tige/Celanese 1500 Lo
2,151
1974
665 Fifth Ava, Holex 133 1288
1166 Ave,ofimericas 1,430 1261
—_— T =
1,553
1575
1i? £, 37:h Se, Galleria 95 1312
643 Firth aya, UIZT.D'LC Tower RO 1287
405
1974
635 Thirtd Ave. Amevicun Hone Products 350 317
350
1977
625 Lexington Ave, Citicorp 1300 1303
-1,500 1023
1973
Sait Fifeh ey PANIEV: Founeation 300 1267
300
1979
a
logu
727 Fifrh Ave, ies 11,000 1292
360 Madison Ave, {(Kalikow) {rehab.) 157,008 1281
4 ark_Ave, [Klein} 250, pu0 1313
360 Lexington Ava, (Hudin) 3o nan 1305
1 Park Ave. Plaza (Fisher) 4,050 500 1288
193] ' 1,801,000
Junedrted for Comaletion
T S70 Madj ATET bl 1291
550 Madison Ave. R ‘ 744,500 1291
I drk Ave, Philip Moryis - 00 000 1275
¢ Lexingron ave, (Clympin ¥ Yark) - (rehab) 950,000, 1300
E0F Thied Zve. (Cohen Bros ) 2A5.000 1323
3,469, 800
1987 and Jater
Scheuuled for Completion .
. 335 Fifth Ave. Renub[&gﬂigz;-lblgﬁ EEQLQQQ 49
310 Madjson Ave. ko $00,000 1289
535 Madizon sye. [Klein) | 420,000 1290
375 Third ave. (Cladstone 600,000 1327
O TS (Knlikaw) L imoom 12795
TI% Firfth Ave. (Trum)_ 236, 00p 1292
§ub Third pe. Minseoff AL, 000 1309
110 Sixth Ave, C:‘vil:kﬂrSDnJ [rehahb) (300, 000} 1258
d2nd and Bway City at 42nd N.A.
TE, durh dc. gaksyFifth AvL. N.i_ 1285
135 E. S7th (Gladstone) N.AL 1512
. 300 Park Ave. N.A, 1294
1270 Sixth Ava. Rockefeller Center) MLoAL 1264

SUURCES :

Sanborn Maps Department of City Planning,? Lafayette St., Now rark City

! o . ' N - - g
2. Midrown and Urban Design Groups, Dept. of Gity Planning, 2 Lafayetoe Se.. NYC
3

Board of Ztandards and Appeals, 10 larfayerfo St., New York Ciry

MIDTOWN QFFICE CONSTRUCTION 1960-1987 By D

ATE OF QCCUPANCY
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TYPE OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPRCVAL FOR ALL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION, A
1960-19%2 BY BLOCK LOCATION
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COMPARLSON OF AS DF RIGHT

YEAR

AS OF

RIGHT {AQR)

CPC/DEN  ACTION

EETAL TOTAL #
XO. QF BLDG, RENTADLE AREL % RLSTABLE AREA % RENTABLL ARk OF DBLDGS.
AO.R. % TOTAL
&0 4 o ® 2,974,000 100% 2,974,000 3
61 I 100 % 3,808,000 100% 3,808,000 7
62 4 100 % 2,537,000 100% Z,537,000 4
63 & 100 % 5,153,000 100% §,153,000 3
64 10 1 % 4,388, 000 100% 4,888,000 10
65 7 88 ¢ 1,505,000 81%c 350,000 19%] 1,855,000 3
66 3 100 % 927,000 100%{C 0 927,000 3
&7 5 83 % 2,378,000 2% C 900,000 384 1,278,000 6
63 0 35 % Q a 0
69 11 83 % 7,975,000 74%(C 2,800,000 6% 10,775,000 L3
70 ] g5 % 3,712,000 g87% 8 540,000 13% 4,25 ,000 7
71 1 12 % 700,000 105(¢ 5,628,000 8
B 936,000 0% 7,258,000
72 4 48 % 3,741,000 43%|C 4,915 non 2
B 139,000 57% 8,795,000
73 1 S0 0% 350,000 165/ C 1,800,000 84% 2,150,000 z
74 1 50 % 135,000 0% € 1,430,000 913 1,563,000 2
75 0 0 b ¢ 495,000 L00% 495,000 2
76 1 100 % 350,000 100% 0 350,000 0
77 T o g 0 C 1,300,000 100% 1,303,000 i
78 D 0 0 300,000 < 100% 300,000 L
79 0 0 [} 0 - 0
80 0 [ .0 C 1,614,000 Lan%j 1,514,000
gl 0 0 0 C 2,519,800 100% 2,519,800
82+ 2 0 0 3,793,000 1003 3,793,000 ™
TOTAL 73 41,131,000 SF 58% 29,584,000 58 42% 70,715,000 SF 111

¥ 5 addiriomal buildings scheduled for completicn in

on area but L., action saught on all proposals

SCURCES:

1932 - no figures available

L. Sanborn Maps Department of City Planning, 2 5;fnyettc 5t.New York

2. #iidtown and Urban Design Groups, Dept. of City Planning, 2 Lafayette St

3. Board of Stendards and Appeals

"

COMPARISON OF AS-OF-RIGHT WITH SPECIAL PERMIT CONSTRUCTION

A-14
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SUMMARY QF DFFICE BUILDING COMSTRUCTION

YEAR MUHBER QF BUILDINGS RENTABLE ARLCM OF BUILDILGS x og

(TOT.BLOGS)A.O.R. o £.p./ B.5.A. % AOR. G C.B./  g.5.a % TOTAL
60-64 13 100% D o 19,360 100 0 0 19,360
(33}

65-50 26 . B7% 4 ©13% 12,783 76 4,050 243 16,333
(501
70-74 13 48% 15 54% 8,538 36% 15,382 £45 24,020
(23}
75-79 1 - 25 3 75% 350 14 2,005 861 2,445
(4)
gQ-42« O 0 16+ 100% o D 7,927 100% 8,114
(la)~

TOTAL 111 7T 65% 19+ 35% 41,131 58% 20,584 42% 70,615

* ¢ agdditional buildings scheduled for completicn in 1987 - no fipures available
on area but C.P. Action saught on all proposals

*» Ppercentage range - Low figure does not include 5 additional buildings, high Eigure does

SOURCES;

1. Sanborn Mﬂps,Depurtﬁent of City Pianning, 2 Lafayette St., New York Civy.
2. Midtown and Urban Design Groups, Dept. of Cley Plannihg, 2 Lafayette 5t., New York City
3. Doard of Standards and Appeals, 40 Lafayetre 5t., llew York City

SUMMARY OF QFFICE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION 1960-1982

A5
S~

A
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POST 1974 OFFICE BUILDINGS

Comparing Actual Tawer Area on Site Areas (S5F) x 1000

to Minimum site for 40% Tower 40%

DATE  BUILDING TYP.TOYER FLDOR FOOT~  ~2ONING TOWER ASSEMBLAGE ,
. ARGA (SF) PRINT* LOT MIN.3 METHOD

74 lla6 Sixth Ave. 32,400 &4 E Y al LM

g0 Park Plaza 25,040 g B5% 62 ZLM

77 Citycorp Center 24.596 75 75% 51 Cleared Site

B2 101 Park Ave, 20,832 52 52 55 Cleaved Site

81 Philip Morris 20,737 C21 21 52 TDR

81 IAM 19,652 49 % 49% 49 Cleared Site

B ATA&T 19,500 37 37 49 Cleared Site

a1 805 Third Ave. 19,570 9 30 1% 2LM

73 Olympic Towers 13,811 25 40 47 ZLM

20 SE0 Lexington Ave. 13,221 17 17 35 TDR

a2 335 Madison 11,922 17 23 g ZLM

az 725 Tifth Ave. 11,454 19 35 29 LM

18 650 Pifth Ave. 5,156 14 18 23 ZLM

a0 499 Park Ave e P I# >3 AR

[

I. Denotes the cleared buildable area of a zoning lot.

2. Denotes the total area of a zoning lot including on site buildings which will remain
a5 in a Zoning Lot Merger (ZLM).

3. Denotes the minimum total zoning lot area that would be required to construct a
Tower similar ia floor arca o those illuszraved above.

4. Denctes the type of assemblage-cleared site, no buildings remaining on zoning lot,
Loning Lot Merger (ZLM), building remaining un zoning lot; Transfer af Development
Rights (TDR), transfer of unused floer area from Landmark buildings.

* Denotes zoning lots sufficient to have produged a 40% tower undop equivalent ACR
Tegulations, This does not take into account adiustments for special district
repulations.

POST '1974 OFFICE BUILDINGS



ARTICLE VII -

A 108

SPECIAL PERMITS 8Y CITY PLANNING CoMMISSIOM

x 1000 QTHER

ACTION YEAR BLOCK ADDACSS LOT TYPE LOT SIZE NET R. ACTION
Td-52 PARKING GARAGES R PUBLIC PARKING LOTS IN HIGH DEXSITY CENTRAL AREAS
‘6l 1004 1286 - 6th Equitable Life Deep B.F. 1300
74712 LANDMARK PRESERVATION ; DEVELOPMENTS OR ENLARGEMENTS ON LANDMARK SITES Ui
CERTALN DISTRICTS
(H)'79 1286 455 Madiscn Palace Hotel B.F. +Mid. - 74-72
T4-82
74-72 BULK MODIFTCATIONSG; Height and Sethack and Yard Modificaticns
185 1269 1330-6TH -ABC B.F. 350 26-07
166 15303 2499 Park-West Vaco B.F. 900
‘68 a15 1411 Tway Small Blk. 1009
58 1007  1345-4th -Burlipgten Decp B.F. 1800 11-12z2
69 1284 230 Park-Bankers Trust Annex Mid. 686
*71 1002 125l-6th - ES30 Deep B.F. 2100
71 1016 1515 Bway-W.T. Grant T 21-06
‘Tl 1295 622-3ed - Blue Cross Midvgorner 967 Td-32
72 2594 1095-6th-N.Y.Tel. Qeep B.F. 1100 74=84
) 1001 1221-6th-McGraw Hill Deep B.F. 2200
'72 1022 1633 Bway-Uris Deep B.F. 2052 3104
17 1261 llG6+8th B.F. 1430
172 1272 40 W.57th-5quibb Midblock 643 B.S.AL
172 12318 10 B. 53rd - Harper & Row Midblock 350 74-82
v73 1000 1205-6Lh -Calanese Deep B.F. 1800 Tid=52
(R) ‘75 1287  645-5th-0tympic Towers Corner+did 400 87-00
. 87-62
#7576 1308 425 Lexingron-{iticorp I/4 block 1500 T4-82
71-87
‘ 74-91
74-72 77 1267  6E0-5th - Pahlevi Corner 300 87-062
'79 1009 118 W. 5%ch 33-122
[HY'79 1236 455 Madison-Palace Hotel B.F.eMid - 74-32
T4-712
[11]'30+ 1006  1325-6th-N.¥. Hilton Decp BUF. - 74-912
ran 1283 1 Park Ave.=Plaza{Fisher) Midblock 1050 74-32
:1v] 1292 580 Madison - IBM B.F. 745 . 74-82
74-R7 .
74-91
87-11
F 35-45
180 1305 560 Lexington -Rudin Corner 130 74-87
'81 1276 120 Park-Philip Morris B.F. 600 74-792
74-87
'8l 1280 360 Madisen Corner "157
31 1291 570 dMadison -A.T.&T B.F. 650 74-87 S

SPECTAL PERMITS BY ZONING RESOLUTION SECTION

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION -

1960-1532

I
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x 1000 OTHER
ACTION YEAR BLOCK ADDRESS LOT TYPE LOT STZE  NET R. aCTIODN
74-79 TRANSFER OF DEVLLOPMENT RIGHTS FROM LANDMARK SITES
'30 1323 305-Ird (Cohen) 2/3B.F.+Mid, 515 74-37
180 L1006 1325-6th =N,Y. Hilton Decp B.F, 74-72
3 1276 120 Park-Philip Morris B.F. 600 7472
Td4-37
74-82 THROUGH BiOCK ARCADES
171 1295 622-3rd -9lue Cross Mideorner 867 T4-72
‘72 1282 10 E. 53rd - Harper & Row Midblock 330 74-72
t73 109G  1205-6th -Cclanese Deep B.F, 1300 Td-72
'75'7 13108 625 Lexington-Citicorp 3/4 blogk 1300 74-72
Td-T72
75-37
74-91
‘79 1286 455 Madison-Palace tlotel B.F.+Mid 7d4-72
Ti-712
b -1¢] L288 L Park Ave. {Fisher) Midblock 1050 74-72
'30 1292 580 Madison-IBM B.F. 745 Ti-72
74-87
74-91
§7-11
I3-451
74-84 UEVELOPMENTS WITH EXISTING BUEILDINGS
'72 594 1095-6th -N.Y. Te], Deep B.F. 1200 74-72
74-87 COVERED PEDESTRIAN SPACE
'74 1112 117 E. 57th - Galleria Midblock 95 82-08
'75-76 1308 625 Lexington -Citicorp 3/4 block 1300 7472
Td=82
. 74-91
180 1202 380 Madison~ IBM E.F. 743 74-72
T4-82
74-91
87-11
33-451
'80 1305 560 Lexington-Rudin Corner 330 74-72
'80 1323 80=--3rd -Cohen 2/3 B.F+Mid, 525 74-79
T4] 1276 120 Park - Philip Morris . £. 500 74-72
74-792
31 119] 370 Madisou—A.T.GI B.E. 600 Ti-72
74.91 URBAN OPEN SPACE MODIFLCATIONS r
78176 138 625 Lexington - Citicorp 374 B.F, 1300 74-72
71-32
Ti-87,

SPECTAL PERMITS BY Z0NIN

CITY PLAMNING COMMISSION -

G RESOLUTION SECTION

1960-1982 J
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% 1000 OTHER
ACTION YEAT BLOCX ADDRESS LOT TYPE LOT SIZE NET R. ACTIO¥

7a4-312 74-62(b}

{t) a0 12902 580 Madison = IBM B.F. 745 74-72
74-82

74-87
87-11
35-451

'30 1005 1325-6th =N.Y. Hilten Deep B.F. T4-72

ARTIOLE VIID - SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRICTS

81-06 SPCCIAL THEATHE DISTRICT

172 1022 1635 Bway - Uris De=p B.F. 2052 74-72
§7-00  SPECIAL FLFTIy AVEXUE DISTRICT
87-62
'74 1255  645-5th - Qlympic Towers Corner+Mid 440 Ta-732
37-062 ‘77 1267  §50-5th - Pahlevi Corner 300 74-72
87-11 30 1292 530 Madison - I.B.M. ~ Corner 745 74-72
74-82
7a-87
7a-31
" ALk |
87-033 a2 1292 725-5th - Trump Corner 236 R
87.102
{a) '82 1292 725-5cth - (Trump) Corner 236
raz B9 445-5th - Republic Carner 250 a7-10L{a;’

87-107 a2 1284 [.E. 48th - Saks 5th Ave. Corner N.AL

93=041  SPECJAL TRANSIT LARD USE DISTRICT

180 . 1309 900-3rd (Minskoff) 3.F. 450

NOTE (H) = Hotql

(R} = Residential

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION -
SPECIAL PERMITS BY ZONING RESCLUTION SECTION 1980-1982
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B:S.A. ACTION  1960-1982

YEAR  DOCKET BLOCK ADDRESS ACTION /YARIANCE DON:
a7 431-67 1113 451-67 Col. Civele(Gulf-Western) 1. Tower setbacks-do not comply
with ((5-3
2, 72-21
1) 154-63 1271 1368-74 6th L. Variance on tower height
2, Tawer gncroachment
3. Interior lot provisions-
100" back
'65 706-68 1111 950.3rd 1. Tower excessive
Z. setback encrouchment
3. Area within 50! of 3rd § S57L-
exceeds C 5-2 §F C &-6
allowable
4, 72-71
'63 791-464 1292 450 Park-Frapklin Nat. Bank L. Varianee on Max. lot Joverage
2. Front wall in park-excessive
3, 72-2]
1§-69 1276
'69 1274 487-39 S5th 1. Tower encroachment on sethack
2. Lxcessive tower avea
3. F.A.R. excessive
4. rear yard req'd on Sth side
T69 454 -69 1023 1754-69 Broadway L. Fropt well height oxeessive
2. No initial satback
3. Tawer aren excessive encroach
on sethacks
4. 20" rear yard not provided
170 50-70 1272 32-46 W, 57th - Squibb 1. Ponetrates skyexp.plane
2. rear yard,port. @ [st story
exceeds heighe
3. Pylons prej, inte rear yard
4. 7i-2
Y77 036-77 1313 487-199 Park L. Variance on 80 ft satback
Z. Min. lot for commercial
3. 73-01th) -~ & 72-21
177 A9-77 1292 450 Park 1. Proposed mezzanine contrary

to ecalepdar 72-01(b) § 72-21

BOARD OF STANDARDS AND AFPEALS VARTANCES 1960-19382
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STATUS OF THE MANHATTAN OFFICE MARKET 1980

The current conditions and prospects for
the New York City office market have been the subject
of numerous articles in industry publicatieons., All
have similar themes and basically deal with the acute
shortage of prime office space in Manhattan with
resultant escalation of rents to historically high
levels. Of course, demand is only one of the factors
contributing to the high rent levels; increased financing
and development costs/risks are translating inte

.
5

a decade ago. Analysis of office market conditions
substantiate the conditions reported in newspaper
articles,

The effects of inflation and the high cost
of financing need little elaboration as to their
combined impact on construction and real estate devel-
opment, Traditional scources of long-term (mortgage)
financing are increasingly hesitant t¢ make commitments,
even in proven areas. Further, there is a developing
trend of lenders requiring either equity participation
or participation in earnings as a hedge against inflation
and to insure adequate returns. Rents for suburban
space, although rapidly escalating from previous
levels, are still in most instances substantially
less than those in New York City. The two primary
factors; invelved in the differentials in rentals
are the cost of the land and type of construction in
Manhattan. The consequences of this trend will further
escalate required economic rents and conceivably make
office space in Manhattan somewhat less attractive than
suburban areas to space users having viable alternatives
either for main or "back office” space. Recent increases
in real estate taxes, with resultant impact on occupancy
costs being "passed through® to tenants by reason
of escalation provisions in leases, only can exacerbate
this problem and in long range terms may make the
City's search for additional revenues self defeating.

The current office space "squeeze" in Manhattan
for prime locations with the resultant spillover
to secondary and even marginal locations, can be
traced back to the boom in construction that occurred
in the late 60's and early 70's, when overzealous
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developers, believing that the demand for office

Space would continue ad infinitum, completed 68 new
buildings between 1969 - 1973 and "flooded” the market
with some 57,000,000 square feet of rentable space.

The 1973 -~ 1974 recession, coupled with New York
City's financial problems, caused the bubble to burst:
alarming increases in vacancy rates resulted in reduced
rental rates and real estate values.

The stability and historic attraction of
Manhattan was seriously in question. Some major
corporations as well as small businesses were relocating
to the suburbs. Conditions aggravated the already
swollen inventory of available office Space and it
took the greater part of the balance of the decade
for the market to stabilize and absorb the imbalance.
Developers and lending institutions with these painful
Mmemories still fresh, were and still are reluctant
to make commitments unless they can substantially

pPre=lease projected buildings. The key element has
been the reluctance of the institutions to provide
financing without such commitments.

Despite the amount of current construction
activity, only a relatively small percentage of space
in the new office buildings will be available to
satisfy the current demand. Three of the new buildings
are being developed by users, i.e.; 1IBM, ATsT, and
Philip Morris. Upon completion, space presently
occupied by these firms will be vacatad and available
to the market. However, the Sspace to become available
will not have a significant impact on supply, Most
of the buildings scheduled for completion in 1980
and 1981 are substantially pPre-leased.

It should be noted that there are only
a few remaining choice building sites availabhle at
prestige locations in the core of the Midtown Business
District. Most of these are smaller than what would
have been considered optimum size a few years ago.
Consequently, developers are forced to "shoehorn
in® their buildings or look to whatrhneretofore would
have been considered less desirable and marginal
locations. With the pending development of the pro-
posed Republic Naticnal Bank home office building
at Fifth Avenue and 39th Street, one might anticipate
developers seeking opportunities on Fifth Avenue
south of 42nd Street.

The Avenue of the Americas south of 46th
Street, Broadway, and the Times Sguare District have
increasingly become the focus of developers who view
these areas as offering potential for large scale
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redevelopment. There 1s a general consensus that
for these areas to be developed, the projects must
be of sufficient size to significantly impant the
immediate environs in order to market the space at
economically viable rentals.

The strength of the cffice market in the
Midtown area is underscored by some of the ambitious
plans that recently have been proposed for the Times
Square District and vicinity. City at 42nd, a non-
profit foundation, in conjunction with Olympia &
York have proposed three new office towers and a
2,500,000 square foot Fashion Mart between Seventh
and Eighth Avenues as the core of a large scale rede-
velopment and upgrading of the area. Other plans
for the Times Sgquare District sponsored by John Portman,
and although in preliminary stages by Frederick DeMatteis
and Charles Shaw, hopefully will lead to a clean-

up of the Times Square area and the revival of interest
in the west side as a potential area for expansion
of the Central Manhattan Business District.

We recognize that the aforementioned proposals
are still embryonic and will undoubtedly be substantially
changed to comply with requirements of various agencies,
and will probably require subsidies of one kind or
another to be viable, The proposals have been highlighted
to demonstrate the potential for development of guality
office gpace and the trend to development west of the
Midtown core area.

The recently announced Convention Center
adds further credibility to New York City's determina-
tion to remain one of the major business and cultural
centers in the nation, When completed, this proiject
will substantially impact the future of its neighbor-
hood, and the proximity to the Times Square District
will have a beneficial long term effect on the West
Side Midtown area. The Convention Center will become
an anchor for further development of the West Side
provided that the areas adjoining the site are rezoned
to reflect potential changes in usage. Land values
in the area have appreciated because of speculation
by investors; however, more importantly, insurance
companies and other representatives of the private
sector believe that this will have a positive long-
term effect on the area.

There are only three significant projects
scheduled for completion in 1980 in the Midtown area.
These will bring only 735,000 sguare feet to the
market and are all substantially pre-leased. Build-
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ings scheduled for completion in 1981 total approxi-
mately 5,590,000 square feet of which gome 2,245,000,
or about 40%, is noncompetitive. There are a few
projects in the Midtown area scheduled for completion
in 1982 and later. However, with few exceptions,
plans are still not finalized and financing has not
been obtained.

Asking rents in Midtown for desirable space
range from $25.00 to $35.00 per square foot with
reports of some space being leased for $40.00 per
square foot and more. It should be noted that des-
pPite the strength of the office market, taking rents
are often below the asking rents. Occupancy costs
are being further increased because landlords have
become less generous regarding the terms of work
letters and more intransigent when it comes to
negotiating leases. In many cases tenants are
taking space " is"

election of the "higher" of alternative escalation
provisions.

Regarding the upper end of the rental spec=-
trum, these levels are bteing achieved in spegial
circumstances in prestigious buildings in the Midtown
core. While some companies requiring expansion space
have paid these significantly higher rents, they
are able to average out their new rental expenses
as part of their overall rental, including space
previously committed for at much lower rents. Users
of smaller space units, many from overseas, wanting
a prestigious address, are prepared to pPay rents
in excess of $40.00Q per square foot for new buildings.
Very recently, one of our clients who had offered
$25 a square foot for a 20,000 square foot unit (and
who probably would have paid $30) was unable to con=-
clude a lease. The building rented the unit to an
existing large space user at between $33 and $35
per square foot. This tenant was able to average
its rental cost against more Space occupied at sub-
stantially lower rentals. A recent transaction in-
volving some 6,000 square feet in ¥ prestigious
building in the Plaza Area was concluded at about
542 per sguare foot and management believes that
if the space became available today it could be leased
at between $50 and 560 per square foot. Nevertheless,
there are no reports of large 5pace users paying
such upper spectrum rentals and it should be noted
that, despite the strength of the market in the core
of the Central Business District, average rents in
buildings do not approach market rents as reflected
by either asking or taking prices. Many users of



A 122

large space are still in possession under leases
negotiated years back at then market rentals, including
“"caps" on escalation and favorable renewal options.
Increased costs, not compensated for in such instances,
have resulted in severe dimunition of property values
and in some cases, severe hardships to operators

of properties so affected. -

Landlords in general consider full-floor
tenants preferable with optimum size floors in the
20,000-25,000 square foot range. This, of course,
presupposes speclific type of tenancy associated with
prestigious quality office buildings as compared
with back office and clerical type operations.

A recent study of available space in buildings
completed since 1971 emphasizes the strength of the
leasing market over the past two years. In January,

& [ [ =

feet available in newer buildings (completed after

1971} reduced to 1,908,000 sgquare feet as of January,
1979, and to 600,000 square feet as of January, 1980.

The same study shows that in buildings completed

between 1946 and 1970 (i.e., Post World War II buildings)
in the Midtown area in January, 1978, there was 3,132,000
square feet available, shrinking to 1,796,000 sguare

feet as of January, 1979 and 1,152,000 square feet

as of January, 1980. (See Graph in Addendum.)

The spillover of demand for space is reflected
in demand and increased rentals in less desirable
buildings. These buildings are commanding rents
in the $13.00 to $16.00 per square foot range, with
space in more desirable buildings ranging from $18
to $25 per sguare foot.

West slde rental rates vary widely between
the Times Square District and the area at Broadway
and Seventh Avenue north of 50th Street. 1In the
Times Square District rates are in the range of $10.00
to $12.00 per square foot, with $15.00 to $16.00
per square foot prevalent north of 50th Btreet.

The market for office space in the Downtown/
Lower Manhattan area has also improved, although
rental rates are substantially below those in the
core of the preferred Midtown Central Business Dis-
trict. A recent survey of available space in buildings
completed since 1971 in the Downtown area indicates
an increased demand for space. As of January, 18978
there was 1,582,000 square feet, compared with 43%,000
square feet as of January, 1979, and only 86,000
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square feet as of January, 1980, available. The

same study also showed a marked increase in demand
for space in buildings completed between 1946 - 1970.
As of January, 1978 there was 1,810,000 square feet
compared with 1,028,000 sqguare feet as of Lanuary,
1979 and 730,000 square feet available as of January,
1980. Rentals have risen commensurately as space

has been absorbed. (See Graph in Addendum,)

Better buildings are leasing at $15.00
- $16.00 per square foot, with rentals for acceptable
space in the range of $12.00 - $ 14.00 and less de-
sirable buildings leasing in the $9.00 - $10.00 range.
It can be reasonably anticipated that these rents
will escalate as space "tightens up”. 1In most in-
Stances owners are still providing acceptable work
letters for tenant installations.

We envision growth and demand for guality

o]
viewing the City as a prerequisite for doing business

in the country, and from major Fortune 500 type com-
panies that recognize New York City's preeminence

as the financial and business center of the United
States, The trend towards decentralization of oper-
ations and the continued establishment of regional
corporate headquarters will ¢ontinue because of the
necessity to provide local service from national

and International companies that are domiciled elsewhere.

The limited supply of desirable space may
well change demand requirements and occupancy costs
could result in substantial changes in space require-
ments and scope of companies' operationsg per formed
in New York City. An analysis of space reguirements
per employee provides interesting insights into the
types of space that will be in demand in the future.

Space requirements per employee vary widely
depending on the operation and type of business and
more importantly, the structure and layout of the
physical plant. Typically the larger the space occupied,
the less square footage per employe&. Space planners
in their computations allocate cafeteria (if any},
library, computer, file and conference rooms as well
as common areas in their calculations of space per
employee, The matter is further complicated by dif-
fering terminology. Space planners refer to net
square feet not in terms of net rentable area but
rather as useable sguare feet, Leases in New York
City office buildings almost universally reflect
net rentable areas including allocations of common
areas. This tends to distort comparisons of space
Planners' references to net area per employee.
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. Large open spaces with concommitant utilizable
column modules are more efficient on a per sguare
foot per employee basis than smaller areas. These
large spaces lend themselves to clerical types of
functions where the minimum space per employee excluding
filing area is usually estimated at 96 square feet
per employee. This is computed as follows: 80 square
feet for a desk and chair plus a circulation factor
of 1,2 times. If common areas were to be included
in the computation, the sguare foot area per employee
for clerical functions would range from 120 square
feet to 135 sguare feet. Accounting Eirms average
185 square feet per person and law firms and advertising
agencies are about 200 sgquare feet per person.

The following illustrates actual reguirements
i i i i w York City and

demonstrate the difficulty of generalizing with respect
to space requirements per person.

1. 78,000 sguare feet of net rentable
area occupied by a major consulting firm with 417
employees computes to 188 square feet per employee.
Estimates over the next l0-year period indicate that
they expect to have 791 employees occupying 130,000
net sguare feet, or 170 square feet per employee.

2. A medium sized securities firm with
a total of 102,000 net square feet including a 5,000
square foot computer installation, 10,000 square
. feet for a vault and a small cafeteria, develops
a space utilization of 166 sguare feet per employee.

3. A major insurance company with 530+
employees occupying 100,000 sguare feet reflects
190 sguare feet per person.

Despite the improved market, we do not
believe that new development will take place Downtown
so long as economically viable rentals exceed what
the market will pay. The proposals for new buildings
which seem to have substance basically involve users
creating space for their own needs either independently
or in conjunction with a builder/developer joint
venturer. These include 180 Maiden Lane, the new
home for Continental Insurance and the estimated
900,000 sguare foot Galbreath-Ruffin proposal at
85 Broad Street that will house Goldman Sachs' new
headquarters of approximately 600,000 sguare feet.
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Consequently, we do not believe this will
alleviate pressure oh the core of the Central Business
District or stimulate development on the west side.
The future of the west side is integrally connected
with a master plan that must be formulated and spon-
Sored by the City in order to allay the fears of
the private sector. This master Plan must include
program goals by the City and incentives to stimulate
and coordinate west side development. Hopefully
large scale development of the west side will lead
Lo a narrowing of the differential in rents between
the east and west sides.

Among the buildings projected for the dCwn=

towil area, it would be reasonable to assume that
the proposed 400,000 Square foot home for the American
Stock Exchange at Battery Park City will become a
reality. The necessary components to effectunate
the transaction are almost in Place, including the
transfer of Battery Park City to the New York State
Urban Development Corporation, an amended lease to
the Battery Park City Authority which will afford
the opportunity to grant development incentives,
and a substantial Federal Urban Development Action
Grant.

Assuming completion of the pending new
Plan for Battery Park City, the future potential
for some 6,000,000 square feet of office/commercial
Space, may be assisted by the Authority's ability
to grant development incentives for the initial phases
(about 2,000,000 square feet) of development. Apart
from the atorementioned, with respect to the other
buildings referred to in the attached schedule of
those projected for occupancy Downtown in 1981 angd
subsequently, including the 1,000,000 square foot
addition to the World Trade Center aAnd proposal for
development over the Brooklyn/Battery Tunnel, only
economic viability will determine whether these be-
come reality.
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1

Por variuus reasons, rents have risen to
historically high levels in Manhattan. The most
obvious and critical is the dearth of currently avail-
able blocks of space required by the market or the
likelihood of such availability in the near future.
One knowledgeable industry source, commenting on

the availability of large blocks of space, knew of
*only six blocks of space of 100,000 sguare feet,

none in post— 1970 buildings, and only two that could
be conceivably thought of as prestigious". This

has been substantiated by investigations undertaken

by our office in attempting to locate space for a
client. We have found that large users of space

will have to wait until 1982 before being able to
occupy space in prime locations in the Midtown Central
Business District. A trade publication estimates

that there are probably only 20 buildings that currently
have 30,000 sguare foot blocks of space available.

A survey of leasing brokers' reports on the office
market conditions in Manhattan would seem to confirm
reports of a 3% overall vacancy rate in the Central
Business District. This effectively means that tenants
have little bargaining power in this landlords' market.
Assuming continuation of present economic conditions,
we foresee no basic change in the market in the reason-
ably near future, with escalating occupancy costs

for office space to be anticipated.
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MANHATTAN OFFICE CONSTRUCTION

MIDTOWN
LOCATION DEVELQPER/OWNER STORIES SQUARE FEET *
1979 COMPLETIONS
207=17 East 46th St. Walter C. Goldstein 34 25,000
320 West 57th St. Rose Associates 50 85,000*
1l West 42nd St. Silverstein, Tish- 32 700,0004%

man, Speyer

1980 SCHEDULED COMPLETIONS

’” 15 ] i chard %alil 17 155 0o0%

560 Lexington Ave. Rudin Management 22
499 Park Ave. George Klein 25

1981 SCHEDULED COMPLETIONS

Park Avenue Plaza Fisher Brothers 44
805 Third Avenue Cohen Bros. 41
466 Lexington Ave. Olympia & York 21
520 Madiscon Ave. Tishman-Speyer 38
120 Park Avenue Philip Morris 26
570 Madison Ave. AT&T 37
590 Madison Ave, IBM 43

1982 SCHEDULED COMPLETIONS

535 Madison Ave, George Klein 36
101 Park Avenue H. J. Kalikow 50
725 Fifth Avenue Trump/Equitable 56
900 Third Avenue Sam Minskoff & Sons 35
875 Third Avenue Madison Eguities -
767 Third Avenue William Kauwufmann r 39

*Mixed Use
**User
#Major Reconstruction

330,000
250,000

1,050,000

520,000
950,000%
825,000
600,000%*~*
BOC,000**
B45,000**

420,000

1,000,000

170,000%*
500,000
600,000
252,000
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MANHATTAN OFFICE CONSTRUCTION

MIDTOWN

LOCATION DEVELOPER/OWNER STORIES SQUARE FEET

BUILDINGS PROJECTED 1983 AND BEYOND

Fifth Avenue Republic National
39th - 40th Streets Bank

42nd Street - 8th
Avenue to Broadway City at 42nd Street

135 East 57th Street Kenneth Gladstone

1100 Avenue of the

Americas Nickerson Assoc. 15 300,000
1270 Avenue of the

Americas Rockefeller Center

500 Park Avenue - Reconstruction
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MANHATTAN OFFICE CONSTRUCTION

FINANCIAL DISTRICT

LOCATION DEVELOPER/OWNER STCRIES SQUARE FEET

BUILDING PROJECTED 1981 AND BEYOND

Battery Park City American Stock ' 400,000E
Exchange (User) -
Battery Park City Ondesignated - 4,500,000E
180 Maiden Lane Continental
Insurance (User) 37 900,000E
52 Breoadway Jack Resnick 18 388,000
World Trade Center Port Authority 40 1,000,000
60 Wall Street American Interna- - 1,600,000

tional Group and
Bank of New York

10 Battery Place Undesignated 7 - 1,000,000
85 Broad Street Galbreath-Ruffin (User) 31 930,000
7 Hanover Sguare Swe@g, Weiler/Mil- 40 800,000
steins
250 Water Street Milstein Family 30 600,000
Battery Tunnel i@lverstein Proper- 28 1,000,000
ies ,

E-~ Estimated
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I. PEDESTRIAN CONGESTION

The pedestrian congestion problem in midtown is not due to too many
people in too big huildings. You could empty the top floors of all the
big buildings and the congestion down on the street would still be
flerce. The problem, basically, is sidewalk space for pedestrians on
two major avenues —- Lexington and Madison -- and the crowding at the
major gubway stationsg.

In the mind's eye, congestion 1is heavy throughout midtown. But it ig a
skewed image. In the places where it is concentrated the
maldistribution of space is so bad that it colors ocur perception of the
whole. Lexington and Madison account for less than 10 percent of the
sidewalk space of midtown; the subway stations far less. Brief as a run
of the gauntlet might be, it can be so intense that even though the rest
of one's journey might be on broad sidewalks, the image of crowding
persigts. Even Flfth Avenue is inecluded, and, ironically, this
pleasantest of avenues 1is the one most used to show how horrible New
York crowding is. (Stock shot: looking north from the Library at eight
blocks of people squeezed together, with a telephoto lens.)

But there is a good side to these skewed images. If the overall problem
is disproportlonately the congseguence of a few Parts, then action to
improve them can have a disproportionately good effect. A reallocation
of space on Madison and Lexington, I will gubmit, would dramatically
improve the pedestrian's midtown, and not at the cost of transportation
efficiency, but the improvement of it. A subway station improvement
program focused on the high traffic choke points could have a similarly
leveraged effect.

. r
The Anatomy of Congestion

Let us take a close up lock at Lexington. The sidewalks have been cut
down to a width of twelve and a half feet. But that is only nominal.
What with trash containers, mailboxes, bent sign poles, floral displays,
newstands, signa, merchandise vendors, food vendors, ¢ops arregting
vendors, sidewalk storage, and what not, the effective walkway width is
rarely more than six to seven feet. Between 57th and 58th Streets, at
the defile just north of 57th Street, it is about four feet.
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Now consider the load. Each working day some 22,000 people thread their
way on the easgt sidewalk:; slightly less than 12,000 on the west
sidewalk; in total, 41,000 people through about ten feet of space. By
all rational transportation formulae thig isg impossible. But they do
it.

It is a remarkable performance. From directly overhead we have filmed
in slow and regular motion many hours of this pedestrian maneuvering,
and it is impressive to behold; the exgquisitely timed retards and
accelerationsa, the broken field running, the feints and bluffs, the
agressive jaywalking and bullying of cars. It makes one proud of New
Yorkers. The hard fact, however, is that they are aggresdive and
Sskillful because they very well have to be. There is no choice., The
conditions are loaded againat them. New York is a city of great
pedestrians which treats pedestrians very badly.

Madison furnishes another demonstration. There the clty gives them a
bit more width = seven inches and the sidewalks are somewhat less busied

up withr displays and vendors. DBut the rush hour crowding is asbout as
bad, and at the crosswalka the tangle of pedestrians and blocked
vehiclesa sometimes becames abaolute.

The charts above show why Madison and Lexington are so jammed. Compared
to the other avenues, they have about as many or more pedestrians to
carry; less sidewalk space to do it in. Per square foot, as a
consequence, their loads are far greater. These charts are for the
block 57th-58th; in the mid-fifties Lexington doesn't campare quite =0
badly. But the basic imbalance is the same.

Vehicular Congestion

Thought: why not take some of the vehicular space and give it back to
the pedestrians? The idea seems simple enough, and just, but it alao is
considered impractical. 0ddly, even those who pushed for making Madison
a 100 percent pedestrian mall now consider a more partial measure as
visionary. where would all the vehicles go? They are as congested asg
the pedestrlans, it 1s argued, and there is no roam tao give.

Or is there? To grapple with pedestrian congestion it ig in order to
take a fair look at the vehiecular kind. oOn Lexington Avenue at S8th and
60th Streets we mounted cameras and filmed fhe traffic frem early a.m.
to seven p.m. Then, frame by frame, we analyzed the flow. We recorded
every single vehicle, what type it was, what lane it wag in, and the
exact time it passed by.

Here is what we found out:

1. The vehicles move easiest and fastest when the flow ig at its
heaviest -- around 7:00-8:00 a.m. This ls before the parkers
arrive.
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LEXINGTON AVENUE: East and west sidawalks combined, S7th-58th Siraers,
Wedresday July 10, 1974 pedestrian flow. Counts takan at six minutd intervals,
altarnating betwesn northound and sauthbound, Chart records #stimated tetal
north-south flow at rwelva minute intervals. Male-farmale counts are recorded
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Here are the daily patterns of the two flows on Lexington, and
there is a moral in than, The pedegtrian flows, above, trace a 3 peak
pattern, with the heavriest activity durlng the lunch hours. Thia i3 the

pattern throughout midtown.
Many people assume that vahicular flowa are haarviasgt when
pedestrian flows are. This is not so. The vehicular flows are heaviest

around 9 a.m., lowest at midday.
In gun, when the pedestrians most need extra space, vehicles need
it leagr. Could thera not he an accammodation?

LEXINGTON AVENLIE: Straet, 4 lanes rraffic 98th-60th Streets. Thursgay
Saptember 19, 1974, Number of geople carried in vehicles, hourly rate; torat
wshicular flow. Chart showd ten-miny e totals, all typas of vahicle: average
numbar of peopld; 1.6 for cars and taxis, 1.4 for trueks, and 21 for Duses,
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2. During the day the traffic follows a fairly uniform gsaucer
pattern; lightest at mid-day, when the pedestrian flow is
heaviagt.

3. The bulk of the vehlcular flow isg carrled in two of the five
lanes.

4. The eastermmost lane is rarely used for vehicular movement.
In the early morning the drivers don't need to use it; the
rest of the day they can't.

5. The eastermmost lane is almost always blocked by parkers.

6. The westermmost bus lane is not used much for movement. Bug
drivers favor the middle lanes.

7. Buses carry a disproportionate share of the load. They are

only 4 percent of the wahicles, but—they ecarry 37 psrcemtof

the people in vehlicles.

8. The vehicles that cause the most trouble -« pPrivate carsg =--
carry the fewest pecple. They average 1.6 QCcoupants per car.
The bigeer the car, the smaller the fraction.

This chart shows how unevenly the vehicle flows are distributed; three
of the five lanes carry less than a quarter of the vehicles. Note the
infinitesimal flow in lane five.

The swing factor, clearly, was the blockage of the eastermost lane by
parking. We decided to do some cloge~up studles. who were the parkera?
How long did they stay? What was the avrerage twrn-over?

Fram time-lapse footage we made charts like player piano rolls of a
day's parking in a number of blocks. What the charts showed was that a
small rmumber of long-term parkers accounted for over two—thirds of the
parking ugse. They came e¢arly, they stayed late. In the few spaces they
didn't hog there was some turn-over. But not much, and little of the
kind that retailers like to believe takes place. The parking gpaces
were not being used by in and cut shoppers. As a matter of fact the
parked cars were more likely to be those of atore-ownerg themselves.

But the main parkers were the apecial privi ege people: the DPL'g, the
MD'3s, the NYP's and Federal and State and City govermment people.

Double parking? Wwhen we started charting the number of double parkers
per block we were somewhat suwrprised. There were not a8 many a3 we had
expacted. But the number, we found, was not the critical factor. It
was the amount of time a lane was out of action because of double
parkers -- whatever the number. One or two will do.

Much of the double parking is by vehicles which need acceas to the curp -=-
trucks uwnleoading, vehicles on service calls. Another category is
limousines. Their drivera are a privileged group too; they certainly
behave so, and often double park even when curb space i3 available.
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But the principal villain is the curbside parker. By hogging the curb
lane, he forces others to double park; he makes buses detour, and he
cuts down the capacity of the adjoining lanes. He is a factoxr, even
when he isn't there. The expectation of him is so strong that even whan
a curb lane is open for a block or so drivers won't uge it. They 've
been mousetrapped too often. They are alao wary of suvdden pul l-cuts by
parkers and tend to under-use the bordering lane.

There is a remarkable disefficiency in all this. In few places will you
see 80 many vehicles obstructed by so few. A recent film record of
traffic on Fifth shows a typical pattern: the flow is being constricted
to three lanes by parking in the curb lanes -- and Ly just four cars,
three in the east lane, one in the west,

Traffic jams show the smme leverage. Wwhat is notable i3 haw effectively
just a few elements are cambined to bring if off: a standing limousine,
a mail truck =-- characteristically way outboard, a Con Ed manhole crew.
Add just one double parker at the right gpot and the right ingtant and

traffic cames to a sereeching halt. It is5 as if some malign mastermind
guided them there with radio control. Spend time at Madison and 57th
Street and you are swre there is swh a person.

So far, we have been locking at Lexington and Madison Avenues. Now let
us consider all of the avenues and streets of midtown. In 1977, my
research group d4id an every-car-count of midtown parking. With the help
of sixteen gradvate students from Columbia we made a progressive count
starting at 9:30 a.m. In a three hour sweep north to south and east to
west, we mappad the location of every vehicle, its license number, any
special ildentification card under the windshield, whether the car wag
parked legally or not, and whether double parked.

Here's what we found:

1. ©On every block of every street and avenue at least one lane
waa cloged to traffic by parkers. There were no exceptions.

2. WNot very many cars were doing the blocking. On the 36 milea
of street of midtown, we found a total of 1,346 cars, 274
taria, and 2,321 trucks. Cars predaminated on the avenues,
trucks on the crosgtown streets,

3. On the avenues, most of the parkgd cars were spacial
privilege == 384 DPL's, FC's, NYP's and MD's.

4. Half of all the vehicles parked were parked illegally.
5. Special privilege cars led the pack. In addition to the
space legally allotted them, they tock a good part of the

rest, often showing a partiality for fire-hydranta.

6. Of the 2,000 vehicles illegally parked, we ohserved 22 that
were ticketed. :
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Since then the situation has changed little. Recent checks that I have
been making indicate that, if anything, the mumber of parkers may have
increased somewhat. In a 1977 count, the left lane of Madison from 34th
to 55th Streeta had 144 parked wvehicles in it; 1in a canparable count
this January, the number was 177. Mail trucks continue to be the most
egregious of the double parkers,

How much is the space worth? By any calculation, the subsidy to the
parkers is enommous. The city has turned over to them a thirty=six mile
linear strip of the most valuable real estate in the world. And it
isn't even charging them. If it did -- at parking lot rates =- the
milliona realized would sgtill fall far short of the true market value.

For a clue, consider the case of the Korean wig seller. On Lexington
above 57th Street he set up his stand in front of a boutigue. It took
up four square feet. For agreeing to this use of public space the owner
of the boutique charged him $400 a month. This was deplorable, ta be

L

sure, but it does furnish a vardstick. At the curb, DPL 316 habitually
parked his brown Mercedes. It took up about 170 square feet. Had he
been similarly charged he would have had to pay $17,000 a month. Had
all six of the DPLs who regularly parked on the block paid, the take
would be over 1.2 million a year. Preposterous? So is the situation.

The Space Imbalance

We have looked at the pedestrian flows and at the vehicular flows. Now
let's see how the avatlable space is divided up between tham, The
Lexington corridor is seventy=-five feet wide. Through the block S7th~
58th approximately 70,000 people pass betwean 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Of
these people, 60 percent are on foot; 40 percent in vehicles.

And how is the space alloted? In inverse froportlion to use. Two
thirdg of the space goes to wehicles; one=-third to pedestrians. Lane
by lane, the imbalance is even more striking. In the chart below are
shown the seven lanes of the corridor and the number of people carried
in each.

Recommendation: convert the curb space from vehicular non-movement to
bedestrian use. At minimum, one ten~foot lane on both Lexington and
Madison Avenues should be re-allocated and the space divided up to widen
the two sidewalks.

Five additional feet per sidewalk doesn't sound like much. But since
the usual obstructions are already in place, the additional five feet
can deuble the effective walkway width. For an idea of just how big a
difference five feet can make, walk Lexington alongside Citicorp.

The modest additional width makes other things poseible: more benches,
better bus stop areas: larger corners (and with mitered ilding
corners they would be larger still). There are many design
posaibilitles. One approach might be that propoded for Aeth Styeet;
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Daily Distribution of Peopie through Lexington Avenue Corridor
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where the existing sidewalk is reasonably wide, the extra lane's width
would be added at the corners, leaving lay-byes along the middle of the
block for truck unloading. In some cases it might be in order to mass
the additional space along one side of the street to provide enough roam
for outdoor cafes and small sitting areas.

More sidewalk space can mean more trees. If there is a place that needs
them it is Madison Avenue. Its height/width relationship is the most
constricted of all of the avenues. It locks like a canyon; it feels
like a canyon. Trees would be good for lots of reasons, but especially
for their canopy effect, and the way they have of bringing the scale
down to human proportions.

As time goes on, & re-allocation of space would be in order for other
thoroughfares. In terms of pedestrian amenity, Fifth Avenue has heen
the closest we have to the happy mean. Its twenty=two and a half foot
sidewalks are broad enough to handle loads in the range of 3,000 to

&, 000 p 7

congestion, furthermore, is self=-congestion: People in conversations in
the 100 percent locations at the corners; people exchanging
interminable goodbyes, schmoozers, girl watchers, legions of Juillard
students playlng music. It does indeed get a bit busy and it would be
no bad thing to widen the sidewalk to 25 feet. The Project for Public
Spaces has proposed a widening at the corners, with curb-side laybyes
for truck delivery.

Higher Standards

It could be argued that such modest widenings are nowhere near anough.
In its excellently thorough study of pedestrian space needs the Regional
Plan Association has advocated minimum sidewalk widths conslderably more
generous than here proposed. As a yardstick, RPA sought widths that
would make possible wnimpeded or only partially impeded flows at peak
times. This calls for lots of space: for Lexington and Madison Avenues
RPA recanmended 37 feet sidewalks. HPA suggested compromise widths
also. But even those are guite generous.

Quite aside from guestions of feagibility, there is a point beyond which
additional space is not a benefit. RPA has done a service in holding up
such yard sticks. But I think there's a bif too much emphasis on the
peak needs. A space that's big enough to be easy golng at the helght of
the rush hours is apt to seem a bit empty most of the rest of the time.

Since the likellhood of too much space is the least of the problems that
need concern us I won't belabor the point. But it is worth mention that
in the instances where very large sidewalks have been created the effect
has been deadening. Alongside the Exxon building, for example, the
sidewalks of 50th and 49th Streets were made some 75 feet wide. But the
space proved dull; oppressively sterile and empty. To £111 the void
the management put in round planters and benches. It's still dull.
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The Limits of Capacity

There 15 a question to be answered on the other side of the coin. Ewen
modest additions to sidewalk space might generate additions to the
traffic. Might not so much be induced as to crowd the space as much as
before? Up to a point, probably yes. Our studies of what happened
during the Madison mall experiment in 1971 showed that pedestrian
volumes during the noon to two period doubled. This was not a
subtraction from the number on the parallel avennes; volume remained as
high as it had been before. The existence of the new amenity,
evidently, had created a new constituenay.

This was evident in the character of the flows. Pedestrian traffic
remained heavy on the sidewalka; the roadway attracted promenaders,
pecple walking three and four abreast; people stopping to sit or buy
food from vendors. Contrary to retailers' complaints, there were few
"hippies"” or other undesirables., The strollers were the people who

work ; arly enjoying themselves.

¢

It was, alas, a lost success. Here we are eight years later pondering
measwres far less bhold.

Wider sidewalks would brobably induce pedestrian flows over and above
today's flows; most especially during the lunch hours. ®But this would
be a discretionary addition over and above the level needed for the
Journey to and from work. This has remainded falrly constant. The
amenlty factor is the key variable.

It is gomewhat self-regulating. In examining the question of over-use
at places like Paley Park, Seagram Plaza, we found that people
instinctively set a kind of nom for a place; when the numbers get
beyond that, someone doesn't choose to gtay, someone else doesn't choose
to came, and thus is effective capacity determined. TIt's not ruled hy
physical capacity == which is usually far greater. It is detemined by
people's perception. A street, of course, is a different kind of place,
but I don't think it's straining the analogy to venture that if
sufficient space is provided for the basic flows, additional space for
amenity will not induce overcrowding.

Wlidenings by Bonus

P
Bonuses for sidewalk widenings in new construction have been advocated
a8 a major approach. I do not think they are the way to go. In the
casa of a building occupying a whole blockfront, or a continuous line of
new bulldings, such widenings can make sense. Citicorp's pravision of
five extra feet along Lexington Avenue is a case in peint. But along
most streets development i1s likely to be partial and intemittent. It
would take a long time for even an incremental aprroach to produce =
conslatently amenable path: on some blocks, never, and in more cases
than not, a gseries of irreqular widths.
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Irregularities do have their uses. Vhere an extra bit of space
penetrates a walkway pecple veer over and use it as a passing lane. By
and large, however, the narrowest width of a walkway deflnes its
capacity and it sets the flow pattern. Where a narrew gsidewalk
debouches onto a much larger cne, as at Exxon, people don't shift gver
to use the additional space. Unless they're going into the tuilding,
they persist on their original gourse. You see the same pattern
alongside the Union Carbide Building. It's the outboard portion that
gets the use.

This is not to argue against additional spaces. Elsewhere 1 will
discuss the possibility of encouraging odds and ends of useful space,
frontage space especially, and the use of incentives to this end. For
something so necesssary as sidewalk, however =—- and necessary now == the
city itself must take the initiative.

The first step in freeing up space for pedestrians is to get rid of the

parkers. Al ofthems

In the Transportation Department's study of authorized parking in
midtown the recammendation was made that there be a reduction of
authorized spaces, with no more than 50 percent of any avenue blockface
reserved for parking. What is needed is elimination of such parking.

ns we have geen, the disefficiency of the parked car is so great that
one or two of them can tie up a lane just as effectively as five or six.
partial reduction would accamplish little. Indeed, if the city isn't
going to ban midtown parking it might as well let down the bars and cpen
up the curb space to more parkers.

Relocating authorized spaces will undoubtedly pose a lot of protocol
problems. EBut a plecemeal approach is likely to cause as many problems
as a thorough one. Presented as part of a comprehensive effort to clean
up congestion, a ban on parking on midtown streets would have the
congiderable virtue of fairness. And of good sense. Diplomats and U.N.
people I've talked to privately express wonder that the city is so
indulgent with its parking privileges. No other great world city is,
certainly not with 1ts key spaces. BAnd why are we so indulgent with the
tU.5. govermment? It is hectoring us to shape up on air pollution and
car over-use. So we should, and to that end boot the legion of U.S.
goverment employees from their privileged spaces.

It is a good time for action. By temms of the City Charter, the
Department of Transportation has long been responsible for vehicular and
pedestrian transportation, and now it is paying attention to the second
part, Sam Schwartz and his associates in the Bureau of Transportation
and Planning Research are sympathetic to the proposals described here,
and they see their programs as complementary. On Madison Avenue, for
example, dual bus lanes are proposed, and the right twns that so often
beccme stalled right turns are to be eliminated. The hope is to reduce
trip time between 42nd Street and 59th Street from 15 minutes to 10.
This should reduce pedestrian crowding on the sidewalk due to over—aged
bus queues.
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. For the reallocation of space to pedestrians the Tranaportation

Department has already provided an excellent mecedent. When it
undertoock the repaving of the lower part of oth Avenue several years ago
it decided to convart a good bit of redundant space into a series of
small parks and sitting areas., It did the joeb well. The sitting areas

-’ are very pleasant and well-used, and they were created at a cost of anly
a few nundred thousand over and abave that of the basic program.
There are many reascng advanced for an increase in padestrian space ==
amenity, reduction of air gollution, reduction in noise. BPBut it's
fundamentally a transgortation measurs, and Eully justified on this
basis alone. It is, furthemore, the most economical of measures. The
infrastructure is in place. Other cities are planning to invest large
capital sums for automated, self-propelled pecple movers. We already
have the best kind. The New York pedegtrian.
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II. URBAN PARKS

Recammendation: legislate provision for off-site urban parks and coupls
it with the maximum bonus.

I+ ig clear that the small urban park is a great amenity and has an
effect on its swrounding area out of all proportion to its modest glze.
Paley and Greenacre Parks have been the outstanding =xamples. They are

¥ 7 U all

parklet has demonstrated, swh parks can work very well as adjuncts to
office building construction, and corporate sponsors can enjoy a very
parental pride in their operation.

No new legislation is required for parka that are incorporated as part
of a building site. The 1975 amendments provide all the necessary
guidelines. What about an off-site park? 1In a mumber of instances it
would be preferable not to break the building line along an avenue with
yet another open space == the Avenue of the Americas is witness to that.
The developer could earn his bonus by providing a small park on a side-
street nearlwy.

Such a provision was drafted in 1974 as part of the proposed open space
zoning amendments. The Urban Design Group did a very careful job on
thig; among other things it initiated an excellent survey of a crossg-
section of park and plaza users to get a better idea of constituencies,
effective radius of the parks and the like. The legislation called for
a high amenlty park on the order of Paley and Greenacre. For providing
such a park and maintaining it, the developer could transfer the
development rights of the park site to his office kuilding aite. It
would be a good deal for the public; a first class amenity and at no
expense. It would be a good deal for the developer; in effect, he
could buy space at sidestreet prices and mu};ipiy it into avenue space.

Too good, felt some community board people. They worried that the
provision would be a boon to developers who had not been able to
assemble enough avenue space for a workable uilding. The new option,
it was feared, would trigger construction on many hitherte failed
assemblages. The Urban Design Group's investigations indicated that
there would be few such cases. There still was oppeaition; there was,
indeed, opposition in cone planning board to the whole kit of proposals.
To ameliorate matters, the Chairman of the Planning Commission offered
up the off-site park provision as a sacrifice to win support for the
rest of the propesals., When deleted, however, it was with the idea that
it would be re-introduced as a separate piece of legislation later.
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Now it is later, and time to re-introduce the off-site park proposal,
The legislation proposed in 1974¢ stands up very well. In early drafts
there was undue regard for Paley and Greenacre Parks, with provisions
virtually calling for replicas, even to the placement of the food
counters. But as more homework was done, the Froposals were gimplified
to the jmportant bagics, and over=specific particulars were aliminated.
Here's a brief summary of the salient provisions.

* minimum width, 40 feet, minimum area, 400 square feet. This
is slightly less than Paley Park;

® at least half the frontage to be open to the street;

® to be accessible to the public fram 8 a.m. until dark at laast
& days a week;

® adequate access of awnlight;

¢ 2 minimum of one linear fouot of sitting gpace for each 20
square feet of open space;

® up to 75 percent of the reguired sitting can be in the form of
movable chairg;

® one tree for each 500 square feet of area;

* a fountain, water wall, or, "other features of contimiously
rushing water that provides white noise which will exclude
deleterious street noise."

Now let's look at the bonus. It is qulte generous. First, there is the
addition to the floor area provided by the development rights transfer
from the park == up to 18 times its area. 1In the case of a small park
of Paley dimensions, this would amount to 72,000 square feet. Then
there is the bonus the developer gets by providing amenities on his main
site. He is required to provide at least two points worth, a maximum of
three. Putting everything together, he is allawed to go up to a maximum
of 21.6 F.A.R.

This is pretty rich and if F.A.R. maximums are to be scaled down, this
should be too. I would suggest, however, t;at whatever the maximum, it
apply to the off-site park,

I have one other suygestion, a minimum width for steps and entryways.
The stipulation that the park be open to the street for at least 50
percent of the frontage is fine as far as it goes. Bat it can be
interpreted in several ways. The design of the park for the
International Paper Company is a case in point. There is visual
accessibility along the entire street frontage of the park. Bat the
steps at cone end were made unduly narrow -- about 12 feet; and the
harrowness was accentuated by a box-like structure for the gates. After
prompting by the Planning Commission, the steps were redesigned to be 15
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Speaking of small urban spaces i

, here iz one that we:
really should bonus. It ig the Terrace|Garden, an

outdoor cafe just west of Lexingiton on 58th, around
the corner from Bloomingdale's. This iz as it was in
1808--with better lighting than anything we have today,
music by an orchestra, light refreshments as well as

juncheons and dinners, trees, flowers,gnd an arbor
overhead.
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feet wide. The difference might seem slight, but as I note in the
saction on entrances, a modest widening can make the critical difference
in whether steps invite one in or require a decision to go in. My
research supports no optimum width or ratios but it does support that as
a minimum steps and entrances to open spaces cught to be at least
fifteen feet wide and I suggest a stipulation to that effect.
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ITI. COVERED PEDESTRIAN AREAS

The Citicorp atrium is a very successful place. There are golng to be
gome other good ones too: the Whitney sculpture garden in the Philip
Morris building; the greenhouse-like indoor park in the IBM building:
the cafe and sitting area in the Fisher Galleria. Even the justifiably
maligned Olympic Place may turn out to be a good spot if they ever get

I} o e Fe
it pastry ins

put some strong caveats are 1in order, and now, as the trend is gathering
mementum, is the time to heed them. The eagerness with which developers
are seizing on the indoor space for their bomus 1s itself a warning;
before long we're going to be awash in atriums and indoor spaces of one
kind or another, and the design cliche of the 80's will be waterwalls
and indoor greenery and little white tables. Not a bad cliche, in
modaration, but that is the rub.

There is a problem of degree. Whatever the merits of amy one space,
they are an internalization of public space, and cumulatively, a drain
on the vitality of the street. So far, there have not been enocugh to
make much difference. But there could be, and other cities, less
disciplined by a tight street layout than New York are testimony. Spend
some time in the closed spaces of the new Atlanta, Houston, and Los
Angeles and you will see a future that should not be curs.

The argument, let it be conceded, is somewhat hypothetical. T am
comparing a visible amenity with a possible detriment, and one in the
future at that. But the reason it is in the futwe is the axtracrdinary
vitality of our streets as they are now. To put Lt another way; we
already have the prime amenity of a CBD. The reinforcement of it should
be the top priority. r
Since the Citicorp atrium is the principal exhibit for the internal

gpace a closer look at it is in order. It is the product of a rather

unlgue set of circumstances, The building that Citicorp first built

between Park and Lexington Avenues in the late fifties was the old ¢
Citicorp: hard nosed, philistine, suspicious of people, glassed in with

mirrored windows they could see out of but you couldn't see in.

i
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Then the new one, 8o strikingly different. Credit must certainly go to
Citicorp's management and to the architect. But the building was also
the beneficiary of some external forces: the increasing muscle of the
city's urban design program; the new prototypes that had been built
since 1960; the strong hand of Rev. Ralph Peterson and St. Peter's
Church.

But another major factor is where the building is. In good part,
Citicorp is suwwcessful because of its surroundings. They are so
different from it. This is a lively, tacky area. The original Citicorp
building deadened a blockfront with windows curtained against +the
street, but there 1s still a lot of Lexington around == in particular,
the splendidly grubby block just to the south. The perno place on S3rd
Street is no help, but there's much else of interest -- more so than the
dull streetscape along Citicorp's building wall, with windows which give
you only a slit of a view to the activity down below. But around the
corner is Third Avenue, and still very much Third, thanks be. Bad tasgte
is a fine foil. (Seagram's never locked better than when the purple

Harwyn Club and Al Schacht's Steak House and its big vulgar s8ign were
acrosa 52nd Street.)

We realize the importance of swh swroundings when they are gona.
There is an analogqy to the plazas of Sixth Avenue. Too late, it becare
apparent that the repetition of them had eliminated many of the
amenities of the street and its shops and cafes and put little
comparable in their place. In a messy way some of the vacuum has been
filled. 1In good weather the sidewalk in front of the Exxon hiilding is
so jammed with food carts and vendors and people buying fram them that
there is barely roam to walk. The revenge of the street.

Places like Citicorp draw life from their suwrroundings: indeed, much of
their sense of place depends on them. Citicorp's atrium somewhat
resembles the central court of a suburban shopping mall. The context is
50 urban, however, you know you are not in ocne, but in the city. Change
the context, and the sense of place can be very much affected.

The worst thing that could happen to Citicorp would be replication of
it. 1Imagine for the moment that the few grubby blocks left were cleared
and big bonused buildings with atriums were put up in their stead. The
place would be much less interesting. So would the atrium.

The baaic issue is the internalization of pﬁBlic space. One problem,
railsed by Suzanne Stephens in her critique of Citicorp 1in Progressive
Architecture is "privatization" -- the screening cut, intended or
otherwise, of a considerable segment of the public. On this score,
Citicorp has been notably hospitable. Its clientele isg overwhelmingly
white collar and up (and heavily east side). The rices virtually
guarantee white collar and up, but there has been ne effort Ly the
management to exclude anyone. The guards are eagy-qoing and there seem
a fair mumber of eccentrics about. (A bag man perches regqularly on the
left ledge at the top of the steps to Lexington.) The management has
been putting in additional chairs and tables for brown baggers; keeps
the rest rooms in commendably good order,
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But privatization is a problem in many internal spaces. Some managers
operate on the assumption that they have the right to bar not only bad
conduct but people and activities they don't much like. There have been
a number of court cases, and even where it is private property, as in
shopping malls, there have been findings to the effect that in places
that are de facto public all normal activities are proper.

But the main problem is the street. The internalization of public
gpaces siphons activity from it, and though in any one instance there
might be quite enough vitality to spare, cumulatively the logs can be
great. It haa been in a number of cities and it certainly can be here.
Let us lock the barn door ahead of time.

It is recammended that the bonus for covered pedestrian areas be given
only in exceptional cases; that the specifications be further stiffened,
and that there be a much more vigorous evaluation and monitoring of

anviromental Smpacts—The tatter,—intheory,is already provided fox;
both by the city's emviromental revlew procedures, and by the findings
required of the Planning Commission., Gallerla zoning, for etample,
requires that the Planning Commission find that the anenity is needed in
the area and that it will relieve pedestrian congestion. On these two
points alone most gallerias could be disgqualified. WNone have been. Nor
have any been disqualified by Envirommental Quality Review; routinely
they are declared to pose "no significant effect.”

The Urban Design Group proposes tightened standarda for interior spaces,
re~defining them as “circulation spacesa"” and “"activity spaces." The
objective is to assure enhancement of the recreation functiecn, with the
bonus to be given for suh enhancement. Minimums are to be ralsed;
retailing, for example, is to be on 100 percent of the frontage of
activity spaces. I suggest that public tollets also be made mandatory;
the Rublicon has been crossed. I also suggest spelling ocut new criteria
for entrances. Guarantee of performance, of course, is vital and tight
legislation on this is much needed.
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IV. ARCADES

Do we need arcades? More to the mint, should huilders be rewarded for
providing them? I reconmend that they not be and that the bonus be
withdrawn,

The literatuwe of wban design is rich with examples of arcades == the
Rue de Rivelil, the ancilent arcades of Italilan cities. In this country

C

there are some fine old examples saved. It should be noted, not =0 much
by econanic urges as the efforts of historile preservationists. Tt is
understandable that this city put arcades in its incentive zoning
program —- both for the through-block arcade with shops and the arcaded
sidewalk.

Let's consider the arcaded sidewalk, It has several benefits. It adds
considerable additional space for pedestrian circulation, in most cages
more than doubling the effective sidewalk width, Second, it offersg
protection from the rain, snow and from hot sunmer sun.

And that's about it. It may be a purely subjective response hut I find
them dark and gloomy compared to the open sildewalk, and there is some
evidence that a good many other people share the same foeling. Cursory
obaervation indicates that most pecople follow the main pedestrian path
on the open atreet and it takes retty fierce weather for them to detour
through the arcaded portion.

An arcaded sidewalk keeps retailing. But it takes something away;
proximity. As distance fram the main bedestrian flow increases the
pulling power of window displays decreases. At the Squibb hiilding I've
noted that occasionally some of the passersby on the open sidewalk will
do a sort of doubletake and then make an ab pt tuwrn and walk in under
the arcade to take a closer look at a particular shop window. The
necesgity of decision is a measure of lost potential. when the shop
windows are close by you get first takes, many of them.

For the building being designed by Edward Barnes for Madison Avenue at
54th Street it was swygested that part of the bomus be earned by
providing arn arcaded sidewalk along Madison Avenue., The builder balked.
He did not want stores set back. The apen space will be in the form of
an urban park on 54th Street ahd adjoining arcade. The avenue frontaga
will be 100 percent retail, flush to the 8idewalk. I think the builder
wag quite right on this point. The sidewalk will be as narrcw and
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crowded as ever but decent sidewalk widths are the responsibllity of the
clty and it has a very direct and effective way of meeting this
responslbility. Widening them.

Shopping Arcades

Now let us turn to the shopping arcade. Most of the examples at hand
are so poor it's almost unfailr to cite them: the bleak corrideor behind
the Equitable Building, for example, between S1lst and 52nd Streets,
going from nowhere to nowhere, and nothing much in between. Bat let us
consider the arcade at its potential best. By cocmbining the through-
block with retailing, it is hoped, there is a synergistic effect and the
result is a pedestrian amenity of strong drawing power. London's
Burlington Arcade is a prime citation.

By analogy, there 1s a further argument to be made. The supurban

e

nf shopping arcades; even ko
their dimensions thelr shop lined walkways are similar to those
prescribed in our zoning for arcades. Certainly they have been
succegsful in suburbia. Why not in the city as well?

Suppose that they could be. Is this what the city should be promoting?
Success could be worse than failure. Whatever their benefits, by
bonusing shopping arcades we are adding yet another incentive for
diverting people and activity from the streets.

New York's streets are so lively, it is sald, that they could stand the
competition. In particular circumstances, perhaps so, but a given area
can support just so many stores and restaurants and while the ceiling
may be higher than is assumed, there is a tipping point. Smaller
citles, more prone to fighting suburbia at its own game, are
particularly vulnerable. In the form of gecand lavel shopplng ways,
concourses and enclosed passages they have tried to liven their streets
by getting people off them and the provision of their auwrrogate streets
has often had a deadening effect on the real ones.

New York, of course, has wnusually high densities to begin with; its
pedestrian volumes are so strong, its sidewalk space so limited that the
danger of dilution is much less strong than in most citles, Yes,
indeed, and that is why we have the best CBD in the world. The genius
of the place is its streets. It should notrbe policy to undercut them.

The argument is not against shopping arcades. One here and one there
might work out well, and if the voice of the marketplace were to tell
developers they could make money with them, there will be more arcades.
The argument is against bonusing arcades: against bomusing a hierarchy
of spaces the dencminator of which is that they are withdrawn from the
street and the success of which depends on withdrawing people froem them.
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V. TERRACES

Another kind of open space for which bonuses are glven 1s the landscaped
terrace, The Trump building is going to be bigger by some 15,976 sguare
feet by virtue of providing a landscaped terrace on a fifth floor
rooftop -~ an extra F.A.R. of 2.0. Will the public benefits he

ate? Experience indicates that they will not be. Key to the

the kind that promotes spontaneous use by passersby. Bs a space is
removed from street level, usage falls off markedly and this has been
recognized in the zoning requirements that most urban cpen spaces be
only slightly elevated or depressed from street level. But a landscaped
terrace ls far removed, and no matter how physically accessible it is
via escalators and elevators; psychologically, 1t is many decision
peints away. Theoretically, it is easily accessible to the general
public; practically speaking, it is not.

The best roof gardens in New York are those of Rockefeller Center. They
are not avallable to the general public, but this fact is of little
moment. Even people to whom they are available == the tenants —- rarely
venture on them. I have used them often as perches for ohservation and
time lapse photography but I can recall only two or three occaaions when
other people were there. {The roof of the Muaic Hall is an exception;
in summer the Rockettes swumbathe on it.)

There is a visual benefit. FRoof gardens can provide a more interesting
view to people in tower floors up above. But they are the ones who
least need such amenity and a formula which weights benefits their way
is a bit regressive. :

Recommendation: eliminate the bonus for laddscaped terraces.
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VI. THROUGH-BLOCK CIRCULATION AREAS

Through=-block passageways do net provide enough of a benefit to justify a bonus.

How much through trafflc do through-block passageways serve? If my
chacks are valid, wvery little. Since moest of the passageways also lead
to the office building elevators, there 15 a good bit of an in and cut
traffic at either end. But thig is essentially office Iohhy traffie

The bomus is for through circulation. When you count this -= that isg,
the number of people who come in one end and go out the other =- you
will find that they are relatively few in number. You will alsa find
that they are only a fraction of the flows on the adjacent sidewalks.

Squibb Building passageway; 56th-57th: This passageway, open at each
end, serves a high traffic area and has the strongest through=-flows of
any passageway studied. Between 1:30 and 1:45 p.m., a peak time, the
rate is about 600 people per hour. The flow from 57th Street to the
building lobby in the middle of the passageway is about 1,980 people Per
hour. The flow on the adjacent 57th Street sidewalk: 4,500 per hour.

Celanege Bulilding; 48th-47th: This drafty tunnel offers a short cut
to Rockefeller Center workers bound to and from Penn Station and the bus
terminal. The flow averages about 232 people.

Clympic Place; 5lst-~52nd, off Fifth: This should be the best. It has
glassed entrances, 1s comfortably warm in winter, cool 1n summer; it
has a amall sitting area, and a waterwall with a nice sound. It rung
parallel to one of the most heavily traversed sidewalks 1n the city:
Fifth Avenue between S5lat = 52nd Streets.

But the through-bleock traffic 1s scant; at ak, about 250 people per
hour (pph). At the same period, the flow oh the parallel sidewalk of
Fifth Avenue averages 4,500. In the chart overleaf are counts taken at
different times of the day on a number of days. Many of them were taken
on bitterly cold days. Interestingly, the cold doesn't seem to make
very much difference. People who use it, use it; others don't.
(Messenger and delivery boys are prime users,) Olympic has been open
long enough for a constituency to have been established and it is clear
that the through-block users are not a very considerable one.
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THROUGH BLOCK TRAFFIC: Clympic Place
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Here 1s a comparison of pedestrianm flows through Olvmpic
Place and flows on the parallel east sidewalk of Fifth
Avenue (in red). These counts were taken ac various times
on weekdays in January and February 1980, and with few
exceptions were on very cold days. As chart shows, through
block flows were only a fraction of those on the sidewalk.
People going to and from office elevators outnumber through
block people by about five to one. Number of people sitting
in area in front of the waterfall ran between 18 and 23
during 12-2 period.
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Olympic should provide a good before and after comparison. Delices La
Cote Basque is scheduled to cpen a patisserie-cafe operation in March.
They have splendld pastry and coffee and if their Lexington Avenue shop
at 74th street is an indication, the cafe should draw a lot of people.
This in twn should stimulate some additional through-block tratfic ~-
it is always more interesting to walk through a place that is lively
with activity. But most of the increase, I would guess, will be in
people going to and from the cafe and sitting area. But let us check
and see.

Harper & Row: 52nd-53rd, east of Fifth: Catty cornered across 53rd

Street fram Olympic Flace is the entrance to the open passageway through
the Harper & Row building. Since it 13 open at both ends it is much
colder and windier than Olympic. But 1t gets more through traffic than
Olympic: typically, 300 - 500 pph during the 12-2 period.

What else has the bonus provided? There are, as reguired some retail
shops, and they are good ones. Visually, there is a nice conpection

from 52nd Street locking through to Paley Park across 53rd Street.

There is a blemish on the view. Most of the time Paley Park is in
shadow -- from the building which got its extra floors as a bonus for
providing the passageway.

To be fair, it should be noted that even a lower building would have
taken away much of Paley's sun and the want of air rights protection for
Paley cannot be blamed on the developer. what he did, he did as of
right. The zoning wvirtually asked him to put up additional floors and
provide a passageway. The sun matter was inadvertent. Wwhich is just
the problem. If suwh trade-offs are a consequence of the zoning, there
1s something wrong with it.

There is certainly something wrong with one of its principal
assumptions. BAs major justification for bonusing through block
passageways is that it will reduce pedestrian congestion. The actual
flows, as we have seen are a small fraction of the flows on the
adjoining or parallel streets. Whatever thelr other merits, the
passageways have not been reducing congestion in any appreciable way.

Could they? With better design, better placement, more amenities, more
emphasis on continuilty, it can be argqued, traffic could be greatly
increased in the futwe and congestion on the neighboring streets
thereby reduced. But one does not follow the other. ZEven if passageway
traffic were increased, congestion on the streets might not decrease:
indeed, just as likely a conseguence would be an increase in congestion.

The Fisher Gallerila between 52nd and 53rd Streets may be a case in
peint. The spot zoning legislation drawn up for it called for a finding
that the through-block space would "reduce pedestrian congestion in the
area.,”
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How in the world could it? The building will add not an inch to the
13.1 foot width of 52nd and 53rd Streets. And the galleria is not an
alternative to them, but a connector. The more people that go in and
out of the galleria, the more people that must use 52nd and 53rd Streets
to do 1t. Save by landing on the roof in a hellcopter there is no other
access. Physically, then, the galleria has to increase the pedestrian
load on the streets, not reduce it. The only conceivable dilution would
be on Park Avenue. Buot it's not congested.

There are positive things to be said. 1It's fine that Skidmore Owings
and Merrill have twrned their hand to designing spaces for people. This
space, with its cafe, chairs and tables, its waterfall, should draw many
of them, and if there is more crowding on 52nd and 53rd Streets this
might be a amall price to pay.

But there 1s a price to pay. that is disconcerting about this kind of
legislation 15 the way it blurs costs and transmutes them into benefits.
A 900,000 square foot kuilding on a mid-block site is a good bit to

take; to ask that it alsc be regarded as a way of reducing pedestrian
congestion beggars common sense.

In arguing against bonuses for through flows I am not arguing against
through flows. They are good to have and they are not at all
antithetical to the other, more soclal uses of the space. Or vice
versa. When the 1975 zoning amendments were in preparation I did a
special study of the Exxon Minipark to ahed light on whether or not we
ought to cut down seating reguirements in through flow areas. Usage
showed that we should not. People like to sit where there is the most
action, they also like to stand and talk in the middle of tratfic. The
people passing through manage very well just the same. The through flow
at Exxon seemed to thrive best when the middle of the passage was
virtually lined with large round sitting planters.

Another section of this report hespeaksa entrances and eaaler steps to
promote better pedestrian flows in and cut of places and through them,
In a separate report on Bryant Park, the major point made is the need
for opening up with more entrances and with more diagonal paths to
encourage cross hblock flows.

But these are not things that should be promoted as options. They ought
to be done; they ought to be reguired and g}th no extra reward for
providing a good basic featwe instead of a“bad one.
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ViI. THRCUGH-BLOCK NETWORKS

If through block passages connected with other through block passages as
parta of a continuous system they would certainly get more use. To
promote suwch continuity the Urban Design Group has recanmended that
through=block passages be mandated and bonused in certain areas -=-
principally, the long blocks between 5th and Bth Avenuesa. A development

sitewhich contains—a—through tot—wouldhave—teprovide s passage—and
align it with any existing passage on the adjacent block; or, 1f none,
to locate it near the center of the blaock.

Happily, the elements of a system already exist and though unplanned is
no less interesting for that. It starts at 42nd Street at the entrance
to the CUNY Graduate Center. One goes through the passage to 43rd
Street, then across to the Bar Building, through its long lobly to 44th
Street and thence acrogs to the Berkeley Building and through its long
lobky to 45th Street. There the trail goes ceold and cne must go to the
Avenue. BPut it picks up again in the middle of 47th Street with the
newly opened jewelry arcade through to 48th Street. There one can cut
through 1 Rockefeller Plaza to the plaza, then down under 50th Street
by concourse, up at 531st Street and on through the Warner Communicationa
Building to 52nd Street; =zig to 666 Fifth and through its passage to
53rd Street. There, for the moment, it dead ends.

Before long, thanks tc the recently approved plan for Bryant Park, there
will be a further extension on the southern end. The upper terrace of

the park == which is directly across the street fram the Graduate Center --
is to be cpened up as a through promenade with new steps and ramps at

42nd and 40th Streets.

Pedestrian flows vary considerably. The Graduate Center passage gets
considerable uge, despite itsg strong draftgl (9:30 a.m. rate about 500
pecple per hour.) The office bullding passages get less (mid-morning
flows; about 200 pph). One has to know them and they are rather
narrow. Put they do have shops and newsstands.

At a veteran of this area I am rather pleased with myself that I know
all these nocks and zig-zags. Put one reason 13 that I know very few
other pecple do. 2By all indications most people use the segments; few
use the system. Were it more camplete more pecple would but it is
important not to overestimate the potential. '
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Let me cite the Rockafeller Center concourse again. In plan, it is
satisfylingly camprehensive and continuwous. In actual usage, a few main
corriders account for the great bulk of the flow. Once off them the
traffic drops markedly. One of the longest passages runs from beneath
630 Fifth Avenue to the lobby of the Sperry Rand building on Sixth
Avenue. A relative handful of people use it. Per light bulb, per
ascalator it costs as much as the high traffic areas.

Padestrian studies show that usage is highly localized; 1like origin-
destination studies of vehicular traffic, they usually indicate that the
bulk of the people using a given place are from a place within a few
blocks of it. So it would likely be with a walkway system; mosSt users
would ba on a short journey =—- one or two blocks -- and the number on
journeys three or four or more would be very small. The segments would
have to be functional in their own right; what systean advantages there
might be would be a plus,

_  mut not one to pay a lot for. T bring up these points not to scant the

desirability of more through=block connections; but to assess better
how much of a price should be paid for them. I don't think any price
should be paid for them. It is entirely in order to mandate through-
block connections in new buildings which have through leots. But why
bornus them too? A developer would be crazy if he didn't provide one.
The bulldings in the 5th-6th Avenues area which had through lots did
provide connections. Tt was to their self-interest to. If you have a
building running between two busy streets it is good sense to connect
your lobby to them. 2And maybe have gome stores. And a newsstand.
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VIII. ENTRANCES

The biggest obstacles to pedestrian movement in midtown are the
entrances to its buildings. They are hard to get in and out of. Most
usually, they consist of a set of two of revolving dooxs, flanked on
elther side by doors that swing open if you push them hard enough but
which are not meant to be ugsed anyway. There is a sign on them saying
"Please Use Other Door:" sometimes the sign 18 mounted on a pedestal

LY_F 3 L 1 = B 3 - dAnos o o 3 o)
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doors required for panic exit. In any event, it is tough geing. The
revolving doors don't really revolwve; you revolwe them and it often
takes many focot pounds of energy to do it. In some buildings, a second
set of doors is added for good measure.

All this 13 necessary, we are told, to keep outside weather outside,
and, more important, to maintain an ailr seal so that violent winds don't
whistle up elevator shafts 1in a "stack effect." Maybe s0, but I have
noted many occasions when building quards propped revolving doors in the
open pogition and no calamity ensued. The same might be true with the
Fisher Galleria. The archiltects insisted on revolving doors as a
necessity. It might be interesting to have the doors propped open for
several hours. (I'd lay a bet the building would stilll stand.}

But there i3 a curilous thing about these doorways. &Swinglng or
revolving, they work best when there is a crowd; indeed, they virtually
require a crowd to operate efficiently. There is a lesson in this
anomaly. )

When 1 started doing pedestrian counts at heavy traffic entrances I was
puzzled by a shift in rhythms of the flows at peak hours. Shortly
hefore the peak, say at 8:45 a.m. there would be consziderable
congestion, with people lined up one behind one another. Then, as the
numnber of people mounted -- say, from a rate of 4,000 people an hour to
6,000 —- the congestion did not, as one would expect, increase. It
decreased. People moved more gquickly and easily.

The answer lies in the phenamenon of the open door. It is enormously
inductive. Some people are natural door openers; most are not. Given
the choice, they head for the door that is already cpen, or going to be
opened by someone else. At slack pericds they will eoften gqueue up three
and four deep rather than strike out on their own.
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As the crowd swells, however, more doors will be kept ajar; the people
distribute themselves more evenly across the entrance, and finally, at
peak, they will be streaming through., Most are going in the same
direction and the headway between them is much shorter than ig regarded
canfortable. But that 1s why they move so guickly. Deors don't get a
chance to cloge.

During the off-peak hours doorways are at their most inefficient. The
in and out traffic is sporadic and headway between pecple is so great
that the swinging doors swing closed by the time the next person
arrives. The revolving dcors seem to slow to a dead halt just as cne
cames upon them. Per foot pounds per person, all this requires a
considerable expenditure of energy.

Thought: why not leave a door open?

This would make things easier for people during the off-hours; far more
S0 in rush hours. 1In making time lapge film studies of doorway hehaviar

I happened upon several instances when some doors were left gpen,
purposely or otherwige. Their carrylng capacity for peak flows proved
to be astonishing.

Here are some examples:

Une morning at the concourse entrance to the RCA Building, all of the
eight swinging doors were positioned open. At peak, the flow was some
8,000 people per hour. Two-thirds of the flow went through 2 of the 8
doors. These were the two doors at right for those entering. The great
bulk of the flow was imward, the few peaple going in the other direction
obligingly using the doors to their right.

Grand Central Station; set of 9 swinging doors at the corner of
Vanderbilt Avenue and 42nd Street; At 9 a.m, flow rate: 5,700 pecple
per hour. Three doors propped open. Thirty-one percent of the people
went through these three doors; 42 percent went through a door kept
open by people ahead. Total open door people: 73 percent. A set of
nine doors at the 42nd Street entrance under the Park Avenue ramp shows
similar patterns. Even at peak, the bulk of the people go through about
three of the nine doors.

Another doorway worth noting is Alexander's_ at the corner of Lexington
Avenue and 58th Street. It canbines 33vera{ features; the corner is
mitered, and provides an uwnusually spacious street corner area. The
doorway, elghteen feet wide has aight swinging doors. In fair weather
they are positioned open and cperate as air doors.

It works very well as an entrance —— never a jam. It works even better
as a place. A great many people stop in the entrance area. pecple
caning out of the store often will pause, as if to get their bearings;
lock at a watch, light a cigarette. Then there are people just standing
there, eating an ice cream cone, waiting for someona. Groups of people
will be chatting. .
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Below i3 one of a sequence of charts we plotted. It shows all pecple
who stopped in the entrance area one day between 12 and 1. You will
note that the invisible extension of the building line functions as a
boundary. ¥ou will alsc note that cunulatively, the greatest
concentration of people is directly in the middle of the pedestrian
flow. (In a camparison gtudy of Tokyo we found that the social patterns
outside the doorways to two of the leading department stores were very
similar.)

In a perverse way, Bloamingdale's south entrance illustrates the value
of the open door. It is a model of all that ig bad in doorways. There
are two reveolving doors at either side. Between them are two swinging
doors. Once ingide, there is another set of swinging doors to get
through, plus a nun sitting on a chair. Jams are constantly recurring.
As elsewhere, people gueue up behind one another rather than cpen a door
themselves, but with more reason than usual: the doors are extramely
hard to cpen and you often see someone try and then glve up when they
find how hard it is. OFf the 4 doors of the outer entrance the ravolving

@door at the right accounts for 83 percent of the people entering; the
two middle docrs, eilght percent and one percent; the other revolving
door, eight percent. The people caming out show a somewhat similar
maldigtribution, also skewed to the right.

In part because the choice is so forced, the revolving doors handle the
load poorly: when crowding is most lntense many a person will be
confused by the pace, pause a fraction of a second too long and miss a
turn. If a man steps to the left to let a woman into the door first he
will find himself mousetrapped, with the line going through on his
right. The race is to the quickest. It is a tribute to Bloomingdale's
inner attracticona that so many people go to so much trouble to get
inside. Orne wonders what would happen 1f it were made easy.

Let me digress to make a point about sidewalk space. Watever the
difficulties of ingress, Bloominndale's entrance area i3 a very lively
one from a soclal polnt of view. It has the highest pedestrian
denslties I have ever clocked in New York City outgide of the subway,
and while the jamming at the entrance is one reason, there is a great
deal of voluntary stopping, chatting, window-lodking. When the vendors
get up shop at the entrance on a Saturday afternoon people gpill cut
onto the streets and the scene is sheer pandemonium. This is a graat
recreation area: on Saturdays it is filled with family groups,; young
couples and teenagers. In the section on re-allocation of space for
gsidewalks, I put the argqument largely in transportation terms. But
there is a social-recreational rationale as well. Natural gathering
places like this are tremendously important to the life of the city and
with only modest additions of space they could fimction much better and

for more people.
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To recapitulate: the mosat inviting =- and the most efficient entrance
is an open door. There are a mmber of ways of achieving this, but the
principle should be reguired of entrances to bonused interior spaces.
If there might be a stack effect problem becarse of elevators -- this
could be met by enclosing the elevator banks. The mint of a bonused
space is that it is a public amenity and easy access should be
mandatory. This 1s certainly the intent of the zonlng provisions for
coverad pedestrian areas and the fact that the energy shortage has
invalidated the alr door should not be an excuse for falling back on
conventional formats.

A test of the open door will be provided when the new Philip Morris
building 1s completed. An inviting entrance for thae indoor sculpture
garden was important; were there no energy shortage an air door would
have been desirable and was so specified in the zoning for such areas.
But this was out of the question now.

Based—omour—doorwey—studies, architect Ulyich Franzen designed a mostly=
open door. Visually, the entrance will be 20 feet wide -=- all glass.

At the center there will be a pair of sliding doors that in goad weather
will be kept open to a width of six feet —- enough to take care of any
likely flows. For overflows, and people who llke to open doors, there
will be swinging doors at either side. In poor weather the center doors
will open and shut automatically. If all works wall people will hardly
notice them.

There should be easler entrances in general, bomus or no bonus. ©One
hateg to call for more stulies in a report but in this case a hard,
technical lock could be helpful. Engineering standards ambedded in
custom are usually overengineered; like the subdivision requiremants
for burying small streams in conerete culverts; building over=-sgized
roads for peak loads that never came about.

The New York City bullding code does not talk about entrances. It talks
about exits -— in great detail, and is almost wholly concerned with
getting people safely fram the inside out. This 1s proper encugh as far
as 1t goes; and let it be said most of the provislions are not
hamstringing. Basically, they reguire enough doors for panic egress.
There must be swinging doors that swing in the direction of exit travel,
and which are self=-closing. Revolving doors are optional; they can
account for only half the exit capacity at any location, with swinging
doors providing the rest. FPower operated doors may be used provided
they remain closed in the event of powar failure and can be manually
operated. They must swing in the direction of exit travel. (Thought:
what 1f they are sliding doors, as in the Philip Morris building? The
code does not appear to acknowledge them.) The code says that exit
doors "shall normally be kept in the closed position.”
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Whether embodied in the code or in custom, there are some agsunptions
that ought to be put to the test, and to beat the englneers aome
engineers should be involved., Why should doors "nommally be kept in the
closed positiom?™ How serious is the stack effect problem? What is the
heat loss through open doors during the six or so months of moderate
weather? Why do multiple entrances in concourses seem to accentuate
drafts rather than mitigate them? And accentuate abrupt ghifts in
changes in temperature? Must doors be so hard to push open? (Through
emall turbines, might not it be possible to harness the kinetic energy
generated by people pushing revolving doors?)

What is needed 13 a shift in perspective -- from the defensive one of
safe egress to the broader one of inviting ingress. Some controlled
experiments -- Blommingdale's canes to mind == might indicate that the
economica would be gquite favorable. It also might be that from an
envirormental and micro=climatic viewpoint as well, the easy, open
entrance would prove more functional then the cumbersome affairs we so
docilely submit to.

For existing buildings some second loocks could uncover many redundant
doors. Such was the case at the Rockefeller Center Concourse. It was a
revolving door manufacturer's dream: thousands of feet of concourse
going this way and that, and wherever they went under a building line or
a street there would be ancther set of doors. Study of usage indicated
that, if anything, they accentuated climatic changes and drafts. Aas
part of a major upgrading program, many of the doorways were removed and
sitting places and additional lighting provided. The flows are now much
easier and less congested. They are also more sociable, particularly at
lunchtime. Where previously groups were broken up by having to go
gingle file, now they amble on. There is more shmoozing, more 100
percent comversationa. Other bujilding managements would do well to have
a look.
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IX. ODDS AND ENDS

Some of the best small spaces in New York are accidental spaces, left-
over gpaces, nocks and crannilegs. My favorite is the indented ledge at
the Chase branch on 57th Street facing the new IBM building. It's a
perfect sun trap -- or has been —- it offers protection from drafts, can
be used to sit on or to use as a desk; there's usually a vendor next to

e 114 3 a i e : =
t—eeiting orange juice—oF something and there almogt alwayg is an
interesting parade of people going by.

There are some good sitting niches on 42nd Street at Third and at Second
Avenuas. Fifth Avenue has several fine wind and sun traps. On windy
cold weather suwch as we have been having lately the utility of the
gimple doorway becames apparent. In better weather the function of fire
standpipes can be seen; they provide the best =~ and almost only ==
sitting on Madison Avenue.

Most of these amenitles are unintended. Might not a nudge bring about
many more of them? They cost little or nothing -- a few lines on a plan
if they're drawn in early in the game. The Urban Design Group's
propesals for receases suggest a number of opportunities. On certain
streets and avenues front wall recesses are to be permitted up to a
depth of six feet. They could be turned to good uses. Whether some
gort of bonus polnt system would be in order I don't know. The Urban
Design Group's experience with the optlons offered in the revised
residential zoning might give answers. Board Flve Chairman Dan
Biederman suggests that another route might be an all purpoae
declaration about suwch amenities with the builder to consult with the
Urban Design Group about their inclusion, and before certification.

r
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Here are some of the possibilities:

a gitting ledge (minimum: 12" depth; height 18"-24");

a amall ledge low enough to use for tying one's shoelaces.
Don't laugh. Watch a fire hydrant for a whila,

a2 ledge to be used as a shelf for rearranging packages, going
ovey papers. Height: up to 407; '

a drinking fountain. Whatever happened to this fine street
object? :

a mirrored surface. Women frequently use the dark glass walls
of office uildings as mirrors; polished steel sculpture can
serve the same purpoge. Men need mirrors dewn to the ground
to check the cuff length of rrousers. Lots of options here;

L.

chiming poles. Pecple love to touch or rap objects they pass
and if an musual sound is to be heard all the better. Maybe
4 chiming metal mirror.

(More crazy 1deas welconed.)
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