
Page 1 

Technical Memorandum #004 

95-97 Horatio Street
CEQR Number 82-070M 

April 8, 2016 
Revised September 2, 2016 

A. INTRODUCTION

The applicant, 95-97 Horatio LLC, is seeking a modification to Restrictive Declaration D-93 to remove 
use restrictions and marketing requirements imposed on the currently vacant “Industrial Space” 
located within the northwest corner of the ground floor of the existing building at 95-97 Horatio 
Street (Block 643, Lot 1) within the Gansevoort Market Historic District, Manhattan Community 
District 2 (see Figures 1 and 2). As a condition of the 1984 Meat Market West Village Rezoning of 
approximately two blocks, the Restrictive Declaration was placed on the portion of Lot 1 designated 
as Industrial Space in order to mitigate the potential adverse impacts of residential development on 
industrial meatpacking businesses (see Figure 2). Effective January 21, 2016 tax lots 1 and 27 merged 
into the single tax lot, Lot 1. The “Project Site” is Block 643, Lot 1. The “Proposed Development Site” 
is comprised of the 11,650 sf vacant space located in the northwest corner of the Project Site (see 
Figures 3 and 4), which includes the area currently designated as Industrial Space, a portion of the 
ground floor that is not use restricted, and an associated cellar space not subject to D-93.  

B. PROPOSED ACTIONS

The applicant is seeking to modify Restrictive Declaration D-93 to remove the use restriction (i.e. 
Section 2.03) that limits the northwestern portion of the site to certain industrial and meat-related 
uses (e.g., Use Groups 17A and 17B), in order to allow uses pursuant to the underlying C6-2A zoning 
regulations (e.g., restaurant, retail or other conforming uses). The use of the Industrial Space as an 
eating and drinking establishment with dancing (“Night Club Use”) would remain prohibited. 
Restrictive Declaration D-93 was originally executed and recorded in conjunction with zoning map 
amendment that was approved in 1984 (C840260 ZMM) (see Figure 2). The proposed actions would 
modify Sections 2.03, 2.04 and related provisions in the Restrictive Declaration (see Appendix B).  As 
discussed below, given changes in the area’s land use, neighborhood character, and socioeconomic 
conditions since 1984, as well as changes in the meatpacking industry in New York City, the 
Declaration’s requirements to use and market the Industrial Space only for industrial and meat-
related uses have become obsolete and these mitigation measures are no longer necessary or 
appropriate. 

C. SITE DESCRIPTION

The Project Site is located on the block directly south of the new Whitney Museum of American Art 
and the southern terminus of the High Line at Gansevoort Street.  The Site is on the border of the 
West Village neighborhood to the south and the Meatpacking District to the north, which is generally 
bounded by West 16th Street, Hudson Street, and West Street. The Site is located within a special 
flood hazard area (the 100-year floodplain) and includes base elevations ranging from 11-12 feet. The 
building has Aqua-Fence panels that will be deployed in the event of a flood. The panels would 
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create a continuous barrier from a point on Gansevoort Street proceeding west, full coverage along 
West Street, proceeding east along Horatio to another point near the east end of Horatio. In addition, 
the electric service room has been relocated to above the 100-year flood elevation. An emergency 
generator has been installed on the roof and flood doors are installed in the boiler room which 
remains in the cellar. 

The Project Site lies within the area the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC)-
designated Gansevoort Market Historic District. The Meatpacking District neighborhood is generally 
characterized by upscale retail shopping and dining, a vibrant nightlife scene, and a mix of 
residential buildings (including historic row houses, warehouse/loft conversions, and luxury 
residential developments).  The recent additions of the High Line Park and the Whitney Museum 
have served to complement these uses.  The current neighborhood has changed significantly over the 
years from the original historic character of the district as the meat market epicenter for New York 
City and its surrounding region (described in more detail in Section III below). In 1984, the site was 
rezoned as part of The Meat Market West Village Rezoning (ULURP No. C840260ZMM). Since that time, 
several applications have been filed seeking to modify conditions of the original rezoning that were 
applicable to sites in the vicinity of applicant’s site. These previous applications are described in turn, 
below.  

D. PURPOSE AND NEED 

Currently the Project Site at 95-97 Horatio Street is subject to Restrictive Declaration D-93, originally 
recorded in 1984, that applies additional limitations on the permissible uses of the site beyond those 
established by the site’s underlying zoning. The Restrictive Declaration was originally intended to 
mitigate potential adverse impacts on industrial/meat-related businesses from the rezoning that 
occurred in 1984. Due to changed conditions in the neighborhood since the early 1980s, the character 
of the neighborhood has changed substantially and, as described further below, the mitigation is now 
obsolete.1  

E.  BACKGROUND 

Meatpacking District History 

The Meatpacking District began to form in the mid-19th century with both residential and heavy 
industrial uses (e.g., coal, stone and lumber yards, paint works, iron foundries). The area experienced 
relatively strong residential and commercial growth towards the end of the 19th century due to the 
development of markets that provided wholesale groceries. Technological innovations (particularly 
refrigeration) as well as infrastructure- and transportation-related improvements contributed to the 
rise of the neighborhood as New York City’s meat packing epicenter. Towards the end of the 1970s 
and the beginning of the 1980s, the meatpacking industry within the Meatpacking District 
neighborhood was in noticeable decline with many industrial buildings converted to or replaced by 
residential uses.   

The rezoning that occurred in 1984, intended to facilitate the development of new residential 
buildings and the residential conversion of non-residential buildings on properties owned by the 
project sponsor, covered approximately two blocks of the Meatpacking District. The Restrictive 
Declaration was recorded on the Project Site to mitigate potentially adverse impacts on 

                                                      
1 Introducing a Night Club Use, however, would be incompatible with nearby residential uses.  
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industrial/meat-related businesses from this rezoning. By 2001, the percentage of meatpacking 
industries remaining in the neighborhood was a small fraction of its peak.  A section of the 
Meatpacking District, including the Project Site, was designated by LPC as the Gansevoort Market 
Historic District in 2003.  Following approval of the Special West Chelsea District Rezoning in 2005, the 
already transitioning neighborhood changed even more significantly, with the addition of the High 
Line and increased residential density and neighborhood services, such as restaurants and local retail 
stores. Specifically, the rezoning mapped C6 districts, which permitted residential and a broad range 
of commercial uses consistent with the existing mixed use character of West Chelsea, modified 
density requirements to restrict buildings to lower density close to the historic district and higher 
density towards the edges of the historic district, and mandated minimum and maximum street wall 
and building heights in the special district. 

Weichsel Beef was the tenant of the industrial space at the Project Site at the time of the 1984 FEIS and 
occupied the space until September 2012. In 2012, Weichsel Beef relocated one block to the north to 
the New York City Meat Packing Cooperative at 826 Washington Street. The industrial space at the 
Project Site has remained vacant since then and, given the decline of the meat packing industry in the 
area, is unlikely to be re-occupied by a meatpacking use in the future despite restrictions requiring 
such tenants. Further, Given the retail and commercial trends in the area, modification of the existing 
Restrictive Declaration to remove the use restrictions would allow uses consistent with the 
contemporary character of the surrounding neighborhood.   

The Meat Market West Village Rezoning - 1984 

In 1983, the Rockrose Development Corporation proposed to rezone an area comprised of two full 
blocks and portions of two additional blocks. The approximately 3.5-acre area was generally bounded 
by Gansevoort, Washington, West 12th and West Streets and was located in the Meatpacking District 
and West Village neighborhoods of Manhattan. Rockrose Development Corporation proposed 
rezoning this area from M1-5 and C8-4 zoning districts to a C6-2A zoning district (ULURP No. 
C840260ZMM). As noted, the rezoning area included the current Project Site.  The rezoning proposal 
was intended to facilitate the development of new residential buildings and the residential 
conversion of non-residential buildings on properties owned by the project sponsor.   
 
A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was prepared for this proposal and the Notice of 
Completion was issued in April 1984 (CEQR No. 82-070M). The FEIS disclosed that the action could 
produce several adverse impacts related to land use, neighborhood character, and socioeconomics 
(i.e., job and business displacement).  The FEIS also included a modified C6-2A rezoning alternative, 
which reduced the boundaries of the rezoning area to two blocks, reduced permitted densities and 
building heights, and placed use restrictions on project sponsor-owned properties within the 
rezoning area.  The modified C6-2A alternative was ultimately chosen for adoption.  As part of the 
rezoning, an E-Designation (E-4) was also applied to the Project Site (95-97 Horatio Street) to require 
noise attenuation for the residential uses.  
 
In connection with the FEIS and the adoption of the modified C6-2A rezoning alternative, Restrictive 
Declarations were recorded against various sites within the approved rezoning area. These restrictive 
declarations included requirements that several industrial spaces containing meat-related Use Group 
17A and 17B uses (including the industrial space that is the subject of the current proposed actions) 
be maintained for such uses. In the event that the spaces were to become vacant, “best efforts” were 
required to find a new tenant that would occupy the spaces for these uses. If such tenants were not 
found, only “Permitted Uses” would then be allowed. “Permitted Uses” were defined to include 
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most uses listed at that time in Use Groups 11A, 11B, 16A, 16D, 17A, 17B, 17C, 18A and 18B. 
Collectively, four separate restrictive declarations were executed and recorded, including D-92 (for 
Manhattan Blocks 642 – 643, Lots 12 and 27), D-93 (for Manhattan Block 643, Lot 1 [i.e., the Project 
Site]), D-94 (for Manhattan Block 643, Lots 13, 49, and 54), and D-95 (for Manhattan Block 642, Lots 
14, 19, and 30). Restrictive Declaration 93 only restricted use in a portion of Lot 1, the Industrial 
Space. 

Modification to Restrictive Declaration D-95 – 1995 EAS 

In 1995, an application (ULURP No. M 840260(A) ZMM) was filed to modify Restrictive Declaration 
D-95 (CEQR No. 95DCP030M), which restricts Block 642, Lots 14, 19, and 30 (located south of the 
current Project Site), in order to permit construction of a 283-unit residential building and a 200-space 
parking garage. The application sought to modify the bulk regulations of the Restrictive Declaration 
to increase the permissible floor area ratio (FAR) from 4.0 to 6.02, and included a request for a special 
permit for a public parking garage. An EAS was filed (CEQR # 95DCP030M) and a Negative 
Declaration was issued in 1995, but the request to modify the Restrictive Declaration was 
subsequently disapproved. 

Modification to Restrictive Declaration D-94 – 1998 Technical Memorandum #001 

In 1998, an application was approved (ULURP No. M 840260(B) ZMM) to modify Restrictive 
Declaration D-94 as it pertained to Block 643, Lot 54 (located east of the Project Site).  A Technical 
Memorandum dated March 16, 1998 (Technical Memorandum #001 CEQR #82-270M) found that the 
proposed modification did not alter the conclusions of the earlier review and the Notice of 
Completion (NOC) issued April 5, 1984. Specifically, the modification expanded permitted uses at 
this lot to include Use Group 6 commercial and retail uses allowed by underlying M1-5 zoning, but 
continued to prohibit Use Groups 8A and 12A. In approving this modification, the City Planning 
Commission (CPC) noted in its report dated June 29, 1998, that “this modification reflects the 
changing mix of uses in the vicinity, notably the substantial reduction in meat-related uses and the 
increase in retail and commercial uses, such as restaurants, coffee shops, art galleries, architecture 
and graphic design offices, and photography studios.“ Further, “the Commission believes that this 
evolving use mix stems not from the rezoning in 1984 of two blocks located immediately to the west, 
but is related to technological and economic changes within the meat industry affecting production 
and distribution, as well as, broader economic trends within the city.” 

Modification to Restrictive Declaration D-94 – 2003 Technical Memorandum #002 

In 2003, an application was filed to further modify the use restrictions associated with Restrictive 
Declaration D-94 (ULURP No. M840260(C) ZMM), with respect to sites adjacent to and to the east of 
the current Project Site.  The applicant sought to permit Use Group 6 retail and commercial uses at 
Lots 43 and 49 and Use Group 9 uses at Lots 43, 49, and 54.   The applicant faced difficulties in 
tenanting the restricted space as a result of the decline in meat-related industries, and therefore 
wished to permit viable businesses at these locations. A Technical Memorandum dated May 30, 2003 
(Technical Memorandum #002 CEQR #82-270M) found that the proposed modification did not alter 
the conclusions of the earlier review and the Notice of Completion (NOC) issued April 5, 1984. In 
2003, the City Council modified the CPC approved application to preclude Use Group 6B office uses 
and subsequently approved application.  
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F. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed actions are limited to Block 643, p/o Lot 1, specifically the portion of Lot 1 that is 
identified in Restrictive Declaration D-93 as the Industrial Space and subject to the use restriction 
outlined in Section 2.03 of the Restrictive Declaration (see Figure 2). Accordingly, the applicant’s 
proposed Project Site is the only development site that would be affected under the proposed actions.  

The Proposed Development Site is located within the northwestern portion of the existing building at 
95-97 Horatio Street, on Manhattan Block 643, Lot 1 (see Figures 5a-5j), the “Project Site.” The 
Proposed Development Site is comprised of the 11,650 sf vacant space located in the northwest corner 
of the lot (see Figures 3 and 4), which includes the area currently designated as Industrial Space, a 
portion of the ground floor that is not use restricted, and an associated cellar space that is not subject 
to D-93.  Lot 1 merged with Lot 27 effective January 21, 2016 and now comprises the entire block 
bounded by Gansevoort Street, Horatio Street, Washington Street, and Tenth Avenue / West Street. 
Prior to the tax lot merger, the two buildings that are located on the current Lot 1, 97-103 Horatio 
Street and 105-115 Horatio Street, were each located on separate lots, Lot 27 and Lot 1, respectively.  
 
The Project Site is located in a C6-2A zoning district, which allows a maximum commercial FAR of 
6.0, a maximum residential FAR of 6.02, and a maximum community facility FAR of 6.5. C6-2A 
districts provide for a wide range of retail, office, amusement service, high-bulk commercial, custom 
manufacturing, and related uses, allowing Use Groups 1-12. Under Restrictive Declaration D-93, the 
Industrial Space is restricted to Use Group 17A and 17B. In the event that the Industrial Space could 
not be rented for “meat-related” uses, it could be utilized for any “Permitted Use” listed in Exhibit D 
of the Declaration, which included uses in Use Group 11A, 11B, 16A, 16D, 17A, 17B, 17C, 18A, and 
18B. 
 
The lot is currently improved with a 289,376 gross square foot (gsf) 10-story mixed-use building. The 
structure is built to an FAR of less than 7.16 (the FAR reflects the gross square footage, not the 
building’s zoning square footage) and rises 122.58 feet. 2 The 10-story building contains 272 
residential units (rent-stabilized and market rate) as well as ground floor retail stores and eating and 
drinking establishments. The permitted Zoning Use Groups per the Certificate of Occupancy include 
Use Groups 2, 6, 9. 

The proposed modification would facilitate the re-tenanting of the currently vacant 8,105 sf ground 
floor space plus up to 3,545 sf of cellar space (together totaling 11,650 sf), referred to as the Proposed 
Development Site (see Figure 4).  Although the proposed actions would allow for a range of uses 
permitted per the underlying zoning (other than a Night Club Use), it is assumed that a restaurant 
use would occupy the space (although there is not yet a specific tenant). The underlying C6-2A 
zoning district permits Use Groups 1-12, allows a residential FAR of 6.02, a commercial FAR of 6.0, 
and a community facility FAR of 6.5, and restricts building height to a maximum of 120 feet. No new 
construction would take place as part of the project. For analysis purposes, it is assumed the tenant 
also would use the associated 3,545 sf cellar space for storage or as a back of the house/kitchen prep 
area for the restaurant, bringing a total space for the restaurant to 11,650 sf. 
 

                                                      
2 This FAR was calculated based on the total building floor area from the Department of City Planning’s MapPluto (15v1) divided 
by the area of the tax lot. 
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The build year for the proposed project is 2017. There would be no new construction or major 
upgrades required to the site in order to lease out the space. It is assumed that approval by the City 
Council would occur late in 2016, the site would be occupied soon following project approval. 

G. FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS 

Existing Conditions 

The building at 95-97 Horatio Street is a 10-story building with associated bulkheads, containing 272 
residential units, approximately 31,630 sf of commercial space, and the 4,700 sf designated Industrial 
Space. The commercial space includes retail stores, eating and drinking establishments/catering, and 
vacant space, including the 3,405 sf portion of the Proposed Development Site that is not designated 
as Industrial Space (see Figure 3). The structure is built to a FAR of less than 7.16 (this FAR is based 
on gross square footage) and rises approximately 123 feet. Permitted zoning Use Groups per the 
Certificate of Occupancy include Use Groups 2, 6, 9. The Project Site is located in a C6-2A zoning 
district, which allows a maximum commercial FAR of 6.0, a maximum residential FAR of 6.02, and a 
maximum community facility FAR of 6.5. C6-2A zoning districts permit Use Groups 1-12. 

The area affected by the proposed actions, the Proposed Development Site, is comprised of the 8,105 
sf vacant space on the ground floor located within the northwest corner of the lot (see Figure 3), of 
which 4,700 sf is the Industrial Space that is restricted to Use Group 17A and 17B uses under 
Restrictive Declaration D-93 (see Table 1). Additionally, the Proposed Development Site has an 
associated 3,545 sf cellar space (see Figure 4) that is not subject to D-93. The building has entrances 
along all of its bounding streets. The residential lobby to the building is located along Horatio Street. 
The Proposed Development Site, which is the subject of the proposed actions, has four entrances 
along Gansevoort Street.  

No-Action Scenario 

Absent the proposed actions, the ground floor Industrial Space (see Figure 3) would be reconfigured 
into two separate spaces, with the smaller space to be used for restaurant or retail as-of-right and the 
larger Industrial Space to remain vacant. In 2012, when Weichsel Beef vacated the building, the 
interior wall separating the former meat wholesale space (4,700 sf) from the adjacent retail space 
(3,405 sf) was removed to create the current 8,105 sf vacant space on the ground floor. Under the No-
Action Scenario, the former condition would be recreated. The existing space would be divided with 
new interior walls and new entrances to separate the restricted 4,700 sf Industrial Space and the 
remaining 3,405 sf unrestricted space. The ground floor space that is currently not restricted would be 
made available for re-tenanting, likely with restaurant use. Absent the proposed actions, the 
Industrial Space could be re-occupied with a conforming industrial or meat-industry related use (e.g., 
Use Group 17A or Use Group 17B) and / or a “Permitted Use” listed in exhibit D of the Declaration. 
However, a tenant has not been located since 2012 and for analysis purposes it is conservative to 
assume the space would remain vacant.  
 
The overall development program is shown in Table 1. The portions of the Project Site not described 
as part of the Proposed Development Site would be unaffected with or without the proposed actions. 
In summary, the No Action Scenario would consist of the existing vacant 11,650 sf space in the 
northwest portion of Lot 1 being divided into 3,405 sf of restaurant space, while the 4,700 sf of 
Industrial Space on the ground floor and the associated cellar space would remain vacant. The cellar 
space would not be easily accessible from the non-restricted commercial space and therefore it is 
assumed it would remain vacant. 
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With-Action Scenario 

As described above, the proposed modification to the Restrictive Declaration D-93 would allow use 
(other than a Night Club Use) consistent with the existing character of the surrounding area for the 
entire 11,650 sf space (including cellar space) referred to as the Proposed Development Site, with 
entrances along Gansevoort Street (see Figure 3). For analysis purposes, it is assumed the tenant 
would use the associated 3,545 sf cellar space for storage or as a back of the house/kitchen prep area 
for the restaurant use in combination with the 8,105 sf ground floor space, bringing the total space for 
the restaurant use to 11,650 sf. Subtracting the 3,405 sf area that is planned for restaurant space absent 
the proposed actions, the increment of new uses as a result of the proposed actions would be 8,245 sf. 
The overall development program under the With-Action condition and the increment for analysis is 
shown in Table 1 and Table 2.  

Increment 

The following table further illustrates the proposed RWCDS for analysis.   

Table 1 
Reasonable Worst-Case Development Scenario for the Project Site (Block 643, p/o Lot 1) 

Use Existing No-Action With-Action Increment 
Proposed Development Site3 11,650 11,650 11,650 +0 
Restaurant  0 3,4054 11,650 +8,245 
Vacant 11,650 8,2455 0 -8,245 
Notes: 
1. All values are in gross square feet (gsf). 
2. Table 1 presents figures solely for the affected portion of Lot 1, not for the entire Lot. 
3. Includes associated 3,545 cellar space (see Figure 4). 
4. Unrestricted retail space would be separated and tenanted. 
5. Assumes no access to accessory cellar space from no-action retail. 

 
H. ANALYSES 
 
The 1984 Meat Market West Village Rezoning Final Environmental Impact Statement (CEQR No. 82-
070M) identified the potential for residential development in the proposed C6-2A district to result in 
adverse impacts on industrial/meat-related businesses, both within and outside the rezoning area. To 
mitigate these impacts, the Commission required Rockrose Development Corporation to execute and 
record Restrictive Declarations against four of its properties, including the Site; these declarations are 
listed as numbers D-92, D-93, D-94 and D-95 in Appendix D of the Zoning Resolution. 
 
As discussed above, this application seeks a modification of Restrictive Declaration D-93 in order to 
remove the use restrictions and marketing requirements that were imposed on the Industrial Space as 
mitigation measures in connection with the 1984 Rezoning. This modification would permit the 
applicant to market and occupy the Industrial Space for commercial uses (other than a Night Club 
Use) permitted by the underlying C6-2A district, consistent with the transformation of the 
Meatpacking District since 1984 from a center for industrial meat-processing businesses to a 
commercial and cultural center. 
 
Based on the nature of the project which does not involve any physical alterations and is limited to a 
change in the use of an existing space (changing an approximately 8,245 sf space from vacant space to 
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retail/restaurant space), the proposed actions would not result in any new or different significant 
adverse impacts not previously identified in the original FEIS.  The size of the new use facilitated by 
the action, 8,245 sf, is well below CEQR Technical Manual thresholds for additional analysis for 
Transportation (which is 15,000 sf for local retail and 20,000 sf for restaurant use in this area). Because 
if the relatively small size of this project and given that no new residents would be generated by the 
project, no adverse impacts would result and no further analysis would be required with respect to 
Community Facilities, Open Space, Water and Sewer Infrastructure, and Solid Waste and Sanitation 
Services. Additionally, there would be no building alterations or in-ground disturbance requiring 
site-specific analyses such as Urban Design and Visual Resources, Shadows, Hazardous Materials, 
Noise, Air Quality or Construction analyses.  Because detailed analyses are not required in any of the 
areas mentioned above that have the potential to affect Neighborhood Character according to the 
CEQR Technical Manual guidance, a separate Neighborhood Character analysis is likewise not 
required. In summary, based on the nature of the project, it would not create the potential to alter the 
analysis conclusions of the following sections: Community Facilities, Open Space, Shadows, Urban 
Design and Visual Resources, Natural Resources, Hazardous Materials, Water and Sewer 
Infrastructure, Solid Waste and Sanitation Services, Energy, Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, Noise, Public Health, Neighborhood Character, and Construction.  Areas that merited 
additional analysis, but which also were concluded not to result in significant adverse impacts consist 
of the following: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy, Historic and Cultural Resources, and 
Socioeconomics. The following contains an assessment of whether the proposed actions would result 
in changes to the conclusions of these categories in the previously approved FEIS.   
 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 

The Project Site is located in the Meatpacking District neighborhood of Manhattan, Community 
District 2. It is bordered on its western side by the thoroughfare of West Street / 10th Avenue and on 
its northern side by Gansevoort Street. The area is served by the A, C, E and L subways lines, with a 
station at the intersection of 8th Avenue and West 14th Street, and the M11, M12 and M14A bus lines 
on Hudson Street, two blocks east of the Site. 

Land Use 

The existing building at 95-97 Horatio Street is a multi-family residential elevator building with 
ground floor retail. Additionally, within the northwest corner of the existing building is the use 
restricted Industrial Space. The entrance to the residential portion of Lot 1, known as “The West 
Coast,” is located mid-block along Horatio Street. The ground floor retail uses include a catering 
company (The Upper Crust), a grocery store (Nonno Gourmet Produce), a perfume store (Kilian), a 
Shoe Store (Christian Louboutin Men’s Store), a Lingerie Store (Hanro of Switzerland), and a 
Women’s Clothing Store (Intermix). These uses are consistent with the primary character of this 
mixed-commercial portion of the Meatpacking District neighborhood, which has evolved into an 
entertainment and shopping destination (see Figure 6).  

Land uses to the south of the Project Site are predominately residential, with limited commercial and 
industrial uses. Residential buildings are found in varying scales, including historic townhouses, 
multi-family elevator buildings, contemporary apartment buildings, and converted industrial spaces. 
The blocks east of Washington Street generally consist of one- and two-family and multi-family 
walkup townhouses from three to five stories with mid-block frontage. Additionally, larger lot-size 
buildings tend to be located block ends. The blocks to the west of Washington Street are generally 
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categorized by more contemporary multi-family residential elevator buildings ranging from 
approximately 6-11 stories in height. The Jane, a landmarked five-story hotel also falls within the 
study area. 

The new Whitney Museum of American Art is directly north of the Project Site, across Gansevoort 
Street, and the remainder of the area north and northeast of the Project Site, including the southern 
side of Gansevoort Street, is predominantly categorized by commercial uses and limited residential 
and industrial uses. The north side of Gansevoort Street, east of Washington Street is largely 
commercial and includes ground floor uses such as boutique retail, nightclubs, and bars/restaurants. 
The traditional meatpacking related uses that once characterized the area are essentially limited to 
the Gansevoort Market Meat Center block between Little West 12th Street, Washington Street and 
Gansevoort Street, and West Street. As indicated by the land use map, the traditional meatpacking 
industry that once defined the area has shrunk substantially and does not have a significant presence 
throughout the neighborhood (see Figure 6).   

Transportation and utility uses (i.e. the DSNY Garage) are located across West Street on the piers 
northwest of the Project Site. The Pier 51 Playground is located across West Street, southwest of the 
Project Site. Open spaces in the project area includes the High Line elevated park, which begins one 
block north of the Project Site, and the Hudson River Park along the riverfront southwest of the 
Project Site (which includes the Pier 51 Playground).  

As stated previously, the 1984 Restrictive Declaration, in addition to incorporating provisions 
governing bulk requirements on the Project Site, incorporated mitigation measures requiring the 
prior owner of the site and its successors to use “best efforts” to maintain the use of the Industrial 
Space for “meat related Use Group 17A and 17B uses” and, in the event of a vacancy, to use “best 
efforts” to rent to such uses. These requirements are set forth in Section 2.03 of the Declaration. In the 
event the Industrial Space could not be rented for “meat-related” uses, it could be utilized for any 
“Permitted Use” listed in Exhibit D of the Declaration, which included uses in Use Groups 11A, 11B, 
16A, 16D, 17A, 17B, 17C, 18A and 18B. 

In connection with an application (M 840260C ZMM) to modify similar provisions of Restrictive 
Declaration D-94 (recorded against 46-74 Gansevoort Street; Block 643, Lots 43, 49 and 54) in order to 
allow Use Group 6 and 9 commercial and retail uses, the City Planning Commission stated in its 
report that the modification “reflects the changing mix of uses in the vicinity, notably the substantial 
reduction in meat-related uses and the increase in retail and commercial uses, such as restaurants, 
coffee shops, art galleries, architecture and graphic design offices, and photography studios.” 
Further, the Commission noted that “this evolving use mix stems not from the rezoning in 1984 of 
two blocks located immediately to the west, but is related to technological and economic changes 
within the meat industry affecting production and distribution, as well as broader economic trends 
within the city.” 

As described above and consistent with the Commissions’ finding for the site at 46-74 Gansevoort 
Street, the proposed modification to permit the applicant to market and occupy the Industrial Space 
for commercial uses permitted in the C6-2A district is consistent with the transformation of the 
Meatpacking District since 1984 from a center for industrial meat-processing business to a 
commercial and cultural center. The proposed modification of the use restriction for the Project Site 
would not result in the introduction of a new or incompatible use to the neighborhood. Restaurants 
currently existing within the study area, are permitted on an as-of-right basis, and are compatible 
with the mixed-use character of the district. In addition, the proposed modification would not result 



Page 10 

 

in any physical alterations to the existing building. Since the proposed actions would permit uses that 
are compatible with existing development patterns in the surrounding area and would not alter the 
existing building, it would not result in any significant adverse impacts to land use. Therefore, the 
proposed actions would not result in any significant adverse impacts on land use conditions, and no 
further analysis is warranted. 

Zoning 

The Project Site is within a C6-2A zoning district that includes the block to the south between Horatio 
Street and Jane Street. The C6-2A district provides a basic maximum FAR of 6.0 for commercial uses, 
6.02 for residential uses and 6.5 for community facility uses. The areas to the west and north of the 
Site are mapped with manufacturing districts, consisting of an M2-3 district directly west of the Site, 
an M3-2 district on the waterfront northwest of the Site and an M1-5 district running several blocks 
north and northeast of the Site. The Special West Chelsea District begins three blocks north of the Site, 
above West 14th Street. The areas to the east and south of the Site are mapped with commercial and 
residential districts: a C4-4A district is mapped on the eastern side of Washington Street to a depth of 
100 feet, adjacent to an R6 district mapped further to the east; C1-6A and C1-7A districts are mapped 
on the two blocks south of the Site’s C6-2A district, and a C6-3 district is mapped south of Bethune 
Street, three blocks south of the Site. The proposed modification to the Restrictive Declaration, which 
would remove the industrial and meatpacking related use restriction, would permit an additional use 
on the site that is consistent with the uses permitted by the underlying and surrounding zoning 
districts (other than a Night Club Use). Therefore, the proposed actions would not result in any 
significant adverse impact to zoning. 

Public Policy 

The Project Site is located within the NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program’s Costal Zone. When a 
proposed project is located within the Coastal Zone and it requires a local, state, or federal 
discretionary action, a determination of the project’s consistency with the policies and intent of the 
Waterfront Revitalization Plan (WRP) must be made before the project can move forward. Meat-
related industrial uses are not related to waterfront activity. Additionally, while the waterfront in this 
portion of Manhattan is fairly well-utilized, the replacement of a vacant space with a restaurant use 
would contribute to further revitalization. As the proposed actions are strictly limited to a change in 
use and the proposed actions do not include any physical alteration to the existing structure, the 
proposed project would not substantially affect any of the WRP policies as shown in the attached 
WRP Consistency Form (see Appendix A).  

Socioeconomics  

The socioeconomic character of an area includes its population, housing and economic activity.  
Socioeconomic changes may occur when a project directly or indirectly changes any of these 
elements.  The general screening thresholds used to determine whether additional CEQR analysis 
would be warranted include whether a project would: 

 Generate a net increase of 200 or more residential units 
 Generate a net increase of 200,000 or more square feet of commercial space 
 Directly displace more than 500 residents 
 Directly displace more than 100 employees 
 Affect conditions in a specific industry 
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The proposed change in use would effectively allow a vacant 8,245 gsf space to be tenanted with a 
restaurant use. No residential units would be generated and the net increase of commercial space is 
far less than the 200,000 sf threshold of analysis. No residents or employees would be displaced as the 
space is currently vacant.  
 
Since the time that the proposed rezoning and Restrictive Declaration were adopted, trends in the 
meat industry have changed in ways that were not contemplated during the early 1980’s, when the 
Declaration was recorded. Despite the City’s 1984 effort to preserve and enhance the meat market 
through various means, the meat packing and distributing industry has contracted because of 
technological and demand driven changes, and reduced consumer demand for beef products. 
Additionally, the City has changed the public policy regarding the preservation of the Meat Market 
by creating a meat market in Hunts Point, the Bronx, and in Sunset Park, Brooklyn to actively attract 
meat-related uses to these two City-sponsored facilities. The development of the High Line of which 
the first Phase was completed in 2009, the redevelopment of the Gansevoort Market as a food hall in 
2014, and the opening of the new Whitney Museum in 2015 are all emblematic of and contributing to 
the area’s continuing transition towards commercial, retail, and cultural uses. 
 
Since 1984, the Meat Market has shrunk and moved further north, the Meat Market is now located in 
the area generally bounded by Little West 12th Street on the south, West 15th Street on the north, 
Washington Street on the east and West Street on the west. The reduction of the Meat Market both in 
terms of number of jobs and number of meat industry firms continues a trend identified in the 
original 1984 Rezoning FEIS. It has resulted from a combination of factors, including the delivery of 
specialized meat cuts from meat plants outside of New York City directly to retailers and restaurants, 
modern packing processes such as freeze drying, overnight delivery services, obsolete buildings, and 
increasing operating costs.  
 
Of the approximately 200 meatpacking businesses that were located in the Meat Market District 
during its peak, only approximately 25-30 remained by 2001.3 Based on current Pluto Land Use data 
and Certificates of Occupancy the only remaining active industrial uses within the study area are 
located in the meatpacking cooperative north of the Whitney at 48-56 Little West 12th Street and 565 
West Street. Further, all seven of the remaining meatpacking firms in downtown Manhattan are 
tenants of the meatpacking cooperative. The firms are able to remain in the area due to the low-rate 
leases offered by the City of New York for space at the cooperative.4 
  
As meat-related operations in the vicinity have declined, new uses, permitted by the underlying 
zoning designations, have, over time, moved into the area. These new uses include restaurants, coffee 
shops, bars, nightclubs, galleries and other retail establishments, photography studios, and offices for 
architects, graphic designers, media production firms, etc. While some of these uses may serve 
residents from adjoining residential enclaves, most serve a wider segment of the city and region. The 
proposed actions would allow tenanting of the Project Site in conformance with the property’s 

                                                      
3 Jay Shockley et al. (Landmarks Preservation Commission). 2003. Gansevoort Market Historic District Designation Reports, pgs. 19-
20. Downloaded March 6, 2016. 
4 Aaron Elstein, “They got Beef: The neighborhood the meatpackers made has been their undoing,” Crain’s New York Business. 
November 16, 2015, http://www.crainsnewyork.com/article/20151116/REAL_ESTATE/151119920/they-got-beef-the-neighborhood-the-
meatpackers-made-has-been-their-undoing. 
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underlying C6-2A zoning (other than for Night Club Use) and would be in context with the area and 
its land use trends.  
 
This action is consistent with the transformation of the Meatpacking District since 1984 from a center 
for industrial meat-processing businesses to a commercial and cultural center. The proposed 
restaurant use would be consistent with and reinforce the socioeconomic character of the study area 
and would not affect conditions of the Meat Market industry. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in significant adverse impacts to the socioeconomic conditions of the study area. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

The Project Site is located within the Gansevoort Market Historic District. Additionally, the 
Greenwich Village Historic District abuts the site to the south (see Figure 7).  The existing building is 
described in the Gansevoort Market Historic District designation report.5  

Formerly, the existing building was composed of multiple buildings on separate lots, which over time 
were aggregated into what is today Lot 1. The designation report considers Lot 1 to be made up of 
nine distinct buildings, which are each described individually in the report as “part of Lot 1.” The 
Project Site, while wholly encompassed by what is today considered Lot 1 is sited within a space that 
was historically two buildings and is described as such in the designation report.  No physical 
alterations to the existing structure are proposed, therefore there is no potential for a significant 
adverse impact to the historic character of the existing structure. Furthermore, the proposed use is 
consistent with other neighboring uses as other portions of Lot 1 are currently used for ground floor 
retail.  

Additionally, there would be no impact on the LPC-designated Greenwich Village Historic District 
nor on the nearby individually LPC-designated F.W. Devoe & Co. Factory (LP-02308) and LPC-
designated, NR-eligible American Seamen’s Friends Society Sailors’ Home and Institute (LP-02080) as 
a result of the proposed actions. The proposed actions are consistent with the existing character of 
these LPC-designated areas and pursuant to the attached letter (see Appendix C), LPC concurred that 
the proposed actions would not result in a significant adverse impact on the study area’s historic and 
cultural resources, therefore no further analysis is required. 

Conclusion 

As demonstrated by the above analyses, the proposed actions, which would change the use 
limitations on the site to allow for use (other than a Night Club Use) in conformance with the 
underlying zoning regulations, would not be expected to result in any significant adverse 
environmental impacts. 

                                                      
5 Jay Shockley et al. (Landmarks Preservation Commission). 2003. Gansevoort Market Historic District Designation Reports, pgs. 91-
114. Downloaded January 25, 2016. 
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WRP consistency form - January 2003 1

For Internal Use Only:
Date Received: _______________________________

WRP no.___________________________________
DOS no.____________________________________

NEW YORK CITY WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM
Consistency Assessment Form

Proposed actions that are subject to CEQR, ULURP or other local, state or federal discretionary review procedures,
and that are within New York City’s designated coastal zone, must be reviewed and assessed for their consistency
with the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP).  The WRP was adopted as a 197-a Plan by the
Council of the City of New York on October 13, 1999, and subsequently  approved by the New York State Department
of State with the concurrence of the United States Department of Commerce pursuant to applicable state and federal
law, including the Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways Act.  As a result of these
approvals, state and federal discretionary actions within the city’s coastal zone must be consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the WRP policies and the city must be given the opportunity to comment on all state and
federal projects within its coastal zone. 

This form is intended to assist an applicant in certifying that the proposed activity is consistent with the WRP.  It
should be completed when the local, state, or federal application is prepared.  The completed form and accompanying
information will be used by the New York State Department of State, other state agencies or the New York City
Department of City Planning in their review of the applicant’s certification of consistency.

A.  APPLICANT

1. Name: _______________________________________________________________________________________

2. Address:______________________________________________________________________________________

3. Telephone:_____________________Fax:____________________E-mail:__________________________________

4. Project site owner:______________________________________________________________________________

B.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY

1. Brief description of activity:

2. Purpose of activity:

3. Location of activity: (street address/borough or site description):

95-97 Horatio, LLC / Jon McMillan

387 Park Avenue South, New York, NY 10016

212-672-1000 Jon.McMillan@TFCornerstone.com

95-97 Horatio, LLC

The applicant, 95-97 Horatio LLC, is seeking a modification to Restrictive Declaration D-93 to remove use
restrictions and marketing requirements imposed on the currently vacant “Industrial Space” (eating and drinking
establishments with dancing, "Night Club Use," would remain prohibited) located within the northwest corner of
the ground floor of the existing building at 95 Horatio Street (Block 643, Lot 1). The proposed modification would
facilitate the re-tenanting of the currently vacant project site. Although the proposed actions would allow for a
range of uses permitted per the underlying zoning (other than Night Club Use in the Industrial Space), it is
assumed that a restaurant use would occupy the space (although there is not yet a specific tenant).

Currently the Development Site at 95-97 Horatio Street is subject to Restrictive Declaration D-93,
originally recorded in 1984, that applies additional limitations on the permissible uses of the site
beyond those established by the site’s underlying zoning. The Restrictive Declaration was originally
intended to mitigate potential adverse impacts on industrial/meat-related businesses from the
rezoning that occurred in 1984. However, the character of the neighborhood has changed
substantially since that time and, as described further below, the mitigation is now obsolete due to
changed conditions in the neighborhood since the early 1980s.

The Development Site Site is located in the northwest corner of the ground floor of the
existing building at 95 Horatio Street (Block 643, Lot 1) within the Gansevoort Market
Historic District, Manhattan Community District 2. The site is located along West Street,
just east of the Hudson River Park, northeast of the Pier 51 playground and southeast of
the DSNY parking garage facility. The Project Site is lcoated within the coastal zone.
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Proposed Activity Cont’d

4. If a federal or state permit or license was issued or is required for the proposed activity, identify the permit
type(s), the authorizing agency and provide the application or permit number(s), if known:

5. Is federal or state funding being used to finance the project?  If so, please identify the funding source(s).

6. Will the proposed project require the preparation of an environmental impact statement?
Yes ______________    No ___________    If yes, identify Lead Agency:

7. Identify city discretionary actions, such as a zoning amendment or adoption of an urban renewal plan, required
for the proposed project.

C.  COASTAL ASSESSMENT

Location Questions: Yes No

1.  Is the project site on the waterfront or at the water’s edge?

2.  Does the proposed project require a waterfront site?

3.  Would the action result in a physical alteration to a waterfront site, including land along the
shoreline, land underwater, or coastal waters?

Policy Questions Yes No

The following questions represent, in a broad sense, the policies of the WRP.  Numbers in 
parentheses after each question indicate the policy or policies addressed by the question.  The new
Waterfront Revitalization Program offers detailed explanations of the policies, including criteria for
consistency determinations.

Check either “Yes” or “No” for each of the following questions.  For all “yes” responses, provide an
attachment assessing the effects of the proposed activity on the relevant policies or standards.
Explain how the action would be consistent with the goals of those policies and standards.

4.  Will the proposed project result in revitalization or redevelopment of a deteriorated or under- used
waterfront site?  (1)

5.  Is the project site appropriate for residential or commercial redevelopment?  (1.1)

6.  Will the action result in a change in scale or character of a neighborhood?   (1.2)

N/a

N/a

The project will require the preparation of a Technical Memorandum as part of a previously
certified environmental impact statement; The Department of City Planning is the lead agency.

✔

The applicant is seeking to modify Restrictive Declaration D-93 to remove the use
restriction (Section 2.03) that limits the northwestern portion of the site to certain
industrial and meat-related uses (Use Groups 17A and 17B), in order to allow uses
pursuant to the underlying C6-2A zoning regulations (restaurant, retail or other
conforming uses). Night Club Uses would be prohibited in the Industrial Space.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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Policy Questions cont’d Yes No

7.  Will the proposed activity require provision of new public services or infrastructure in undeveloped
or sparsely populated sections of the coastal area?   (1.3)

8.  Is the action located in one of the designated Significant Maritime and Industrial Areas (SMIA):
South Bronx, Newtown Creek, Brooklyn Navy Yard, Red Hook, Sunset Park, or Staten Island?   (2)

9.   Are there any waterfront structures, such as piers, docks, bulkheads or wharves, located on the
project  sites?   (2)

10. Would the action involve the siting or construction of a facility essential to the generation or
transmission of energy, or a natural gas facility, or would it develop new energy resources?  (2.1)

11. Does the action involve the siting of a working waterfront use outside of a SMIA?  (2.2)

12. Does the proposed project involve infrastructure improvement, such as construction or repair of
piers, docks, or bulkheads?   (2.3, 3.2)

13. Would the action involve mining, dredging, or dredge disposal, or placement of dredged or fill
materials in coastal waters?   (2.3, 3.1, 4, 5.3, 6.3)

14. Would the action be located in a commercial or recreational boating center, such as City
Island, Sheepshead Bay or Great Kills or an area devoted to water-dependent transportation? (3)

15. Would the proposed project have an adverse effect upon the land or water uses within a
commercial or recreation boating center or water-dependent transportation center?  (3.1)

16. Would the proposed project create any conflicts between commercial and recreational boating? 
(3.2)

17. Does the proposed project involve any boating activity that would have an impact on the aquatic
environment or surrounding land and water uses?  (3.3)

18. Is the action located in one of the designated Special Natural Waterfront Areas (SNWA): Long
Island Sound- East River, Jamaica Bay, or Northwest Staten Island?   (4 and 9.2)

19.  Is the project site in or adjacent to a Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat?   (4.1)

20. Is the site located within or adjacent to a Recognized Ecological Complex: South Shore of
Staten Island or Riverdale Natural Area District?   (4.1and 9.2)

21. Would the action involve any activity in or near a tidal or freshwater wetland?  (4.2)

22. Does the project site contain a rare ecological community or would the proposed project affect a
vulnerable plant, fish, or wildlife species?   (4.3)

23. Would the action have any effects on commercial or recreational use of fish resources? (4.4)

24. Would the proposed project in any way affect the water quality classification of nearby 
waters or be unable to be consistent with that classification?  (5)

25. Would the action result in any direct or indirect discharges, including toxins, hazardous
substances, or other pollutants, effluent, or waste, into any waterbody?   (5.1)

26. Would the action result in the draining of stormwater runoff or sewer overflows into coastal
waters?     (5.1)

27. Will any activity associated with the project generate nonpoint source pollution?  (5.2)

28. Would the action cause violations of the National or State air quality standards?  (5.2)

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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Policy Questions cont’d Yes No

29. Would the action result in significant amounts of acid rain precursors (nitrates and sulfates)?
(5.2C)

30. Will the project involve the excavation or placing of fill in or near navigable waters, marshes,
estuaries, tidal marshes or other wetlands?  (5.3)

31. Would the proposed action have any effects on surface or ground water supplies?   (5.4)

32. Would the action result in any activities within a federally designated flood hazard area or state-
designated erosion hazards area?  (6)

33. Would the action result in any construction activities that would lead to erosion?  (6)

34. Would the action involve construction or reconstruction of a flood or erosion control structure? 
(6.1)

35. Would the action involve any new or increased activity on or near any beach, dune, barrier
island, or bluff?  (6.1)

36. Does the proposed project involve use of public funds for flood prevention or erosion control?
(6.2)

37. Would the proposed project affect a non-renewable source of sand ?   (6.3)

38. Would the action result in shipping, handling, or storing of solid wastes, hazardous materials, or
other pollutants?  (7) 

39. Would the action affect any sites that have been used as landfills?  (7.1)

40. Would the action result in development of a site that may contain contamination or that has
a history of  underground fuel tanks, oil spills, or other form or petroleum product use or 
storage?  (7.2)

41. Will the proposed activity result in any transport, storage, treatment, or disposal of solid wastes
or hazardous materials, or the siting of a solid or hazardous waste facility?   (7.3)

42. Would the action result in a reduction of existing or required access to or along coastal waters,
public access areas, or public parks or open spaces?   (8)

43. Will the proposed project affect or be located in, on, or adjacent to any federal, state, or city
park or other land in public ownership protected for open space preservation?   (8)

44. Would the action result in the provision of open space without provision for its maintenance? 
(8.1)

45. Would the action result in any development along the shoreline but NOT include new water-
enhanced or water-dependent recreational space?   (8.2)

46. Will the proposed project impede visual access to coastal lands, waters and open space? (8.3)

47. Does the proposed project involve publicly owned or acquired land that could accommodate
waterfront open space or recreation?  (8.4)

48. Does the project site involve lands or waters held in public trust by the state or city?   (8.5)

49. Would the action affect natural or built resources that contribute to the scenic quality of a
coastal area?    (9)

50. Does the site currently include elements that degrade the area’s scenic quality or block views
to the water?   (9.1)

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔





 

 

APPENDIX A: WATERFRONT REVITAILIZATION PROGRAM 
CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT 

The Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) consists of ten policies, which are intended to maximize the 
benefits derived from economic development, environmental preservation, and public use of the 
waterfront, while minimizing the conflicts among these objectives. Each of the policies that were identified 
in the Consistency Assessment Form (CAF) as requiring further assessment are presented below, followed 
by a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the policy. 

Policy 1: Support and facilitate commercial and residential development in areas well-suited to such 
development 

1.1 Encourage commercial and residential redevelopment in appropriate coastal zone areas.  

The existing building at 95-97 Horatio Street is a multi-family residential elevator building with 
ground floor retail. Within the northwest corner of the existing building is the use restricted 
Industrial Space. The proposed project would modify the use restricted area within the 11,650 gross 
square foot Development Site with a restaurant use within the coastal zone.  

Land uses to the south of the Project Site are predominately residential, with limited commercial 
and industrial uses. The new Whitney Museum of American Art is directly north of the Project 
Site, across Gansevoort Street, and the remainder of the area north and northeast of the Project Site, 
is predominantly categorized by commercial uses and limited residential and industrial uses. 
Transportation and utility uses (i.e. the DSNY Garage) are located across West Street on the piers 
northwest of the Project Site. The Pier 51 Playground is located across West Street, southwest of 
the Project Site. Open spaces in the project area includes the High Line elevated park, which begins 
one block north of the Project Site, and the Hudson River Park along the riverfront southwest of 
the Project Site (which includes the Pier 51 Playground).  

The proposed modification to the use restriction for the Proposed Development Site would not 
result in the introduction of a new or incompatible use to the neighborhood. Restaurants currently 
exist within the study area, are permitted on an as-of-right basis, and are compatible with the 
mixed-use character of the district. Furthermore, the proposed modification would not result in 
any physical alterations to the existing building. Since the proposed actions would permit uses that 
are compatible with existing development patterns in the surrounding area and would permit 
appropriate uses in a currently vacant space, the proposed actions are consistent with Policy 1.1 of 
the Waterfront Revitalization Program. 

Policy 6: Minimize loss of life, structures and natural resources caused by flooding and erosion. 

6.1 Minimize losses from flooding and erosion by employing non-structural and structural management 
measures appropriate to the condition and use of the property to be protected and surrounded. 

The Project Site is located within a special flood hazard area (the 100-year floodplain) and includes 
base elevations ranging from 11-12 feet. Therefore, the proposed action would result in activities 
within a special flood hazard area. The existing building at 95-97 Horatio Street is equipped with 
Aqua-Fence panels that will be deployed in the event of a flood. The panels would create a 



 

 

continuous barrier from a point on Gansevoort Street proceeding west, full coverage along West 
Street, proceeding east along Horatio to another point near the east end of Horatio (see Figure 8).  

In addition, the electric service room has been relocated to above the 100-year flood elevation. An 
emergency generator has been installed on the roof and flood doors are installed in the boiler room 
which remains in the cellar. 

 

Please see the Technical Memorandum for additional information concerning the effects of the proposed actions on 
Policy 1.1 and Policy 6 of the Waterfront Revitalization Program. 



 

 

APPENDIX A: WATERFRONT REVITAILIZATION PROGRAM 
CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT 

The Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) consists of ten policies, which are intended to maximize the 
benefits derived from economic development, environmental preservation, and public use of the 
waterfront, while minimizing the conflicts among these objectives. Each of the policies that were identified 
in the Consistency Assessment Form (CAF) as requiring further assessment are presented below, followed 
by a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the policy. 

Policy 1: Support and facilitate commercial and residential development in areas well-suited to such 
development 

1.1 Encourage commercial and residential redevelopment in appropriate coastal zone areas.  

The existing building at 95-97 Horatio Street is a multi-family residential elevator building with 
ground floor retail. Within the northwest corner of the existing building is the use restricted 
Industrial Space. The proposed project would modify the use restricted area within the 11,650 gross 
square foot Development Site with a restaurant use within the coastal zone.  

Land uses to the south of the Project Site are predominately residential, with limited commercial 
and industrial uses. The new Whitney Museum of American Art is directly north of the Project 
Site, across Gansevoort Street, and the remainder of the area north and northeast of the Project Site, 
is predominantly categorized by commercial uses and limited residential and industrial uses. 
Transportation and utility uses (i.e. the DSNY Garage) are located across West Street on the piers 
northwest of the Project Site. The Pier 51 Playground is located across West Street, southwest of 
the Project Site. Open spaces in the project area includes the High Line elevated park, which begins 
one block north of the Project Site, and the Hudson River Park along the riverfront southwest of 
the Project Site (which includes the Pier 51 Playground).  

The proposed modification to the use restriction for the Proposed Development Site would not 
result in the introduction of a new or incompatible use to the neighborhood. Restaurants currently 
exist within the study area, are permitted on an as-of-right basis, and are compatible with the 
mixed-use character of the district. Furthermore, the proposed modification would not result in 
any physical alterations to the existing building. Since the proposed actions would permit uses that 
are compatible with existing development patterns in the surrounding area and would permit 
appropriate uses in a currently vacant space, the proposed actions are consistent with Policy 1.1 of 
the Waterfront Revitalization Program. 

Policy 6: Minimize loss of life, structures and natural resources caused by flooding and erosion. 

6.1 Minimize losses from flooding and erosion by employing non-structural and structural management 
measures appropriate to the condition and use of the property to be protected and surrounded. 

The Project Site is located within a special flood hazard area (the 100-year floodplain) and includes 
base elevations ranging from 11-12 feet. Therefore, the proposed action would result in activities 
within a special flood hazard area. The existing building at 95-97 Horatio Street is equipped with 
Aqua-Fence panels that will be deployed in the event of a flood. The panels would create a 



 

 

continuous barrier from a point on Gansevoort Street proceeding west, full coverage along West 
Street, proceeding east along Horatio to another point near the east end of Horatio (see Figure 8).  

In addition, the electric service room has been relocated to above the 100-year flood elevation. An 
emergency generator has been installed on the roof and flood doors are installed in the boiler room 
which remains in the cellar. 

 

Please see the Technical Memorandum for additional information concerning the effects of the proposed actions on 
Policy 1.1 and Policy 6 of the Waterfront Revitalization Program. 



03
/3
1/
16

A
qu

aF
en

ce
 D

ep
lo

ym
en

t P
la

n
95

-9
7 

H
or

at
io

 S
tr

ee
t 

N
ew

 Y
or

k,
 N

ew
 Y

or
k

Fi
gu

re
   

8



 

 

 

Appendix B
Restrictive Declaration











































































APPENDIX



 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 

Project number:   DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING / 82-070M 
Project:  MEAT MARKET WEST VILLAGE REZONING 
Date received: 3/15/2016 
 
Comments: as indicated below. Properties that are individually LPC designated or in 
LPC historic districts require permits from the LPC Preservation department.  
Properties that are S/NR listed or S/NR eligible require consultation with SHPO if 
there are State or Federal permits or funding required as part of the action. 
  
 
Properties with Architectural significance: 
1) ADDRESS: 809 WASHINGTON STREET, BBL: 1006430043, LPC FINDINGS: 
DESIGNATED LPC HISTORIC DISTRICT; PERMIT FROM THE LPC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT REQUIRED, STATE/NATIONAL REGISTER FINDINGS: PROPERTY W/IN 
NATIONAL REGISTER HD 
2) ADDRESS: 52 GANSEVOORT STREET, BBL: 1006430049, LPC FINDINGS: 
DESIGNATED LPC HISTORIC DISTRICT; PERMIT FROM THE LPC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT REQUIRED, STATE/NATIONAL REGISTER FINDINGS: PROPERTY W/IN 
NATIONAL REGISTER HD 
3) ADDRESS: 842 GREENWICH STREET, BBL: 1006430054, LPC FINDINGS: 
BLDG. W/IN DESIGNATED HISTORIC DIST, STATE/NATIONAL REGISTER FINDINGS: 
PROPERTY W/IN NATIONAL REGISTER HD 
4) ADDRESS: 95 HORATIO STREET, BBL: 1006430001, LPC FINDINGS: 
DESIGNATED LPC HISTORIC DISTRICT; PERMIT FROM THE LPC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT REQUIRED, STATE/NATIONAL REGISTER FINDINGS: NATIONAL 
REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICT, COMMENTS: SITE ADDED 3/16/16.  CHANGE OF 
USE ONLY. 
 
LPC is in receipt of the Technical Memorandum #003 of 3/14/16 regarding the 
change of use for 95 Horatio Street.  The text is acceptable with the following 
changes. 
 
Figure 7 (and the text) should indicate that the project site is within the S/NR listed 
Gansevoort Market HD.  The American Seamen’s Friend Society appears S/NR 
eligible as well as LPC designated.  Footnote 2 on page 11, the name is “Jay 
Shockley”, not “Shocklet”. 
 
 
 
 

     3/16/2016 
         
SIGNATURE       DATE 
Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 
 
File Name: 29031_FSO_GS_03162016.doc 


