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INTRODUCTION 

Under Section 197 -a of the New York City Charter, community boards may propose plans for the 
development, growth and improvement of land within their districts. Pursuant to the Charter, the 
City Planning Commission developed and adopted standards and rules of procedure for 197-a 
plans. Once approved by the Commission and adopted by the City Council, 197 -a plans are 
intended to serve as policy guides for subsequent actions by city agencies. 

Community Board 4 Chelsea 197-a Plan: A Contextual Zoning Proposal to Create Housing 
Opportunities, as modified by the City Planning Commission, is the second community board 

197-a plan to be adopted by the city. 

This report provides information for those interested in the plan's policies and recommendations. 
It may also be of interest to other community boards considering the 197-a process. 

This report contains three sections: 

1. The City Council resolution, dated May 22, 1996, adopting the plan as modified by the 
City Planning Commission. 

2. The City Planning Commission report, including its consideration and resolution, dated 
April 10, 1996, approving and modifying the 197-a plan. 

3. The proposed Community Board 4 Chelsea J97-a Plan: A Contextual Zoning Proposal to 
Create Housing Opportunities, as originally submitted by Manhattan Community Board 4 
on April 28, 1994. Maps and tables of information are included for reference. 



Section 1 
City Council Resolution 

City Council resolution, dated May 22, 1996, adopting 
report recommending approval of the 197 -a plan as 

modified by the City Planning Commission 



THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
RESOLUTION NO. 1723 

Resolution approving the decision of the City Planning Commission on Non-ULURP No. N 
940614 NPM, a Section 197-a Plan for Chelsea (L.U. No. 983). 

By Council Members Eisland and Fields 

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission filed with the Council on Apri115, 1996 its 
decision dated April 10, 1996 (the "Decision"), on the Plan, Community Board 4 Chelsea 197-a 
Plan: A Contextual Zoning Proposal to Create Housing Opportunities, submitted by Manhattan 
Community Board 4, pursuant to Section 197-a of the New York City Charter (Non-ULURP 
No. N 940614 NPM) (the "Plan"); 

WHEREAS, the Decision is subject to review and action by the Council pursuant to 
Section 197-d(b)(l) of the City Charter; 

WHEREAS, the Council held a public hearing on the Decision and Plan on May 16, 
1996; 

WHEREAS, the Council has considered the land use implications and other policy issues 
relating to the Decision and Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Council has considered the relevant environmental issues and the 
negative declaration, issued on August 17, 1995 (CEQR No. 95DCP047M); 

RESOLVED: 

The Council fmds that the. action described herein will have no significant effect on the 
environment; 

Pursuant to Sections 197 -a and 197 -d of the City Charter and on the basis of the Decis· 
and Plan, the Council approves the Decision. 



Pagt 2 
N 940614 NPM 
Reso. No. 1723 (L.U. No. 983) 

Adopted. 

Office of the City Clerk, } 
The City of New York. } ss.: 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a Resolution passed by Th 
of The City of New York on May 22, 1996, on file in this office. 

City Clerk. Clerk of Council 



Section 2 
City Planning Commission Report 

City Planning Commission's consideration and resolution, 
dated April 10, 1996, approving and modifying the 197 -a plan 



CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

April 10, 1996/Calendar No. 23 N 940614 NPM 

IN THE MATTER OF a Plan concerning Chelsea, in Manhattan Community District #4, 
submitted by Manhattan Community Board #4, for consideration pursuant to Section 197 -a of 
the New York City Charter. The proposed plan for adoption is called, "Community Board 4 
Chelsea 197-a Plan: A Contextual Zoning Proposal to Create Housing Opportunities," CB4, 
borough of Manhattan. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1986, the Chelsea Preservation and Planning Committee, established by Community Board 

4 (CB4), contracted with Columbia University to develop planning recommendations for the 

Chelsea community. The resulting report, Chelsea Today, Chelsea Tomorrow: A Plan for 

Preservation and Development, formed the basis for the Board's original 197-a Plan, which 

was submitted to the Department of City Planning (DCP) on July 1, 1987. 

On June 11, 1992, in accordance with the City Planning Commission's newly adopted 197-a 

rules, Community Board 4 notified the Department of its intent to resubmit the Plan with 

minor modifications. The Chelsea Planning and Preservation Committee revised portions of 

the Plan and, after a public hearing and adoption by the Board on April 6, 1994, submitted 

the revised Plan, called Community Board 4 Chelsea 197-a Plan: A Contextual Zoning 

Proposal to Create Housing Opponunities, to DCP on April 28, 1994. 



PLAN DESCRIPTION 

The study area of Manhattan Community Board 4' s proposed 197 -a Plan comprises 64 blocks 

bounded generally by Tenth Avenue on the west; 14th Street on the south; Sixth Avenue 

(from 14th to 26th streets) and Eighth Avenue (from 26th to 34th streets) on the east; and 

26th Street (from Sixth to Eighth avenues) and 34th Street (from Eighth to Tenth avenues) on 

the north. However, the Plan does not address several manufacturing districts and those 

residential and commercial districts within the study area for which the existing non­

contextual zoning designations are considered appropriate. Zoning changes are recommended 

for slightly more than half of the total study area. 

The 197-a Plan states the sponsor's goals: to provide for orderly growth and change; to 

provide opportunities for new, economically-integrated housing; to preserve the existing low­

income housing stock; to prevent significant displacement of residents and businesses; to 

preserve ethnic and economic diversity; to protect residential areas from commercial 

intrusion; to preserve the character and visual unity of Chelsea; to preserve the traditional 

urban form and scale of the community; and to protect the [Chelsea] Historic District and 

other areas of historic character. 

To reach these goals, the Plan suggests a series of changes to the city's zoning map, and two 

possible zoning text changes. Most of the proposed zoning map changes would replace non­

contextual zoning districts with contextual zoning districts at existing and reduced levels of 

density. In general, the Plan would lower allowable density for the area surrounding and 
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including the Chelsea Historic District and then step up density going eastward towards 

Midtown. The Plan would also replace certain commercial zoning districts with residential 

districts and local commercial overlays. Special zoning is proposed for the existing MI-5M 

and MI-6 midblock areas between Sixth and Seventh avenues from 18th to 26th streets. On 

vacant lots and lots occupied by parking facilities in that area, the Plan proposes to permit 

RI0A residential development with a mandatory 30 percent requirement for low- and 

moderate-income housing. 

THRESHOLD REVIEW AND DETERMINATION 

Pursuant to Section 3.010 of the 197-a rules, Department of City Planning staff conducted a 

threshold review of the Plan and, on June 16, 1994, informed Community Board 4 of certain 

deficiencies with regard to form and content, indicated additional information needed to 

correct the deficiencies, and provided some of that information to the Board. The Board 

agreed to add the requested information and did so on August 24, September 20, and 

October 3, 1994. 

On October 24, 1994, the City Planning Commission determined that the Chelsea 197-a Plan 

met threshold standards with the condition that the Plan's soft site, use conformance, and 

bulk compliance data and analyses be corrected before proceeding to environmental review. 

The Plan was revised and resubmitted on February 24, 1995, and environmental review 

commenced. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This application (N 940614 NPM) was reviewed pursuant to the New York State 

Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), and the SEQRA regulations set forth in 

Volume 6 of the New York Code of Rules and Regulations, Section 617.00 et seq., City 

Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Rules of Procedures of 1991 and Executive Order 

No. 91 of 1977. The designated CEQR number is 95DCP047M. The lead agency is the City 

Planning Commission. 

After a review of the potential environmental impact of the proposed action, a Negative 

Declaration was issued on August 17, 1995. It was determined that the proposed action 

would have no significant effect on the quality of the environment. 

On August 17, 1995, the Plan (N 940614 NPM) was duly referred to Community Board 4 

and the Borough President for their review and comment, in accordance with Article 6 of the 

rules for processing Section 197 -a Plans. 

COMMUNITY BOARD PUBLIC HEARING 

As sponsor of the Plan, Community Board 4, which had previously held two public hearings 

prior to submitting the plan, exercised its prerogative of not holding a third public hearing, 

pursuant to Article 6.020 of the rules for processing Section 197-a plans. 

At its monthly Board meeting held on October 11, 1995, the Board adopted a resolution 
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reaffirming its support of the Plan, "as a model for preserving a community and making 

underutilized areas within it available for providing new affordable housing, and as 

representing the desires of Chelsea residents. " 

BOROUGH PRESIDENT RECOMMENDATION 

The Borough President of Manhattan considered this application and, in light of the two 

previous public hearings held by Community Board 4, pursuant to Article 6.021 of the rules 

for processing Section 197-a plans, elected not conduct a further public hearing on the plan. 

On December 19, 1995 the Borough President of Manhattan submitted written comments 

recommending "rapid adoption and implementation" of the proposed Plan. She also stated, 

"In order for this process to be meaningful, the Commission must not only adopt the 197-a 

Plan, but must direct the Department of City Planning to move forward quickly with a 197-c 

zoning map application for Chelsea." 

The Borough President's report states, "The present zoning does not adequately safeguard the 

long-term identity and stability of Chelsea, or create opportunities for appropriate growth in 

this successful and diverse community. The zoning permits buildings radically out of scale 

and character with the present neighborhood. Such inappropriate development can displace 

residents, businesses and institutions, and erode the historic character that is such an asset to 

the neighborhood." 
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She further noted, "The ... Plan would do much to inhibit these negative impacts while 

providing opportunities for appropriate new development. The Plan encourages the 

development of new economically integrated housing, while preserving the character of the 

Chelsea community. The Borough President supports the stated goals of the Plan, and 

considers the proposed contextual zoning map changes effective tools to implement these 

goals. II 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 

On January 31, 1996, (Calendar No.3), the City Planning Commission scheduled February 

14, 1996 for a public hearing on this application (N 940614 NPM). The hearing was duly 

held on February 14, 1996, (Calendar No. 12). 

There were 17 speakers in favor of the Plan and one speaker in favor of the Plan with 

conditions . 

The Chairperson of Community Board 4 described the area affected by the Plan's proposals, 

indicated strong support for the Plan, and introduced the next two speakers who supported 

the Department's proposal to modify the Plan's detailed zoning recommendations with a 

"Neighborhood Planning Framework, n but were concerned that it not be too general. The 

former Chairperson of CB4 summarized the history of the Plan's development and reiterated 

the Plan's goals which she said generally were to preserve the area's diverse physical and 

cultural heritage and to promote new. particularly affordable. housing in East Chelsea. The 
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area's built character, she expressed, becomes generally denser starting at the Chelsea 

Historic District and going east. In "park-poor" Chelsea, she said, "the sky is our park. " 

She noted the cooperative working relationship between representatives of the Community 

Board and representatives of the Department of City Planning. Referring to the still 

unresolved issues between the sponsor and the Department (particularly the level of density 

proposed for Eighth Avenue from the 23rd Street intersection north to 25th Street and the 

affordable housing proposal for the East Chelsea area), she wished for some way to ensure, 

not just encourage, development of affordable housing in the southern section of East 

Chelsea. 

The Chairperson of CB4's Chelsea Planning and Preservation Committee stated that Eighth 

Avenue between 23rd and 26th streets is as much a part of the "psychological heart" of 

Chelsea as the section below 23rd Street. The concern for this stretch, he said, is as much 

over base streetwall height as it is over total building height. 

A representative of the Manhattan Borough President reiterated her strong support of the 

Plan, which, she noted, her office helped to produce and update. She urged the Commission 

to support the Plan, particularly the affordable housing component, whatever the final 

mechanism identified to achieve that goal. 

The City Council Member representing the 3rd Council District noted the many years of 

volunteer time and work devoted to the production of the Plan, including extensive outreach 
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to the community. He requested language in the modification which would clearly result in 

the production of affordable housing units in the East Chelsea area. 

A representative of the Assembly Member representing the 64th Assembly District called 

Chelsea a special place, and urged approval of the Plan. A spokesperson for the U.S. 

Representative representing the 8th Congressional District noted the Plan's vision of 

preserving and protecting the character of the area and urged approval. 

A representative of the State Senator representing the 30th Senate District was strongly 

supportive of the Plan and requested in particular that the mixed-income provisions in East 

Chelsea be approved. A representative of the State Senator representing the 27th Senate 

District supported the Plan, and noted concerns about the density proposed by the 

Department for the intersection of Eighth A venue and 23rd Street, and the need to identify 

the appropriate mechanism that would result in affordable housing units being built in East 

Chelsea without the possible displacement of remaining manufacturing uses there. 

Three representatives of block associations or councils of block associations spoke in favor of 

the Plan. One noted concern about the increased level of allowable density on Seventh 

Avenue, which had been proposed by DCP as a modification of the Plan. Another was 

particularly supportive of the Plan's proposal to lower the level of allowable density in the 

area surrounding a row of twelve townhouses on 24th Street, which are designated 

landmarks. The third was concerned about the increased level of allowable density along 
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23rd Street proposed by the Department. 

A representative of the Historic Districts Council called the Plan a model for other 

neighborhoods by outlining a preservation and growth strategy for areas not necessarily 

appropriate for designation as historic districts, but whose varieties of scale may be in need 

of some level of protection. A representative of the Municipal Art Society'S Planning 

Committee supported the Plan, in particular the protection it offers to the Chelsea Historic 

District, the allowance of new complementary development in the rest of the neighborhood, 

particularly the preservation of the low-rise scale along Eighth A venue south of 23rd Street, 

and the inclusion of new low-income housing units. She especially noted the productive 

collaborative effort undertaken by representatives of the sponsors and representatives of the 

Department of City Planning. 

A representative of a Chelsea local Democratic Party club supported the Plan, particularly 

the inclusionary housing provisions. He noted that the community has previously supported 

housing initiatives serving the elderly, persons with AIDS, and families with children, etc. 

A representative of the Metropolitan Housing Council noted the unrnet need for low- and 

moderate-income housing which the Plan seeks to address. A senior block organizer noted 

the changes in her neighborhood over the years and believes the Plan offers the best hope for 

retaining an integrated population mix, particularly the Spanish-speaking community. 

One speaker spoke in support of the plan but with conditions. The president of the Council 
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of Chelsea Block Associations reported that while her organization was unable to take a 

unified stand on the Plan, she herself supported the provisions safeguarding the retention of 

"sky and air." However, she testified that the Plan does little to encourage exciting new 

development and that it looks to the past and not to the future. She urged that inclusionary 

housing provisions be discretionary, not mandatory. She also supported the study proposed 

for the industrial area west of Tenth Avenue, but requested the inclusion of the industrial 

area east of Tenth Avenue, in the southwest corner of the study area. 

There were no other speakers and the hearing was closed. 

Four written statements were received. The Real Estate Board of New York, Inc. (REBNY) 

commended Community Board 4 for proposing a Plan that includes both preservation and 

new housing development. The Board believes the Plan is not bold enough and should more 

aggressively provide opportunities for increasing the supply of new housing as soon as 

possible. REBNY suggested considering an increase of 1.5 to 3 FAR along Eighth Avenue 

from 14th to 31st streets and from 14th to 25th streets between Sixth and Eighth avenues. 

Finally, it noted the success of existing housing programs, such as the 80120 program, in 

developing economically-integrated communities, and suggested that inclusionary housing 

should be an optional bonus, not a requirement. 

The 23rd Street Association submitted a statement in support of preserving the character of 

the Chelsea neighborhood and generally supported many aspects of the Plan. The 
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Association advocates the proposed modifications to increase allowable density along 23rd 

Street from Sixth to Eighth avenues, and also recommends increases on Seventh Avenue 

between 14th and 23rd streets. The Association opposes the elimination of C6 zoning on 

portions of Seventh Avenue, on Eighth Avenue north of 23rd Street, and on 23rd Street 

between Seventh and Eighth avenues. 

The Chairman of Manhattan Community Board 5, which adjoins the study area, sent a 

statement which quoted from a Board resolution adopted on February 8, 1996, "that 

Community Board 5 supports the goals and concepts of the Chelsea 197-a Plan and looks 

forward to reviewing the Plan in detail after the Department of City Planning prepares a 

zoning map application to implement these recommendations." 

A representative of the 500 Block West 19th St. Block Association wrote in support of the 

Plan, noting that it seeks to preserve the best of what is without stultifying the best of what 

may be. In particular, he noted that rezoning West Chelsea, west of Tenth Avenue, to allow 

residential development, would be a logical, pro-active move that would benefit the whole 

city. 
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CONSIDERATION 

The Commission has reviewed Community Board 4 Chelsea J97-a Plan: A Contextual Zoning 

Proposal to Create Housing Opportunities. It commends the efforts of Community Board 4 

and the goals articulated in its neighborhood planning document. The Commission also 

commends the cooperation between the Plan's sponsors and the Department staff in 

developing the Neighborhood Planning Framework. The Commission notes that the process 

helped facilitate the general concurrence of Community Board 4 with all of the modifications 

made by the Commission, save one. 

In general, the 197-a Plan recommends replacing non-contextual zoning districts with 

contextual zoning districts at existing and reduced levels of density. The Plan also 

recommends replacing certain commercial zoning districts with residential districts and local 

commercial overlays. For the existing midblock areas between Sixth and Seventh avenues 

from 18th to 26th streets, currently zoned Ml-SM and MI-6, the Plan proposes that vacant 

lots and lots occupied by parking facilities be developed at RlOA density with a mandatory 

low-income housing requirement. 

Conceptually, the Commission finds broad agreement with several aspects of the Plan that 

would further the goal of neighborhood preservation by retaining most of the existing 

manufacturing zoning districts; retaining non-contextual residential zoning districts for those 

areas where it is appropriate; mapping contextual residential and commercial zoning districts 

12 



in most other areas; and complementing the built character of the Chelsea Historic District. 

Beyond these areas of broad agreement, the Commission believes that the Plan raises two 

primary issues of concern: the appropriateness of using a Section 197-a Plan to put forward 

what is essentially, by virtue of its specificity, a Section 197 -c rezoning action; and the 

appropriateness of some of the proposals themselves. Taken together, the proposed zoning 

changes, in the Plan as originally submitted, do not do enough to balance the desirable 

neighborhood preservation goals with opportunities for new housing. Furthermore, while the 

Commission applauds and supports the 197-a Plan's desire to provide for mixed-income 

housing, it believes the Plan's proposal for the creation of special zoning in East Chelsea -­

to restrict new residential development to certain sites and mandate an inclusionary housing 

component -- raises significant legal and policy issues. 

The purpose and intent of Section 197 -a is to provide a community with a mechanism to 

articulate policy to guide future specific governmental decisions, such as zoning map 

changes. The specific zoning districts and boundaries proposed in the Chelsea Plan, as 

originally submitted, present a specific implementation scheme for achieving certain land use 

goals, which the Charter requires be examined through a 197-c process, which allows for 

more rigorous technical analysis and environmental review than that required for a 197-a 

Plan. While the Plan contains considerable data and technical information, the Commission 

believes the specificity of the recommended zoning changes in the Plan as originally 

submitted is not appropriate for a 197 -a Plan. 
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In order to respond to the concern of undue specificity, the Commission believes that it is 

appropriate to modify the Plan with the "Neighborhood Planning Framework" that is 

appended to the Commission's approval of the Plan. The Framework text articulates policy 

goals relating to general densities, use and other planning elements for each subarea outlined 

on the attached map titled, "Map A: Chelsea Neighborhood Planning Framework." This 

approach would achieve many of the community's goals by providing guidance for future 

map amendments where compliance and conformance levels could be examined in greater 

detail allowing for selection of appropriate zoning districts and boundaries. For example, 

the 197-a Plan proposes R8B with an overlay on Eighth Avenue between 14th and ~3rd 

streets. While the Commission supports contextual zoning at a lower density in this area, it 

believes that other districts permitting similar density, such as a C 1-6A district, should be 

examined before determining the precise zones. As another example, the 197-a Plan 

proposes an inconsistent depth for a district proposed along one portion of Eighth Avenue. 

In this instance, the Framework simply proposes that "contextual zoning at a reduced 

density" be mapped in that subarea. The specific zoning and boundary determinations would 

be addressed during follow-up mapping actions, with the Framework serving as a guide. 

Major issues which arose in the course of the Department's review of the Plan and their 

resolution, are addressed below. Community Board 4 adopted a resolution on April 2, 1996 

approving all the Framework's modifications to the Plan except one (Subarea 15c, see 

below). Numbers refer to subarea designations on the attached Map A: Chelsea 

Neighborhood Planning Framework. 
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The Commission strongly supports the Plan's neighborhood preservation goals, but it 

believes the Plan needs to do more to provide adequate opportunities for new housing 

development. The Plan would reduce significantly or retain existing permitted densities in 

most of the areas between Seventh and Tenth avenues yet expand housing opportunities only 

for the areas between Sixth and Seventh avenues. The Commission believes that the 

Neighborhood Planning Framework should modify the Plan in ways that would ensure 

appropriate opportunities for new housing to serve the community and to address citywide 

housing needs. Accordingly, the Commission recommends the following areas for moderate 

density increases: Eighth Avenue from 22nd/23rd to 24th streets (Subarea 15c); 23rd Street 

between Seventh and Eighth avenues (Subarea 15e); and Seventh Avenue from 16th to 20th 

streets (Subarea 1ge). It recommends more substantial density increases for: 23rd Street 

between Sixth and Seventh avenues (Subarea 14); Seventh Avenue from 14th to 16th streets 

(Subarea 17); and possibly Eighth Avenue north of 29th Street (Subarea 16w). 

The Commission also believes that the East Chelsea special area (Subarea 18), and three of 

the future study areas recommended in the Framework (Subareas 22n and 22s: areas west of 

Tenth Avenue, and Subarea 24: Seventh Avenue between 25th and 26th streets), can offer 

important opportunities for new housing which would offset density decreases elsewhere in 

Chelsea. For all of these areas, the Commission believes that, by mapping contextual zoning 

districts, increased densities can be achieved without impairing neighborhood character. 

The 197-a Plan proposes an East Chelsea Special Zoning area to allow new residential 

15 



construction on vacant lots and sites occupied by parking lots and parking garages, and to 

require 30 percent affordable housing in new development. The Commission supports the 

community's encouragement of mixed-income housing. However, the proposal for providing 

low-income housing in this area raises serious legal and policy concerns. The sponsors of the 

Plan believe that their proposal should be seen as an incentive or bonus, since new residential 

development is not currently permitted. The Commission, however, believes that the 

inclusionary housing aspect of the proposal amounts to a mandatory requirement, since it 

would be the only way one might develop one's property for new residential use. While the 

Commission recognizes the citywide need for low-income housing, it believes there is no 

basis for requiring a select group of property owners to provide this housing in the absence 

of an established nexus between their development and the need for the housing. Moreover, 

the Commission is concerned that such mandatory requirements would limit the feasibility of 

any housing development. The Commission also believes that all property within a defined 

area should be treated alike, and that permitting residential use on selected parcels is not 

sound planning policy. Accordingly, the Commission has modified this proposal, through 

the Neighborhood Planning Framework, to allow residential uses -- in the Ml-SM district 

south of 23rd Street (Subarea 18) -- without distinguishing between vacant and other lots. 

The Commission notes that the MI-6 area north of 23rd Street between Sixth and Seventh 

avenues is more industrial in character, and that new residential uses would not be 

appropriate. South of 23rd Street, however, the Ml-SM area is characterized by a 

substantial residential presence and a relatively low level of industrial employment. 
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In this East Chelsea area, follow-up mapping actions would determine appropriate densities 

and address any potential displacement issues. The Commission recommends, in conjunction 

with the Plan's implementation, that the City, together with the community and other 

appropriate parties, examine a wide range of mechanisms to promote economically integrated 

housing, including zoning incentive programs, tax incentives, and governmental policies and 

funding. The Commission further recommends that the Department establish a task force of 

appropriate agencies, community representatives, and housing development representatives 

(profit and non-profit), to examine mixed-income housing strategies for this area. Mapping 

proposals for this subarea should not be advanced until the task force has developed its 

recommendations. 

The Commission also supports the proposals to study the manufacturing-zoned areas west of 

Tenth Avenue. It encourages the Department to proceed first with a study of the 23rd Street 

corridor (Subarea 22n), which serves as a gateway to the waterfront, and then, resources 

permitting, with a study of the manufacturing-zoned area to the south (Subarea 22s). The 

Commission recommends that specific boundaries be determined at the time the study and 

mapping actions are initiated. Another study area (Subarea 24), wholly within CD4 in the 

area of Seventh A venue between 25th and 26th streets, was identified subsequent to the 

Plan's submission, and therefore no data was gathered for it. 

Other areas included in the 197-a Plan which abut adjacent community districts are also 

designated as future study areas. The Commission believes that the appropriate use and 
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density of these areas should be determined in the course of follow-up studies and formal 

consultations with the affected Community Boards. These areas include the east side of 

Eighth Avenue north of 26th Street (Subarea 16e), 14th street between Sixth and Ninth 

avenues (Subareas 21e and 21w), and the east side of Sixth Avenue between 15th and 22nd 

streets (Subarea 20e). 

The Commission also modifies the Plan to provide several other more modest changes that it 

believes would more closely reflect the area's built character, a goal of the Plan. For 

example, the 197-a Plan recommends rezoning from C6-2 to R8B the mid-blocks bounded by 

Seventh and Eighth avenues and roughly 23rd to 25th streets (Subarea 6). Whereas the 

compliance rate under R8B would be less than 50 percent, the R8A density level reflected in 

the Neighborhood Planning Framework would result in a satisfactory compliance level and an 

appropriate built form. A similar determination and modification was made for the midblock 

frontages along 16th Street between Sixth and Seventh avenues (Subarea 12n). 

The Commission notes that the 197-a Plan recommends a new zoning district -- C6-2AM -­

for portions of Sixth A venue (Subarea 20w) and 23rd Street. The intent of this designation is 

to provide a contextual zone for the C6-2M district. The Commission believes that 

contextual zoning is appropriate, but that maintaining the manufacturing preservation 

component of the C6-2M district is no longer needed in these areas due to the predominance 

of commercial and residential use. 
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The Framework has seven categories of recommendations. A brief description of the broad 

categories and discussion of the Framework's consistency with the Plan and any Commission 

modification are provided below. 

No change proposed at this time: Substantially in agreement with the 197-a Plan proposals, 

this recommendation applies to most manufacturing areas, the more northerly commercial 

districts, and postwar "towers in the park" residential developments. 

Map contextual zoning at reduced density: This recommendation applies to much of the 

study area and is consistent with many of the Plan's density recommendations. The 

Commission finds this recommendation for several of these subareas, especially Subarea 3: 

Eighth Avenue south of 23rd Street, and Subarea 10: 23rd Street west of Eighth Avenue, to 

be appropriate only if there is increased allowable density elsewhere in the study area as 

identified in the Framework. In the Framework, the Commission modifies 

recommendations for other subareas to respond to this concern. The Commission notes that, 

although both Sub~rea 3 and Subarea 10 are on wide streets with good subway access, 

reduced density would be appropriate because of their unique character in the heart of 

Chelsea. The Commission also notes that the FAR compliance for an R7B density in 

Subarea 1 would be less than 70 percent, but that potential non-compliance could be reduced 

depending on final determination of boundaries. 

Map contextual zoning at existing density: The Framework is generally consistent with the 
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Plan. However, it modifies the Plan's recommendations in a few areas where substantial 

levels of non-compliance would occur, or where reduced density was considered 

inappropriate. The Commission notes its modification for the Eighth Avenue frontage 

between 24th and 25th streets (Subarea 15n), the midblocks of 24th and 25th streets between 

Seventh and Eight avenues (Subarea 6), and the midblock of 16th Street between Sixth and 

Seventh avenues (Subarea 12n), all of which the Plan proposed for R8B (reduced density). 

Map contextual zoning at greater density: The 197-a Plan did not propose any areas where 

permitted density would be increased. To balance downzoning proposed for much of the 

197-a area, the Commission has modified the Plan to call for increased densities in certain 

areas: the 23rd Street corridor from Sixth Avenue to Eighth avenues (Subareas 14 and 15e), 

the intersection of Eighth A venue and 23rd Street (Subarea 15c), Eighth A venue north of 

29th Street (Subarea 16w), and Seventh Avenue between 14th and 20th streets (Subareas 17 

and 1ge). The Commission believes these areas are appropriate for increased density for a 

number of reasons including their built character, transportation access and/or historic 

importance as a center of the community. 

The sponsors of the Plan concur with these modifications except for the intersection of 

Eighth Avenue and 23rd Street (Subarea 15c). Currently zoned for 6.02 FAR, this location 

at the intersection of two wide streets atop a subway stop is appropriate for a modest increase 

in density. The southwest corner currently contains a building of approximately 10 FAR 

The Commission notes that, on the site most likely to be redeveloped at this intersection, the 
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difference between an RSA (6.02 FAR) and an R9A (7.5 FAR) building is two stories and 

approximately 40 housing units. The Commission believes that this area is able to 

accommodate this additional development. The Commission also notes the community's 

desire to reinvigorate this general area as the center of Chelsea, and believes that this modest 

increase in density will help achieve that goal. 

Allow new residential uses; encourage mixed-income housing: For the proposed East Chelsea 

special zoning area south of 23rd Street (Subarea IS), the Commission recommends zoning 

that would permit as-of-right new residential construction and conversions without the 

existing manufacturing preservation requirement. The Commission supports the 

encouragement of mixed-income housing in this area and the exploration of all mechanisms, 

including mechanisms other than zoning, to achieve this goal. As described previously, the 

Commission opposes mandatory inclusionary housing, but strongly recommends that a task 

force be convened, subsequent to the approval and modification of this Plan, to develop 

optional mixed-income housing strategies for this area., 

Map residential zoning to reflect large-scale housing development: This recommendation 

applies to a corner of Penn South Houses on Eighth A venue between 2Sth and 29th streets 

(Subarea 23), currently zoned C6-2, in order to provide a better match to its built character. 

Study Further: Several areas at the edges of the study area are located in Community District 

2 (Subareas 21w and 21e: south side of 14th Street) and Community District 5 (Subarea 20e: 
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east side of Sixth Avenue; and Subarea 16e: east side of Eighth Avenue north of 26th Street). 

Because data was not supplied for these areas, subsequent mapping actions should address 

both sides of the streets in conjunction with the respective Community Boards. The 

Commission also recommends that any future mapping actions incorporate the 23rd Street 

corridor west of Tenth A venue (Subarea 22n) to reinforce this street as a gateway to the 

waterfront and to implement a balanced map amendment for the area. In the interest of 

timely implementation of the mapping actions, the manufacturing-zoned area to the south of 

West 23rd Street (Subarea 22s) could be studied in a second phase. The southern border of 

the 23rd Street study area should be determined when the study is initiated. 

As noted above, the Commission commends the cooperation between the Plan's sponsors and 

the Department staff in developing the Neighborhood Planning Framework. The 

Commission notes that the process helped facilitate the general concurrence of Community 

Board 4, as reflected in its April 2, 1996 resolution, with all of the modifications made by 

the Commission, save one. The one exception is the modification of the recommendation for 

the intersection of Eighth A venue and 23rd Street, where the Commission supports higher 

density contextual zoning than currently permitted and the Community Board continues to 

believe the existing density appropriate. The Commission considered the Board's strong 

viewpoints on the matter but supports the recommendation of the Department for moderately 

greater density, as contributing to an overall balancing of the various aspects of the Plan. 

On balance, the Plan now sets forth a comprehensive set of guidelines for future development 
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in the area with an appropriate mix of "neighborhood preservation" and "housing 

opportunity" areas. The Commission encourages this collaborative process to continue to 

ensure the timely implementation of the 197-a Plan through specific zoning actions. The 

Commission further proposes this productive collaboration as a replicable model for 

formulating, analyzing, reviewing, and implementing 197-a efforts by other communities. 

In conclusion, the Commission believes that the Community Board 4 Chelsea J97-a Plan: A 

Contextual Zoning Proposal to Create Housing Opportunities, as modified by the "Chelsea 

Neighborhood Planning Framework," is an appropriate neighborhood planning document that 

provides useful guidelines for future actions by public agencies, particularly future zoning 

map changes. 

23 



RESOLUTION 

RESOLVED, that the City Planning Commission finds that the action described herein will 

have no significant effect on the environment, and be it further 

RESOLVED, by the City Planning Commission, pursuant to Section 197 -a of the New York 

City Charter, that the Plan, Community Board 4 Chelsea J97-a Plan: A Contextual Zoning 

Proposal to Create Housing Opportunities, submitted by Manhattan Community Board 4, is 

approved with the fonowing modifications: 

Whereas, approved 197-a Plans guide the future actions of public agencies; and 

Whereas, approved 197-.a Plans can not preclude subsequent actions by the City Planning 

Commission and the City Council in their review of possible future applications under other 

charter-described processes; and 

Whereas, almost an of the recommendations in this 197-a Plan require subsequent approval 

of 197-c (ULURP) Zoning Map Change applications, which have their own defined review 

procedures; 

The Plan is hereby modified by replacing the specific zoning proposals contained in the Plan 

with the following Chelsea Neighborhood Planning Framework, in order that this approved 

and modified Plan provide general policies regarding land use and development in the 
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Chelsea area. The subarea numbers refer to the attached map (Map A: Chelsea 

Neighborhood Planning Framework). The subarea boundaries shown on the attached map are 

approximate. Although not noted for each subarea, the Plan recommends and the 

Framework concurs with the mapping of local commercial zoning districts or overlay zoning 

districts on most avenues and wide streets in proposed residential zoning districts. 

Chelsea Neighborhood Planning Framework: 

Subarea 1 

Existing Zoning: R8 and R 7 -21 

197-a Plan: R7B 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at a reduced density generally 

consistent with the recommendation of the 197 -a Plan as originally submitted by Community 

Board 4. 

Subarea 2 

Existing Zoning: R8 

197-a Plan: R7A 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at a reduced density generally 

IThe existing allowable residential FAR for all of the Framework's subareas 
is 6.02, with two exceptions. 1.) Subarea 1 is a mix: one section is 6.02 FAR 
and another section has a range of .87 to 3.44 FAR. 2.) Some of the subareas 
recommended for future study are in M zones; new residential floor area is not 
currently allowed in these districts. 
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consistent with the recommendation of the 197 -a Plan as originally submitted by Community 

Board 4, with the exception of the block between 16th and 17th streets. 

Subarea 3 

Existing Zoning: R8 and C6-2M 

197 -a Plan: R8B 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at a reduced density generally 

consistent with the recommendation of the 197 -a Plan as originally submitted by Community 

Board 4, but providing for a more flexible envelope along Eighth A venue. 

Subarea 4 

Existing Zoning: R8 

197-a Plan: R7B 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at a reduced density generally 

consistent with the recommendation of the 197-a Plan as originally submitted by Community 

Board 4. 

Subarea 5 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 

197 -a Plan: R8B 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at a reduced density generally 

consistent with the recommendation of the 197 -a Plan as originally submitted by Community 
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Board 4. 

Subarea 6 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 

197 -a Plan: R8B 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at existing density, incorporating the 

north side of 25th Street, similar in character to the facing blockface. 

Subarea 7 

Existing Zoning: R8 

197 -a Plan: R8A 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at existing density. 

Subarea 92 

Existing Zoning: R8 

197 -a Plan: R8A 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at existing density. 

Subarea 10 

Existing Zoning: R8 

1 There is no Subarea 8 in this final version. 

27 N 94(X)14 NPM 



197-a Plan: R7A 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at a reduced density generally 

consistent with the recommendation of the 197 -a Plan as originally submitted by Community 

Board 4. 

Subarea 11 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M 

197-a Plan: R8A and C2 overlay 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at existing density. 

Subareas 12n and 12s 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M 

197 -a Plan: R8B 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at existing density (Subarea 12n); map 

contextual zoning at a reduced density (Subarea 12s) generally consistent with the 

recommendation of the 197-a Plan as originally submitted by Community Board 4. 

Subarea 13 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 

197-a Plan: C6-2A and R8B (portion of Ninth Avenue frontage) 

CPC approval or modification: Map C6 contextual zoning at existing density, and include the 

northeast corner of 29th Street and Ninth Avenue. 
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Subarea 14 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 and C6-2M 

197-a Plan: C6-2AM (intended to be a contextual equivalent of the existing C6-2M) 

CPC approval or modification: Map C6 contextual zoning at substantially greater density (9.0 

FAR) to encourage new housing opportunities and to better reflect the built character. 

Subarea 15e 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 and C6-2M 

197 -a Plan: R8A with a C2 overlay 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at moderately greater density (7.5 

FAR) to encourage new housing opportunities and to better reflect the built character. 

Efforts should be made to reinvigorate this block at the center of Chelsea. The Commission 

notes that mapping a C2 district would result in some commercial floor area non-compliance, 

and that the appropriate commercial zone should be determined as part of follow-up mapping 

actions. 

Subarea 15c 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M, C6-2 and R8 

197-a Plan: R8A with a C2 overlay, with R8B on the southeast corner of 23rd Street and 

Eighth Avenue. 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at moderately greater density (7.5 

FAR) to encourage new housing opportunities at a density that takes advantage of this 
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location at the intersection of two wide streets atop a subway entrance 

Subarea 15n 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 

197-a Plan: R8B and C6-2A 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at existing density, and as part of the 

follow-up mapping action, consider a moderate increase in density from the midline between 

25th and 26th streets in conjunction with subarea 16e to the north. 

Subareas 16e and 16w 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 

197-a Plan: C6-2A (subarea 16w) 

CPC approval or modification: Conduct a future study in consultation with Community 

Boards 4 and 5 to develop final recommendations for subareas 16e and 16w together. 

Preliminary analysis suggests mapping contextual zoning at greater density in subarea 16w 

(7.5 to 9 FAR). 

Subarea 17 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M 

197-a Plan: R8X 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at substantially greater density (9.0 

FAR), reflecting built character. Follow-up mapping actions should examine conformance 



issues to determine appropriateness of, and boundaries for, a C2 District to replace the 

existing C6 district. 

Subarea 18 

Existing Zoning: Ml-5M 

197-a Plan: Create the East Chelsea Special Zoning area to allow new residential 

construction on sites now occupied by vacant lots, parking lots, and parking garages and 

mandate 30 percent affordable housing in new development. 

CPC approval or modification: Allow new residential uses without distinguishing between 

vacant and other lots, and encourage mixed-income housing, modifying the recommendation 

of the 197-a Plan as originally submitted by Community Board 4. Follow-up mapping 

actions should determine appropriate densities and address potential displacement issues. In 

conjunction with plan implementation, the City, together with the community, should 

examine a wide range of mechanisms to promote economically integrated housing, including 

zoning incentive programs, tax incentives, and governmental policies and funding. It is 

recommended that a task force be formed of appropriate agency and community 

representatives, and housing development representatives (profit and non-profit), to develop 

mixed-income housing strategies for this area. Mapping proposals for this area should not be 

advanced until the task force has developed its recommendations. 

Subarea 19w 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M 
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197-a Plan: C6-2A 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at existing density. 

Subarea 1ge 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M 

197-a Plan: C6-2A. 

CPC approval or modification: Map contextual zoning at a moderately greater density (7.5 

residential FAR) to encourage new housing opportunities. The department store use located 

on Seventh A venue between 16th and 17th streets should remain in the C6 district. 

Subarea 20e and 20w 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M 

197-a Plan: C6-2AM (20w) 

CPC approval or modification: Conduct a future study in consultation with Community 

Boards 4 and 5 to develop final recommendations for subareas 20w and 20e together. 

Preliminary analysis suggests mapping contextual zoning at existing density without 

manufacturing preservation provisions on the west side of Sixth Avenue (20w). 

Subarea 21e and 21 w 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M 

197-a Plan: On the north side of 14th street, C6-2AM from Sixth to Seventh avenues, and 

R8B west of Seventh A venue. 
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CPC approval or modification: Study both sides of 14th Street in consultation with 

Community Boards 2 and 4. When the study is initiated, make a detennination whether to 

extend the western boundary of 21 w to Ninth A venue. 

Subareas 22n and 22s 

Existing Zoning: M1-5 

197-a Plan: No recommendations 

CPC approval or modification: Conduct future studies of these M1-5 districts west of Tenth 

A venue to detennine whether new residential uses would be appropriate as part of the overall 

Neighborhood Planning Framework. The first phase (23rd Street between Tenth and 

Eleventh avenues) should be examined as part of the Plan's implementation, with the specific 

southern boundary determined at the time of study initiation. The M1-5 area south to 14th 

street (22s) is recommended for a Phase II study, and could include additional 

manufacturing-zoned areas east of Tenth Avenue, depending on availability of resources. 

Subarea 23 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 

197-Plan: Map R8 

CPC approval or modification: Map residential non-contextual zoning at existing density. 
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Subarea 24 

Existing Zoning: M 1-6 

197-a Plan: No recommendations 

CPC approval or modification: Conduct a study in conjunction with the Plan's 

implementation to determine whether new residential uses would be appropriate as part of the 

overall Neighborhood Planning Framework, balancing neighborhood preservation areas with 

new housing opportunity areas. 

The above resolution (N 940614 NPM), duly adopted by the City Planning Commission on 

April 10, 1996 (Calendar No. 23), is filed with the Office of the Speaker, City Council, and 

the Borough President in accordance with the requirements of Section 197-d of the New 

York City Charter. 

JOSEPH P. ROSE, Chairman 

VICTOR G. ALICEA, Vice-Chairman 

AMANDA M. BURDEN, A.I.C.P., IRWIN G. CANTOR, P.E., 

KATHY HIRATA CHIN, Esq., ALEXANDER GARVIN, 

ANTHONY I. GIACOBBE, Esq., WILLIAM J. GRINKER, BRENDA LEVIN, 

EDWARD T. ROGOWSKY, RONALD SHIFFMAN, A.I.C.P., JACOB B. WARD, Esq., 

Commissioners 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Chelsea, the southern section of Manhattan Community Board No.4, may be divided 
into two sections: the historic residential community roughly east of Tenth Avenue 
that is the subject of the present plan, and the old waterfront manufacturing area to 
the west that is the object of another planning effort now under way. 

The diversity of Chelsea in building types and population is due to a long 
development. The old center planned around the General Theological Seminary by 
Oement Oarke Moore is still largely intact but has been surrounded over the years 
by an area largely residential but with some commercial buildings that gradually 
scales upward towards the Manhattan spine. The mixed population of the old 
waterfront community has been joined by more recent arrivals, both Latinos and 
persons seeking to revive the area. Housing projects and recent development have 
caused displacement, threats to historic character, and community controversy. 

The Community Board, responding to long-held concerns, worked with Professor 
Elliott ScIar of Columbia University to plan for the area, producing the first version 
of the Plan after wide consultation in the community, and filing it under Section 197-
a in 1987. The plan had widespread support in the community, but encountered 
difficulties In gaining acceptance at City Planning. With the Charter revisions and the 
new 197-a regulations, and supported by updated technical data, the Plan is being 
refiled with only minor changes after new consultations. 

Goals of the Chelsea Plan: 

• Provide for orderly change and growth 
• Provide opportunities for new, economically integrated housing 
• Preserve the existing low-income housing stock 
• Prevent significant displacement of residents and businesses 
• Preserve ethnic and economic diversity 
• Protect residential areas from commercial intrusion 
• Preserve the character and visual unity of Chelsea 
• Preserve the traditional urban form and scale of the community 
• Protect the Chelsea Historic District and other areas of historic character 

The purpose of the Chelsea Plan is to establish a framework in which development, 
particularly of economically integrated housing, can take place without destroying the 
integrity and character of the community and what is valuable within it. Residential 
Chelsea is a community whose character is based on the low-scale row-house blocks 
around the historic core, and the somewhat more varied street-wall development that 
scales upward to the east of it. The core and some of the outer areas contain 
buildings of architectural quality and streetscapes that are important to preserve. 
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The long-run identity and stability of Chelsea are threatened by rapid development 
under the present zoning that would replace existing buildings by significantly larger 
ones, thus causing loss of neighborhood character and major displacement. The 
process would cut up Chelsea with towers, break neighborhood visual and social 
bonds, threaten loss of economic and ethnic diversity, and diminish the low-income 
housing stock.. Appropriate rezoning of Chelsea would prevent many of these 
impacts and provide a framework in which orderly development could occur and 
affordable housing be created in underutilized areas. 

The Chelsea Plan proposes to establish contextual zoning to replace the present 
height-factor zoning. Building heights would be scaled across the entire community 
(except the tower developments, which are mostly north of 23rd Street), from low 
height in and around the Chelsea Historic District eastward across the avenues, 
following the more varied built environment upward towards the loft buildings at the 
eastern edge. This addresses the goals oriented toward community preservation, while 
allowing some fleXIbility in many areas and even an upzoning near the Garment 
District. This pattern makes possible special zoning oriented toward development of 
economically integrated housing in the underutilized M-zones between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues. Here residential developments at the height of the old loft 
buildings would be allowed on certain sites on condition of providing a significant 
proportion of affordable units on site. These provisions would provide more units 
than soft sites under the present zoning. 

The Plan covers only traditionally residential Chelsea, roughly the section east of 
Tenth Avenue, where the existing zoning almost everywhere is at an FAR of 6.02 
(R8, C6-2, C6-2M) with no contextual zoning. Many map changes involve only the 
replacement of height-factor zoning with the contextual equivalent: other lower bulk 
(FAR) to preserve the existing built environment. 

• The historic core between Tenth Avenue and the Eighth Avenue corridor is 
zoned at a protective level of a maximum streetwall of 60 feet (R7B), with buffer 
strips at somewhat higher scale. This protects the Chelsea Historic District, the 
landmarked row on 24th Street, and their surroundings. 

• The outer portions of this residential area west of the Seventh Avenue corridor 
are mostly zoned at a slightly higher scale (R8B), with other changes made to 
preserve context and protect the central residential block of Chelsea from 
commercial intrusion. 

• Seventh Avenue is zoned slightly higher in a scale designed to protect its 
residential quality and relatively low scale (mostly R8A, some C6-2A, a higher 
R8X in the south). An upzoning is proposed in the plan has been adopted with 
some modification just south of the Garment District north of 23rd Street. 
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• Fourteenth Street and the old residential blocks to the north are zoned to protect 
their low-rise residential character. This is the location of the oldest Latino 
community in the city. East of Seventh Avenue, the different scale and 
commercial character of the street are supported by appropriate zoning. 

• Twenty-third Street is varied in character and is zoned to support its dominantly 
residential character in most places and its existing scale, while preserving 
relationships to the blocks to the north and south (eastward from Ninth Avenue: 
R7A, R8A, C6-2AM). 

• North of 23rd Street, two low-rise residential subareas, psychologically cut off 
from the main block of residential Chelsea Gust to the north between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues and at the far north of Chelsea on 29th and 30th Streets 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues), are protected (R8B) and minor adjustments 
made to preserve contextuaJity. 

• Chelsea east of Seventh Avenue contains many of the old department stores of 
the Ladies' Mile Historic District along Sixth Avenue, which are to be protected 
with contextual zoning (C6-2AM), and an under-utilized manufacturing district 
just to ~he west, which offers a location for affordable housing. 

• East Chelsea Special Zoning: in the midblocks between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues between the midline of 18th and 19th Streets and 26th Street (excluding 
commerCial 23rd Street), residential developments will be allowed on vacant or 
parking lots and parking garages with a bulk and form based on the tall loft 
buildings in the area (a kind of optional RIOA envelope) on the principal 
condition that development will provide at least 30% of the units for low- and 
moderate income housing. 
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OVERVIEW 

The Chelsea Community 

Chelsea is located on the West Side of Manhattan just north of Greenwich Village, 
from which it is separated by 14th Street. Except for the Hudson River on the west, 
its other boundaries are less clearly defined: to the north, the 34th Street corridor; 
to the east, the Garment District and the mixed commercial and industrial district on 
both sides of Fifth Avenue. Chelsea consists of two main sections: the original 
residential community east of the pre-nineteenth-century shoreline, roughly along 
Tenth Avenue; and the largely manufacturing area to the west built mostly on landfill 
and involved with the waterfront uses that were long the economic heart of the 
community, but that have largely disappeared. 

These two areas present two very different situations and are subject to different 
pressures. They have been the object of two different planning processes by 
Community Board 4. The area east of Tenth Avenue is the subject of the present 
plan; the western area is the subject of a recently completed planning study 
commissioned by the Community Board. This study will be the principal basis of a 
second plan that the Board hopes to complete soon in cooperation with the 
Departmerit of City Planning and the Manhattan Borough President's Office. This 
planning effort will eventually include the entire Community District. 

The study area of the Chelsea Community Plan therefore includes 60 blocks located 
north of 14th Street, extending between Eighth and Tenth Avenues north to 34th 
Street, and between Sixth and Eighth Avenues, north to 26th Street. The eastern 
boundary of the area is that of Board 4. 

The Evolution or Chelsea 

The great diversity of the community's population and built environment is the 
product of a history of over 150 years. The historic core of Chelsea was the 
community planned in 1835 by Qement Oarke Moore, author of "A Visit from Saint 
Nicholas", on the Hudson River estate that his grandfather had named "Chelsea". 
Observing with dismay the approach of the street grid of the growing city, he donated 
the block between Ninth and Tenth Avenues and 20th and 21st Streets to the 
General Theological Seminary of the Episcopal Church under the name of Chelsea 
Square and divided the blocks surrounding it into lots for rowhouses, requiring deep 
planted front yards and high building standards on lots he sold. This mid-nineteenth 
century core has remained surprisingly intact, except for a few apartment houses. 
The central part of it forms the present Chelsea Historic District. 

As the spreading city surrounded his development, it brought low-scale, largely 
rt!sidential buildings on all sides except to the west, where the coming of the Hudson 
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River Railroad along Tenth Avenue (the original shoreline), spurred industrial 
activity on the filled land along the waterfront. With the elevated railroad in the 
1870's came an increase of commerce and population. This is reflected by the growth 
of somewhat larger tenements and industrial buildings near the waterfront and was 
accompanied by a varied ethnic and economic mix typical of waterfront districts. 

As the city continued to grow northward its center moved in the 1890's to the area 
around 23rd Street. Its brief tenure as the entertainment center of the day left some 
larger buildings in eastern Chelsea along what was for some years the "Main Street 
of New York". Nearby and farther to the south along Sixth Avenue grand 
department stores dominated the shopping area calIed the "Ladies' Mile." As the 
City's center moved further north, the large buildings of the old stores housed such 
industries as printing and ancillary trades for the growing garment center. The 
entertainment center survived mainly in the form of an artistic community whose 
most visible monument is the Chelsea Hotel on 23rd Street near Seventh Avenue. 

Although scattered apartment buildings had appeared before, the boom of the 1920's 
was the first to threaten seriously the traditional scale of Chelsea. Large 
manufacturing buildings rose to the west along what was then the center of the 
Manhattan waterfront and in the growing Garment District along Seventh Avenue. 
A developer began a row of residential towers along Seventh Avenue north of 14th 
Street and replaced the old row house block called London Terrace, north of 23rd 
Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, with a huge apartment block. The 
Depression stopped this development trend abruptly and froze most of Chelsea in the 
pattern it kept until the Second World War. The old core area around the Seminary, 
as well as the area along and just north of 14th Street that was developed at the same 
time and scale as Greenwich Village, largely remained at the original scale. East of 
the industrial district between the waterfront and Tenth Avenue the built 
environment of Chelsea now scaled gradually upward from its original height in its 
oldest sections towards the massive loft buildings on the edge of Midtown. 

The popUlation pattern, too, remained largely unchanged in character during this 
period. Everywhere among the dominantly Irish working-class community that had 
become established in the nineteenth century along the waterfront were families and 
individuals stemming from a multitude of sources-- from descendants of the original 
householders to immigrants who had recently slipped off a boat lying at one of the 
piers. A variety of religious and other institutions, some of them still surviving, 
testified to this diversity. One major change was the establishment of a Latino 
population that became a significant element of the community. This was marked 
by the first Latino church in the city on 14th Street, which became a center for a 
community long known as "Little Spain." The Latino community grew rapidly in the 
midst of the renewed activity along the waterfront and in the manufacturing areas 
that took place during and after the Second World War and drew large numbers of 
varied groups to Chelsea. 
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After the war Chelsea shared citywide trends such as the move to suburbanization 
and the decline of urban manufacturing along with the attendant weakening of the 
older ethnic communities. Most disruptive to the community was the loss of the 
maritime life that had been at its heart, as passenger shipping declined and freight 
shipping moved out of Manhattan starting in the 1950's. Parking lots began to 
appear, particularly in the loft area east of Seventh Avenue. Urban reformers, seeing 
the decay of older housing and the sites that were available thrOUgh the decline of 
manufacturing, started the construction of a series of public housing projects on 
blocks between Ninth and Tenth Avenues both north and south of the old community 
core near 23rd Street. The new middle class created by postwar education and 
prosperity, seeking affordable and potentially attractive housing in which to raise their 
children, found bargains in Chelsea's row houses, especially in the handsome historic 
core planned by Oement Moore, and began a movement toward recovery that has 
continued to the present day. " • 

These changes brought new concerns and new controversies to Chelsea. Long-term 
residents were displaced by the loss of job opportunities, by the arrival of newcomers, 
and by subsidized high-rise buildings designed to provide affordable housing for those 
living and working in the area. New and old residents alike were disturbed at the 
visual effect of the new towers and the concomitant loss of familiar buildings, 
neighbors and institutions. The new "brownstoners" sought to prevent the loss of 
traditional community character and of the historic architecture and scale of the 
handsome streets on which they lived. 

The largest and bitterest of the controversies about community preservation was the 
effort to stop the large Penn South urban renewal project that proposed the 
demolition of at least six full blocks between Eighth and Ninth Avenues north of 23rd 
Street, and their replacement by middle-income towers. This unsuccessful attempt 
to save a traditional neighborhood and its residents involved neighborhood groups 
and institutions, as well as the famous activist Sol Alinsky, and left Chelsea 
disheartened and divided for years. More modest and more successful attempts to 
preserve historic character and avoid displacement due to high-rise buildings were the 
efforts led by groups like block associations and the Council of Chelsea Block 
Associations. These led to the designation of the Chelsea Historic District in 1970 
and its extension in 1979, as well as the landmarking of some individual buildings, 
particularly a group of low rowhouses on 24th Street just east of Tenth Avenue. On 
another front, the Housing Committee of the relatively new Community Board and 
local organizations such as the Chelsea Coalition on Housing struggled to deal with 
harassment, displacement, and relocation case by case. 

Community Board Plannine for Chelsea 

By 1984, Community Board No.4 had concluded that reacting to these issues one by 
one was ineffective and decided that to preserve the Chelsea community it needed 
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to undertake the kind of pro-active planning that it believed community. boards had 
been set up to perform. The Board had played a significant part in the effort that 
had established the Special Ointon District to protect the low-rise, largely working­
class community of Ointon that forms the northern part of the Board District. With 
this model in mind it set up a committee to take planning measures to protect what 
was valuable in the Chelsea community, to maintain the traditional housing and 
businesses in the area, and to provide for growth and new housing in a manner that 
would avoid the community destruction that was occurring in such areas as the Upper 
East Side. 

The Chelsea Preservation and Planning Committee thus created explored several 
possibilities. An approach was made to the Department of City Planning, which 
offered to conduct a study of Chelsea with a view to rezoning. However, early 
discussions made it clear that the study would be based on a princlple--balancing a 
down-zoning on the side streets with an up-zoning on the avenues and wide streets 
to encourage market-rate housing at the larger scale these thoroughfares were 
presumed to support--that threatened to foster many of the consequences the 
community sought to avoid. 

The Board, believing it had reached a dead end, sent out a request for expressions 
of interest and received a response from Professor Elliott Sclar of the Graduate 
School of Architecture, Planning and Preservation of Columbia University. As a 
result, he and his colleague, Professor Saskia Sassen, directed a planning studio in the 
spring of 1986 that produced a report entitled Chelsea Today, Chelsea Tomorrow: 
A Plan for Preservation and Development that won an award from the American 
Institute of Planners. 

The report was presented to the community at a public meeting on June 7, 1986, 
and widely distributed within the Board's constituency. During the following year the 
Committee started to build on its findings to draw up the outline of a plan that would 
meet the broad goals of preservation of historic character and community form, 
protection of the existing low-income housing stock, and provision of new affordable 
housing at a reasonable scale. In this process the Board reached out to almost every 
group in Chelsea- block associations, housing advocates, tenant associations in the 
major developments and the active merchants' associations. Meetings and private 
discussions were held with almost all elements of the Chelsea community. A 
preliminary version of the plan was presented at a public meeting on January 29, 
1987, and comments there were taken account of in the preparation of the final plan. 

While there was not universal agreement with all parts of the plan, the participants 
clearly believed that their views were heard and considered. All elected officials of 
the community and the bulk of local organizations supported the plan, and many 
participated vigorously in the process of refinement and adoption. An independent 
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advocacy organization, Save Our Chelsea, was formed by housing advocates to 
influence and promote the plan. A significant number of modifications were made 
and ideas developed as the process continued up to the moment of adoption by the 
Board. The process culminated in a major public hearing on May 4, 1987, where 
approximately 40 members of an audience of over 160 spoke, all supporting the plan 
as a whole, although some expressed reservations about individual provisions. On its 
regular meeting on May 6, 1987, after amendments had been made to respond to 
the concerns of several block associations and similar groups, the Board adopted the 
plan for filing under Section 197 -a of the City Charter. 

The Board had chosen this then little-used approach in the hope that the provisions 
of this section of the Charter, specifically allowing for submission by Community 
Boards of plans for adoption by the City Planning Commission and the Board of 
Estimate, would provide a means by which Boards and the communities they 
represented could gain consideration and adoption of plans that were based on their 
goals and their understanding of their communities. Broader needs and plans would 
clearly be safeguarded since local plans would have to be reviewed and adopted by 
city-wide authorities. 

Acceptance of the Chelsea Community Plan and other community-initiated proposals 
ran into a number of obstacles. At that time the Charter did not clearly define the 
nature of 197-a plans. In addition, Department of City Planning took the position 
that, under state and city environmental review laws, most 197-a plans suggesting 
zoning map changes would require costly and time-consuming environmental reviews 
to be completed by Community Board sponsors. 

The revised Charter approved by the voters in 1989 required the City to establish 
rules for the form and content of 197-a plans, as well as the process by which such 
plans would be reviewed by relevant city agencies. On June 26, 1991, the City 
Planning Commission approved the Rules for the Processin~ of Plans Pursuant to 
Section 197-a. The Community Board had joined other civic organizations in 
testimony and in discussions with City Planning Commissioners in an effort to ensure 
that these regulations met the intentions of the Charter and the needs of Community 
Boards. Article 4 of these rules sets forth standards for the form and content, as well 
as sound planning policies, that must be satisfied in proposed plans prior to a positive 
threshold determination by the City Planning Commission. 

The plan's recommendations are, except in a few details, the same as those submitted 
in 1987. The text has been extensively rewritten with the following goals: to make 
explicit the principles on which it is based, to explain and reorganize the proposed 
zoning changes, to refine the plan to reflect the relatively few changes in the area 
and the analysis of the new, updated data, and to add material to ensure 
conformance with the requirements of the Rules for the Processin& of Plans Pursuant 
to Section 197 -a. 
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Frequent contacts with groups and individuals in the community assure the Board of 
continued support for the Plan throughout Chelsea. Tables at block parties and street 
fairs, infonnal discussions at meetings of local organizations, and other activities have 
maintained an interest and awareness of the Plan over the period of data-gathering 
and revision. The most visible of these activities has been the preparation of a video 
intended to portray the community and the feelings of its residents about their 
neighborhood and its character. Photography of the neighborhood and interviews 
with its residents were set up, and the Plan and the video discussed at a large public 
meeting attended by over 50 people on December 11, 1992, at which many members 
of the public were individually interviewed. It is expected that the video, which has 
encountered technical problems, will be completed shortly, 

In the course of community discussions leading up to the refiling of the Plan, it 
became clear that some residents were concerned that the Plan did not address what 
they perceived as the most pressing threat to the Chelsea community--the diminished 
quality of life caused by the presence of discos on the fringes of the historic 
residential area. Although no discos were located within the study area and any 
zoning action to regulate them, especially through a 197-a plan, would presumably 
require more time and encounter more obstacles than passage of pending Council 
legislation, many persons in areas near discos believed Board action was desirable. 
There was" considerable discussion of the issue in neighborhood groups and at 
meetings of the Chelsea Preservation and Planning Committee in which members of 
the public participated. At the public hearing on the Plan before the regular meeting 
of the Community Board on March 2, held during a snowstonn that prevented many 
members of the Board and the public from attending, two of the six speakers pressed 
this point. The hearing was continued in April because of the weather. 

At a public meeting on the plan on March 30th, sponsored by the Chelsea Housing 
Group and attended by about thirty persons, discussions continued and a pledge was 
made by the Chair of the Chelsea Preservation and Planning Committee that the 
Board would act promptly to consider zoning recommendations designed to regulate 
the location of discos within areas close to residences, and would then begin an open 
planning process for the areas zoned for manufacturing west of Tenth Avenue. 

At the continued public hearing held before the next Board meeting on April 6, 1994, 
seven persons spoke in favor of the Plan. At this time, the principal proponent of 
incorporating zoning provisions against discos read a statement withdrawing 
opposition to the current version of the Plan in view of the Board's pledge to take 
prompt, but separate, action on these other issues. At the regular meeting of the 
Board immediately following, the Plan was adopted for submission under Section 
197-a of the City Charter by a vote of 27 in favor and none opposing or abstaining. 
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GOALS OF TIlE PLAN 

This planning process resulted in a series of goals around which the community as 
a whole could unite. These goals are intended to provide a framework in which the 
needs of Chelsea can be met while at the same time furthering those of Manhattan 
and New York City. 

To provide ror orderly change and growth. 
Any community must change in order to live, but massive replacement of the existing 
building stock over a short period entails the destruction of community identity. 
Zoning, except in areas where it is important to preserve historic or aesthetic quality 
by restrictions enforcing strict retention of scale or use, must therefore allow 
flexibility for adaptation of existing structures and replacement of those that are no 
longer useful. Potential locations for new development-- and in particular for needed 
housing--can be found in underutilized areas where sites are available that are vacant 
or the reuse of which will not interfere with other legitimate goals. 
To provide opportunities ror new, economically-integrated housing. 
New housing in Chelsea has been consistently market rate. The waiting list for 
subsidized housing is prolubitively long; for the one large middle-income cooperative, 
the waiting)ist is currently closed. Young people that wish to have children usually 
have to move out of Chelsea, a hardship that is also a threat to community 
continuity. New or adapted housing must be provided for individuals and families of 
all types and backgrounds to serve the community and the city as a whole without 
creating displacement or disturbing other community goals. Ghettos of any type must 
be avoided. 
To preserve the existing low-income housing stock. 
The existing housing stock in Chelsea includes a number of tenements and SRO 
buildings. The city has already paid a high price for encouraging replacement of such 
buildings by upscale housing. Present zoning and market trends would continue this 
process in Chelsea in the next real estate boom. 
To prevent significant displacement or residents and businesses. 
In order to minimize displacement, zoning must not encourage replacement of sound 
buildings by new structures. The present zoning or proposals that would increase 
bulk on major thoroughfares encourages such replacement Besides individual 
hardship, displacement of persons with low income or social handicaps is likely to 
lead to homelessness. Massive displacement of businesses as well as residents such 
as has been seen in some redeveloped areas breaks social bonds and threatens 
community character and even identity. 
To preserve ethnic and economic diversity. 
Displacement and the Joss of low-income housing stock inevitably reduce economic 
diversity, and usually ethnic diversity as well, since immigrants and other newcomers 
usually cannot afford expensive housing. In Chelsea the older residents are often 
members of ethnic communities that were once strongly represented but that no 
longer form a sufficient presence to provide bonds that can prevent their remaining 
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members from dispersal. Of particular concern to the Board is the Latino community 
on and north of 14th Street. This, the oldest established such community in the city, 
is threatened by any replacement of the existing low-rise and low-rent housing and 
by displacement pressures on its institutions, largely located on 14th Street. 
To protect residential areas rrom commercial intrusion. 
It is essential to reinforce the main residential block of Chelsea that extends between 
Seventh and Tenth Avenues northwards from 14th Street as far as 30th Street, 
together with the overlapping residential strip north of 14th Street contiguous to 
Greenwich Village. Some long-standing residential streets in these areas are zoned 
for commercial uses. This has allowed some intrusions that have threatened the 
character of residential streets and encouraged displacement. In view of the current 
spread of sex-related businesses, partly as a result of their dispersion from Times 
Square, it is especially urgent to avoid inappropriate commercial zoning in residential 
areas in order to prevent destruction of their character through the presence of such 
establishments. 
To presen'e the character and visual unity or Chelsea. 
Chelsea is a low-rise community in which, like many traditional communities, the 
avenues and wide streets are not built to significantly higher bulk than the midblocks. 
More recent construction has until the last few years reflected the pre-1961 zoning 
regulations, which encouraged higher coverage, lower-rise buildings, rather than the 
regulations' adopted in 1961 which promoted "tower in the park" development. In 
order to preserve the resulting character and perception of community unity, zoning 
must not allow erection of the walls of taller buildings on main thoroughfares that 
alter the "feel" of the community, dominate lower areas near them, and 
psychologically cut off one midblock from another and isolate subsections of the 
community. 
To presen'e the traditional urban rorm and scale or the community. 
The shape of Chelsea is a distinct urban form, rising gradually from the low-scale of 
the historic center upwards towards its edges at the midtown spine and the Garment 
District. The human scale of most of the community and this distinctive form give 
Chelsea an identity as an attractive and livable community that would be destroyed 
by future development on an inappropriate model. The diminution of light and air, 
particularly in view of the lack of open spaces in the traditionally built portion of 
Chelsea, would severely diminish the quality of life in the community. 
To protect the Historic District and other areas or historic character. 
The Historic District contains rows of buildings of great quality surrounding the 
valuable open space of the campus of the General Theological Seminary. The 
undesignated area largely east of the Seminary contains many buildings of almost 
equal quality and streets of similar attractive character. The erection of buildings in 
and near this area at a bulk permitted by the present zoning has already diminished 
this ambiance, which forms a valuable resource for the city. Similar considerations 
on a lesser scale apply to the landmarked row in the 400 block of West 24th Street. 
The late nineteenth-century department stores on Sixth Avenue in the Ladies' Mile 
Historic District on the eastern edge of the community need a zoning that will 
discourage inappropriate enlargements and surroundings. 
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ANALYSIS 

The purpose of the Chelsea 197-a Plan is to establish a framework that provide 
opportunities for development, particularly of affordable housing, in ways that will 
preserve the existing community and reinforce its character. The Board recognizes 
that communities can and must change and that the economic basis of the city entails 
constant adaptation to new requirements. The city will thrive, however, only if the 
communities that comprise it can maintain their identity in this constant flux; it will 
be worth living in only if these communities maintain a character that will give them 
attractiveness and cohesion. 

Residential Chelsea is a community whose character is anchored by the low-rise row­
house areas of the historic core in and around the Chelsea Historic District and 
elsewhere in the neighborhood, especially in the south near Greenwich Village. 
These areas are consistent in scale and mass and create a distinctive urban image. 
A survey by the Landmarks Preservation Commission recognized that over 30 percent 
of the buildings in Chelsea are of significant architectural quality. The bulk of these 
buildings are in or near the Chelsea Historic District, which occupies an irregular 
area between Eighth and Tenth Avenues south of 23rd Street including most of 20th, 
21st, and 22nd Streets. 

The somewhat higher buildings that dominate the eastern part of the community are 
still interspersed with lower buildings and form a transition to the higher bulk of the 
loft area on Chelsea's eastern edge. This area contains a mix of building types and 
uses that has contnbuted to Chelsea's diversity and visual attractiveness. It is 
dominated by such housing types as rowhouses, tenements, and low and mid-rise 
elevator buildings. On most avenues and major cross-streets commercial uses 
dominate at the ground-floor. Loft buildings are located primarily on the eastern 
fringes of the study area along the edge of the Garment District as well as further 
south in the old manufacturing district between Sixth and Seventh Avenues where the 
East Chelsea Special Zoning is proposed. They contain residential as well as non­
residential uses. The consistent pattern of street walls lining up with neighboring 
buildings that exists on wide streets, avenues and midblocks adds to the attractiveness 
and unity of the area. The anomalies in the street wall pattern primarily occur where 
there has been large scale residential development and thus dominate the area from 
23rd to 29th Streets between Eighth and Tenth Avenues. 

The Board perceives the long-term identity and stability of Chelsea as threatened by 
the rapid out-of-scale development that the late Seventies and Eighties brought to 
Manhattan, and that experience has shown is likely to recur in the next period of 
economic prosperity. Such development, possible under the present zoning. threatens 
the character of a neighborhood such as Chelsea by replacing the existing buildings 
with ones that are of different character and scale and by displacing the residents, 
businesses and institutions. The historic character that forms such a valuable asset 
of the community is thus diminished. The visual unity of a largely low-rise community 

13 



is cut up, and larger neighborhoods are reduced to smaller segments. The ethnic and 
economic mix, produced by a long and varied history, is inevitably replaced by a more 
homogeneous population, while former residents lose their homes and the bonds that 
hold groups together. The stock of low-income housing is further depleted. The 
institutions that expressed the spirit of a community and maintained its unity are 
dispersed or destroyed. 

Means to maintain the living diversity and continuity of the community, the flexibility 
necessary to facilitate growth and change and meet the urgent need for affordable 
housing, but that do not encourage displacement or destroy community character and 
identity must be found. In particular, housing must be provided in a manner that 
allows for all elements of the community to maintain their place within it and 
preserve diversity and integration. The Board sees underutilized portions of the area 
as locations where new economically and ethnically integrated affordable housing can 
be developed without displacement and without destroying community form and 
integrity. 

The proposals which follow are the specific responses to the goals and issues 
outlined here. They were developed in studies by the Board's consultants and by wide 
discussions .within the community. 
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PROPOSALS 

General Principles 

The Chelsea Community Plan proposes to replace the present height-factor zoning 
by contextual zoning throughout the entire community. This zoning scales upward 
gradual1y eastward, following the built environment, from the surviving historic core 
area in and around the Chelsea Historic District, including the landmarked houses 
on 24th Street. The avenues and wide streets are zoned at a bulk similar to that of 
the midblocks, following the scale of current development. This means that the 
concept of contextuality is applied at the level of the entire diverse community, rather 
than only a homogeneous subsection. The only exceptions are based on the differing 
built environment of the housing projects and the middle-income urban renewal 
development: the context here is that of the tower, and the current zoning, which is 
appropriate, is preserved. As a group, these do not significantly impinge on the 
contextual unity of the rest of Chelsea. 

This portion of the proposed zoning clearly fulfills most of the goals directly 
concerned with community preservation. In combination with some changes from 
commercial to residential, it protects a few potentially threatened areas. By allowing 
a looser fit In the zoning as the plan proceeds eastward and outward from the historic 
core, in areas where building scale is less uniform, it allows a significant degree of 
flexibility for development, and an upzoning on the edge of the Garment District 
allows new development at an increase in scale. 

Another basic provision is intended to meet the goals directed toward development 
and affordable housing. The manufacturing district between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues in East Chelsea has gradually lost much of its true manufacturing uses since 
at least the Second World War. There has been little activity except attempts at 
conversions to residential use, successful or not, and a few specialized small buildings. 
The recent development of the older buildings of the Ladies' Mile as a commercial 
district, and in particular the revival of the old Sixth Avenue department stores as a 
shopping destination, show that this relatively bleak area has gained the potential for 
reuse. The plan proposes that on parking garages and empty lots in this area, 
residential development be allowed at a scale comparable to that of the surrounding 
loft buildings on condition of providing a significant proportion of low-and moderate­
income housing in the new development on site. The scale of these loft-style buildings 
forms an appropriate edge for the residential community to the west, which rises in 
scale as it approaches Seventh Avenue. 

The present zoning in the part of Chelsea covered by this plan is almost exclusively 
residential and commercial at a FAR of 6.02 (R8, C6-2, C6-2M). The only exceptions 
are a small area of R7-2 within the Chelsea Historic District (3.44 FAR), and the 
East Chelsea loft districts that are the subject of special provisions. All the changes, 
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except for those in this East Chelsea manufacturing zone, involve the replacement 
of this zoning by contextual districts. These changes will be detailed moving eastward 
from the historic, largely low-rise core between Eighth and Tenth Avenues. Each area 
is described in a section that is introduced by an overview and then gives the details 
of the proposed zoning. 

The existing commercial overlays in residential areas are planned to remain. Where 
changes are made from commercial to residential zoning, C2 overlays are to be 
mapped on the avenues and wide streets (14th and 23rd Streets) since this zoning 
corresponds to the uses currently allowed and significantly present on the lower floors 
on these streets. 

The existing and the proposed zoning are laid out on maps at the back of the plan 
booklet. The descriptions of the contextual zones proposed are • taken from the 
revisions of the Quality HOUSing Zoning text that are now in effect which show no 
major differences from the effective envelope previously in force in the zoning 
categories proposed. 

This general replacement of the current zoning by contextual zones entails many 
changes. In many cases, as where the current zoning is a rough fit to the existing built 
environment, it will mean no change in allowable bulk as existing zoning categories 
are replaced by their contextual equivalents. In other instances, it may mean some 
loss of the currently allowable bulk. In most of these cases, where historic or aesthetic 
quality or community character is designed to be preserved by the new zoning, the 
Board believes, as has been shown in other places, that the loss of the ability to 
enlarge a building or to replace it with a larger one is compensated for in the long 
run by the rise in value due to the enhanced quality of the neighborhood. 

The Core Area Between Tenth and Ei2hth Avenues 

Overview. The goal here is to protect the Chelsea Historic District and the 
undesignated areas around it that are low-rise and of similar character to the Historic 
District itself with zoning that will discourage inappropriate infill buildings or 
enlargements on the few vacant lots or other possible developable sites. Similar 
protection is to be afforded to the row of landmarked rowhouses on the north side 
of 24th Street a little east of Tenth Avenue and the low-rise buildings of the same 
period around them. Buffer strips on the edges of the low district, where current 
development is slightly higher, are provided through transitional zoning based on the 
current development ~le. 

Central Area- The proposed zoning for the central area to be protected is R7B, a 
contextual zone devised for narrow streets with an FAR of 3 and maximum streetwall 
height of 60 feet and a total building height of 75 feet. This corresponds to the 
current built environment and allows some flexibility. The Chelsea Historic District 
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is small and, especially between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, very irregular in shape 
and inadequate to protect the remaining historic core. To maintain its quality it is 
essential to protect not only the District itself but also the streets around it by zoning 
closely fitting the built environment. 

The area bounded by Tenth Avenue and the hundred-foot line west of Eighth 
Avenue and comprising the entire Chelsea Historic District west of Ninth Avenue, 
the east blockfronts of Ninth Avenue from the midline of 22nd and 23rd Streets to 
21st Street, and the midblocks between the hundred-foot lines of Ninth and Eighth 
Avenues between the midline of 22nd and 23rd Streets and the midline of 17th and 
16th Streets is to be changed to R7B. This includes almost the entire Historic District 
and an area to its east of similar character and scale. The present zoning is R8, 
except for a small area of R7-2 in the midblocks of the Historic District, which is 
close in FAR to that here proposed more widely for the area. • 

ButTer strips. Two strips bordering this area and on wide thoroughfares show slightly 
higher development at a varying scale. One is the hundred-foot strip on the south 
side of 23rd Street stretching between the east boundary of the Historic District west 
of Ninth Avenue and the western hundred-foot line of Eighth Avenue. It is located 
between the lower-scale area described in the preceding paragraph and the large 
London Terrace and Penn South developments on the north side of 23rd Street. The 
other is the hundred-foot strip on the east side of Ninth Avenue between 21st and 
16th Streets, including a small part of the Historic District and other buildings at 
widely varying scale. For these buffer strips, the Board proposes a zoning of R7A, a 
zone devised for wide streets and with an FAR of 4, maximum base height of 65 
feet, and building height of 80 feet. The present zoning is R8. 

Directly to the south of the western part of the Historic District and east of Tenth 
Avenue, a largely residential area currently zoned R8 extends southwards to 18th 
Street and includes part of the Fulton Houses, a low-income development west of 
Ninth Avenue. Although the housing project directly abuts the Historic District near 
Ninth Avenue, the small area directly east of Tenth is developed with low- to mid-rise 
buildings that can be the basis of a buffer area for this portion of the District. The 
Board proposes to map this area as R8A, a contextual zone with an FAR of 6.02 and 
maximum streetwall height of 85 feet and building height of 120 feet that is the best 
fit for this mixed area and offers a transition from the Historic District. In the 
original version of this plan, the Board proposed R8B here, but several R8 
developments were built at the end of the boom so that conformance with the earlier 
proposed zoning is now poor. The portion of the residential area extending 
southwards along the west side of Ninth Avenue and covering part of the housing 
project should remain the present R8. 

Area around 24th Street Houses. To the north of 23rd Street between Ninth and 
Tenth Avenues lies a mixed area including the block-filling London Terrace 
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development and a lower scale block to the north which is between this huge building 
and the Elliott-Chelsea Houses, a low-income development north of 25th Street. On 
the north side of 24th Street are 12 landmarked houses, 437 to 459, that form a low 
row set deeply back from the street and creating a remarkable enclave. In order to 
protect this group and the adjacent buildings of similar size and age on the Tenth 
Avenue blockfront to the west as well as the 25th Street rowhouses at the back of the 
landmarked houses, the Board proposes a zoning of R7B, as with the similarly scaled 
Historic District. This will also help safeguard light and air for the partially completed 
Chelsea Recreation Center just to the east of the low houses on 25th Street. This 
facility is mapped as parkland, and is designed to have a glass roof over its pool, and 
facilities elsewhere on the roof. 

To the east, the remainder of the block between 24th and 25th Street is built to a 
somewhat higher scale, to which R8A is the appropriate contextUal zoning. The 
Board thus proposes R8A for the eastern portion of the block and for the overscaled 
London Terrace block to the south, for which this zoning will not significantly reduce 
compliance. This entire area is currently zoned R8, 

The Outer Portions or the Historic Residential Area 

Oveniew. Eastward from the historic core, along several blocks on Eighth Avenue 
below 23rd Street and extending at least part way to Seventh Avenue, is a residential 
area built to a mixed scale, largely low-rise but including a significant proportion of 
somewhat larger buildings than the historic core itself. This area was not part of 
Oement Moore's property, and was therefore not subject to the development controls 
he laid down. It extends southwards to 14th Street along Eighth Avenue itself, where 
it joins the historic residential area along 14th Street west of Seventh Avenue. In 
between, extending from the midline of 19th and 20th Streets southwards to the 
midline of 16th and 17th Streets, is a tongue of the commercial 10ft district that 
covers much of eastern Chelsea. This loft district has long contained many residential 
buildings; some streets are almost completely residential, and conversions to 
residential uses have been frequent. The area as a whole requires mapping with 
contextual zoning at a slightly higher bulk than the core and also reinforcement of 
its dominantly residential character in order to support its place in the major block 
of residential Chelsea. 

Northern residential area. In the residential area now zoned R8 the Board proposes 
a contextual zoning of R8B, a contextual zone with an FAR of 4 and with maximum 
building height of 75 feet and streetwaU height of 60 feet. This is appropriate to the 
somewhat uneven, but largely low-scale built environment. This area includes most 
of Eighth Avenue between 14th and 23rd Streets to the 100-foot line to its west. The 
avenue here, with a few largely recent exceptions, is built to a scale that is the same 
or often lower that of the midbJocks on either side, and maintaining the felt 
relationship between this avenue that functions in many ways as the Main Street of 
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Chelsea and the blocks near it is important to the wholeness of the community. 

Old commercial loft district. In most of the tongue of the commercial 10ft district 
and extending eastward to its present eastern boundary at the 1oo-foot line east of 
Seventh Avenue, commercial uses still suIVive but are gradually being supplanted by 
residential ones both on the avenue and to the west. The low-rise Old Chelsea Post 
Office, an early example of the brick neo-Georgian functionally adapted Federal 
Government building listed on the National Register of Historic Places, fits well into 
this context. Here, a contextual zoning of C6-2A, with the same envelope as R8A and 
corresponding to the built environment, should replace the present zoning of C6-2M. 
The Board believes that removing the loft protection of non-residential space in this 
zone is an appropriate measure of flexibility that, while reasonably protecting the 
surviving non-residential uses as long as they are viable, will in the long run afford 
opportunities for residential conversions and development that will provide new 
housing and reinforce the central block of residential Chelsea, in which this area is 
now an anomaly. 

Southern residential area. At the south boundary of this commercially-zoned area 
at the midline of 16th and 17th Streets. the residential corridor of Eighth Avenue is 
constricted on the west side by the large former Port Authority Building, mapped as 
part of the -manufacturing zone to the west but now almost exclusively commercial 
in use. Residential uses at the same largely rowhouse scale as in the north extend to 
the east and south of this block-filling building, and the change in zoning from R8 
to R8B in these residential areas should extend to the 14th Street corridor. 

Chanees to residential zonin&:. Two other changes in this area are proposed to 
increase zoning compliance with current uses and protect the residential areas from 
disruptive intrusions. The northwest corner of the commercialloft district reflects in 
residential use and built environment the area to the north and west. This area, 
defined by a line drawn from the northern boundary of the district on the midline of 
20th and 19th Streets at a point approximately 230 feet east of Eighth Avenue 
southward parallel to the Avenue as far as 18th Street, and then westerly along the 
street to the hundred-foot line of Eighth Avenue, should be zoned R8B to match the 
adjacent already residentially-zoned area to its west. SimiJarly, the north side of 22nd 
Street between Eighth Avenue and the west hundred-foot line of Seventh Avenue 
should be changed from C6-2 to R8B to correspond with the existing bulk and uses 
and to be consistent with the similar area to the south side of the street. The 
intrusion on a former parking lot of a nine-plex movie theater has already done 
considerable harm to the character of this residential street. A C2 commercial overlay 
would remain on Eighth Avenue from 18th to 23rd Streets to allow the present 
storefront uses. 
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Seventh Avenue 

Overview. Under existing zoning, Seventh Avenue south of the Garment District is 
zoned for mid-rise commercial uses that do not correspond to the current uses and 
scale. The avenue, except for parts of the area located within the old commercial loft 
district just described, shows almost exclusively residential uses at a varying scale, 
largely low but interspersed, especially towards the south, by the towers erected at 
some comers in the boom of the Twenties and more recently. The Board believes 
that these residential uses must be recognized and protected to preserve the integrity 
of residential Chelsea, and a scale must be established that is in harmony with the 
built environment and forms a transition between the low-rise areas to the west and 
the higher areas to the east and north. The commercial district should remain (as 
proposed in the previous section) in the area where it roughly corresponds to present 
uses. Rezoning here is at the contextual equivalents of the present bulk. 

Edz:e or Garment District. At the northern end of the Seventh Avenue corridor 
within Board No.4, just south of the Garment District. the Board supported an 
upzoning from C6-2 to C6-3X, a new contextual zone defined in the recent revisions 
of the Quality Housing Zoning Text as with a residential FAR of 9 (commercial FAR 
6) and maximum street wall height of 120 feet and building height of 170 feet in this 
wide street"location. In the Plan this zone was to be mapped from the south end of 
the high-bulk MI-6 district abutting it on 25th Street southwards to the midline of 
23rd and 24th Streets, where the scale changes to the mixed one of the 23rd Street 
corridor. Recently this rezoning was approved, but the southern boundary of the new 
zoning was set at 23rd Street. The new mapping forms a transition between the 
higher buildings to its north and the generally lower built envelope of Seventh 
Avenue to the south and affords some opportunities for new development. 

Contextual chanz:es to the south. At the 23rd Street corridor, which will be treated 
later, and further south to 20th Street on the east side (on the west side the midline 
of 19th and 20th Streets in order to pick up the existing northern boundary here of 
the western tongue of the present C6-2M district), the Board proposes an R8A 
zoning that fits the residential character and built environment as a whole. This 
replaces the current C6-2M here, which does not correspond to current reality or to 
any likely future. Current storefront uses will be protected by a C2 overlay. South of 
this line, however, mixed residential and commercial uses and a varied building scale 
call for the preservation of the commercially zoned district in contextual form as 
proposed in the preceding section. 

From the midline of 16th and 17th Streets, which corresponds to the existing south 
boundary of this C6-2M district to the west and to an existing change in use to 
residential at a higher scale, and extending south to 14th Street, the Board proposes 
a change from the present C6-2M mapping to R8X with a C2 commercial overlay. 
This contextual zone, with an FAR of 6.02 and three envelope options with a 
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maximum streetwall height of 150 feet, corresponds to the uses and built environment 
in this area, and is not so high as to isolate excessively the low blocks to the east and 
west. 

The Fourteenth Street Corridor and the Blocks to the North 

Overview. 14th Street, which this Board shares with Board 2 to the south, is mixed 
in character. In the area westward from Seventh Avenue it is the location of the 
oldest Latino community in the city, of which there survive some institutions and 
businesses and a considerable, largely low-income, population in the blocks directly 
north. The Board believes that is important to protect this community, which is now 
diminishing (cf. Appendix A) from dispersal and gentrifying pressures, including 
redevelopment. To provide a framework from within which this community may 
survive, it is mandatory to preserve and protect the present' housing stock, 
institutions, and businesses from displacement pressures. While residential zoning at 
low bulk is appropriate in this western section, further east the vigorous low-price 
shopping area extending towards Union Square must be supported. 

14th Street proper. To ensure these goals, the present scale and uses of 14th Street 
must be maintained, especially on the north side, located within this Board and where 
most of the· supporting resources of the Latino community are now located. For this 
reason, as well as to maintain the relationship to the low-rise areas to the north cited 
before, the Board proposes the extension southwards to 14th Street of the low zoning 
at R8B of the residential blocks to the north between the west hundred-foot line of 
Seventh Avenue and Eighth Avenue. This area was originally developed in the 
expansion of the city northwards from Greenwich Village and has much the same 
scale and character. 14th Street west of Seventh Avenue as far as Ninth Avenue is 
largely built at the same scale and with dominantly residential uses often in 
handsome, if run-down old houses, especially on the north side. It too should be 
rezoned to R8B with an appropriate commercial C2 overlay. Only scattered 
commercial uses, mostly on first floors, interrupt this dominantly rowhouse character, 
which surrounds the landmarked Andrew Norwood House and into which the low 
landmarked former New York Savings Bank was designed to fit. This character is 
reinforced by an FAR of less than 3 except for a commercial tower at the northeast 
comer of Eighth Avenue. The existing zoning of C6-2M is so widely mapped in this 
diverse but largely residential area as not to fit actual use or scale at all accurately 
and restricts appropriate flexibility of use without a clear or achievable purpose. 

The character of 14th Street changes at Seventh Avenue and further eastward, where 
new large residential buildings and then the vigorous 14th Street commercial area 
begin. Here, the current zoning of C6-2M is appropriate as to use and bul~ but it 
should be modified to be contextual. The zoning category C6-2AM is yet to be 
defined, but on the example of the envelope of C6-2A it would fit here, allowing 
adequate flexibility to this commercial strip. 
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14th Street forms the southern boundary of Chelsea and of Board No.4. The 
Greenwich Village side of the street is part of Community Board No.2, which has 
taken its own planning initiative in the western part of its District. These proposals 
are not directly adjacent to the area of this plan. However, the general similarities 
of scale and use on both sides of the street, with a few exceptions, as well as the 
preservation-oriented zoning of Board No. 2's proposals and of much actual zoning 
in Greenwich Village, suggest that extending to both sides of the street the zoning 
here proposed would be appropriate. 

Residential midblocks to north. The midblocks of 15th and 16th Streets to the north 
between Sixth and Seventh Avenues are Jow-rise, almost exclusively residential blocks 
like those to the west across Seventh Avenue. They show especially charming 
streetscapes recalling those in Greenwich Village to the south. The former House and 
School of Industry on 16th Street, now a residence for the developmentally disabled, 
is a designated landmark set among other interesting low brick buildings. These 
blocks must be protected from unsuitable intrusions by rezoning from the 
inappropriate C6-2M to the R8B that fits the actual scale and use. 

Twenty-third Street 

Overview. 'rhis main cross street of Chelsea with its subway stations, institutions, and 
shopping is central to the community. West of the Eighth Avenue corridor it is 
essentially a residential street, low-rise on the south but with the large developments 
of Penn South and London Terrace on its northern side. Between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues, it shows the elements of a community center with such institutions 
as a YMCA, a Carnegie LIbrary, and the famous--and landmarked--Chelsea Hotel. 
Eastward lies a mix of residential and commercial uses. The scale is mixed, but 
corresponds to a large degree to that of the blocks to the north and south. To 
maintain the visual connection with the surroundings on which it depends, and to 
avoid further psychological separation of the parts of Chelsea to the north (which are 
already somewhat isolated in feeling by the tower form of Penn South on the west 
and the dominant scale of the Garment Center buildings on the north and east), it 
is proposed to zone this important street at a contextual equivalent of the present 
bulk. The zoning should reflect the largely residential uses, except for an appropriate 
commercial overlay on this wide street and the nearby avenues. 

Zonine west to east. This goal would be accomplished by zoning the block of 23rd 
Street between Eighth Avenue and the hundred-foot line east of Seventh Avenue 
R8A, the contextual residential equivalent of the anomalous present C6-2 on the 
north side and C6-2M on the south, in order to preserve an appropriate context for 
the older buildings of the historic community group. To the west, it is proposed to 
map the residential southwest corner of Eighth Avenue at R8A to continue this 
contextual district westward to meet the lower strip of R7 A to the west. The zoning 
of the north side of the street, part of the Penn South development, is unchanged. 
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C2 commercial overlays should be mapped where upper-floor uses are changed in 
order to reflect actual conditions on this street that shifts gradually from residential 
to commercial as one goes eastward. 

From the east hundred-foot line of Seventh Avenue, it is proposed to map a C6-2AM 
district east to Sixth Avenue. This new contextual equivalent of the present zoning 
of C6-2M would fit the present area with its mix of commercial and residential uses 
and largely street-wall buildings of various heights approaching the old commercial 
area of the Ladies' Mile to the east. In order to preserve the streets to the north and 
the south, which have in some places different uses from 23rd Street itself, the 
corridor along the street throughout the central section should be contained within 
the midlines of the adjoining blocks. 

North of 23rd Street 

Overview. The eastern boundary of Board No. 4 runs along Sixth Avenue as far 
north as 26th Street, then westward along this street, and then northward along 
Eighth Avenue. This line roughly follows the edge of the Garment District, which is 
mostly within Board No. S. West of Eighth Avenue, northern Chelsea is cut off 
psychologic.aIly by the towers of Penn South and the Elliott-Chelsea Houses. The 
height-factor zoning of these developments fits their form, and is not to be changed. 
There are, however, two subareas, just north of 23rd Street and at the north end of 
residential Chelsea, where the old row house form largely survives and must be 
protected in order that these areas maintain their traditional form and their 
connection with the historic community. 

24th and 25th Street. The first is the blocks of 24th and 25th Streets between Eighth 
Avenue and the Seventh Avenue corridor. Here, except for a few large institutional 
buildings, the old rowhouse scale and character persist and should be protected by 
mapping the R8B appropriate to their scale and use in place of the current C6-2 that 
would al10w commercial intrusions and out-of-scale developments. Just to the north 
of the midblocks is a smal1 MI-S district extending across 26th Street into Board No. 
S. Since this is a rough fit to the loft buildings on the south side of 26th Street and 
effectively protects the grandfathered low-rise residential uses on the 25th Street, no 
change is proposed in accordance with the aim of the plan to avoid zoning that would 
impinge on manufacturing uses. 

Eiehth Avenue. Along the east side of Eighth Avenue northwards from the 23rd 
Street corridor is a strip of mixed, dominantly residential use, largely at low-scale. 
Here, opposite the buildings of Penn South, which are set well back from the avenue 
just north of 23rd Street, the striking open character of Eighth Avenue and the visual 
connection with the low-rise midblocks to the east should be preserved by extending 
the proposed midblock R8B zoning of 24th and 25th Streets westward to the Avenue, 
with a C2 commercial overlay on the avenue. (This is a change from the first version 
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of the Plan, where the less appropriate C6-2A was proposed here.) This strip extends 
northward from the this point into Board No.5 as far as 31st Street. In this area, 
where the buildings of Penn South are closer to the Avenue and the character of the 
neighborhood on and east of the Avenue changes graduaIJy to higher bulk and largely 
commercial uses, the contextual equivalent, C6-2A, of the current C6-2 would fonn 
an appropriate transition between the midblocks to the east and the Penn South 
towers directly to the west. 

North Chelsea. An island of low-rise, largely residential development is fonned by 
the blocks north of Penn South from 29th to 31st Street between Ninth and Eighth 
Avenues. In order to preserve the traditional fonn of this northern edge of residential 
Chelsea and to discourage displacement in this area that contains a number of our 
rapidly vanishing SRO's, it is imperative to protect the current residential uses on the 
north side of 29th Street and on the midblock of 30th street directly to the north. 
29th Street offers an extraordinary rowhouse-block face to the open spaces around 
the towers to its south and provides the only reminder of the original context of the 
landmarked Church of the Holy Apostles on Ninth Avenue a little to the south. On 
30th street a few recent R8 developments, rising abruptly from setbacks from the 
street wall, give a textbook demonstration of the desirability of contextual zoning in 
order to maintain community character, but the bulk of the streetscape is intact and 
should be preserved by zoning at the appropriate R8B. A C2 overlay would protect 
current storefront uses on Eighth and Ninth Avenues. 

On the south side of 31st Street and on the avenues on either side southward to the 
midline of 29th and 30th Streets, commercial uses and a higher built environment 
here and nearby make C6-2A, the contextual equivalent of the existing zoning, 
appropriate. (This includes the southeast comer of 30th Street and Ninth Avenue, 
now mapped R8 like the rest of this subarea.) This zoning would also preserve a 
portion of the original low scale of the surroundings of the land marked old General 
Post Office. This building is to be restored for use as a new Amtrak station, a project 
listed as to be supported in part with capital funds in long-tenn City projections. 

Two notes. The northeast comer of the Penn South development at 29th Street and 
Eighth Avenue has the inappropriate zoning of C6-2 where a residential tower stands. 
Compliance should be increased by remapping this as the R8 of the rest of the 
development, since the proposed zoning to the north would leave the current zoning 
here an isolated anomaly. 

In the first version of this plan it was proposed to rezone the southern half of the 
block between Tenth and Ninth Avenues and 28th and 29th Streets from C64 to R8. 
This was designed to support a tentative but never completed agreement between the 
community and the Postal Service to provide housing on the south side of the block 
next to a postal truck yard. Completion of a large mail facility on the entire block has 
rendered this proposal moot, and the Board thus sees no purpose in making any 
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proposal concerning the mapping of this block 

East Chelsea 

Overview. The area of Chelsea between Seventh and Sixth Avenues forms a 
transition between the largely low-rise residential areas to the west and the bulky lofts 
to the north and east historically associated with the garment industry. The area 
along Sixth Avenue, which here forms the eastern boundary of Board No.4 south of 
26th Street, is occupied between 23rd and 18th Streets by the grand old department 
stores of the Ladies' Mile Historic District, most of which are in the process of being 
restored and retenanted. Farther to the south some residential uses are found. The 
mostly old and handsome buildings along the Avenue must be protected by a more 
contextual zoning. The redevelopment of this area has created a context in which the 
blocks nearby seem open to new life. Westward toward Seventh Avenue lies an old 
loft area that has remained largely inactive during good and bad times alike except 
for changes toward commercial and residential uses. The significant number of vacant 
lots and parking garages here suggests an opportunity for affordable housing at a 
higher bulk without adversely affecting existing occupants or uses or the built 
environment. 

Sixth Avenue. The historic buildings along Sixth Avenue south of 23rd Street, not 
all of which are within the Ladies' Mile Historic District, must be protected from the 
threat of the inappropriate enlargements that have been occasionally proposed. This 
can be accomplished by replacing the current zoning of C6-2M, appropriate for the 
uses, by the new contextual equivalent, C6-2AM, suitable to the bulk. This would 
connect with similar zoning on 14th and 23rd Streets. While the east side of the 
Avenue is within Board No.5, this zoning would appear appropriate for both sides 
of this extraordinary historic streetscape. North of 23rd Street a proposal to rezone 
the M1-6 zone on the Avenue is currently undergoing environmental review. Board 
No.4 has been critical of this proposal, beJieving this area is not homogeneous and 
that approaches like that proposed below would be more fruitful for the southern 
part of the area. 

The old loft zone. The area between the hundred-foot lines of Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues north of 17th Street and both north and south of 23rd Street is an old 
manufacturing zone in which grandfathered residential buildings, commercial services, 
and residential uses in lofts are widely dispersed. Significant truly industrial uses are 
in general limited to a small number of buildings. Many of these and other buildings 
are not well maintained. In many streets there are large, bulky loft buildings that are 
not in conformance with the M1-5M mapped south of 23rd Street. These buildings, 
which are also found in the M 1-6 district north of 23rd Street, establish a streetscape 
that is very different from that of the parts of Chelsea to the west. 
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South of 19th Street the character becomes different and significant activity is visible. 
At 18th Street comes a lower scale and, on the south side, a landmarked group of old 
stables for which the present bulk provides an appropriate context. 17th Street is 
dominated by the buildings of a well-known clothing store and by residentially 
converted lofts. The area to the north, however, has seen little development activity, 
except for residential and commercial conversions and a few special cases like the 
entrance of service organizations. Several applications for variances for residential 
buildings have been filed in the past. For years there have been many vacant lots, 
almost all of which are used for parking. The current zoning has clearly impeded the 
development that has occurred all around it. 

East Chelsea Special Zonine 

Overview. In this area, between the hundred-foot lines of Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
and north of the midline of 18th and 19th Streets and both north and south of the 
hundred-foot Jines of 23rd Street up to the Board boundary at 26th Street, the Board 
sees an opportunity to provide economically-integrated housing on under-utilized sites 
without disturbing existing uses. These uses are in almost every case compatible with 
residential uses. Direct displacement of industrial uses could not occur under these 
proposals, and in the actual context significant indirect displacement would be 
unlikely. (The south boundary of the area has been moved south from 19th Street in 
the original plan in order to maximize eligible sites within the appropriate context.) 

Proposals ror housine. The Board proposes the following provisions (slightly restated 
from the first version of the plan) for this area which would allow as-of-right 
residential uses on certain sites. The present zoning would remain in force, but 
offering residential construction as an option. 

1. The lot or lots that are to be developed are vacant or used exclusively for parking 
vehicles at the date of the adoption of this plan by Community Board No.4. 

2. The development wi)) provide not less than 30 percent of its units for low- and 
moderate-income housing, either as a government or not-for-profit sponsored 
development or as a private development, constructed and operated on the basis of 
the Inclusionary Housing provisions for on-site new construction as adapted for this 
case, particularly in Sections 23-92, 23-94, and 23-941 as modified and expanded as 
required. 

3. The proposed development meets bulk and design requirements based on those 
of RlOA for wide streets, with a commercial overlay, perhaps required, on the 
ground floor to allow for commercial uses typically found in the area. These 
provisions would help maintain the loft-style streetwall character and the current 
mixed-use ambiance. 
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4. If the development is adjacent to a designated city landmark or historic district, the 
Landmarks Preservation Commission shall have certified that the development will 
have no adverse impact on the landmark or historic district. 

These provisions, in effect a kind of optional RIOA overlay with commercial uses on 
the ground floor, can be embodied in Special District regulations, as proposed in the 
first version of the plan, or in generic zoning that might prove a model for the 
treatment of similarly underutilized manufacturing districts elsewhere in the city. In 
particular the Board has suggested that these provisions might be adapted to the 
southern part of the area along Sixth Avenue to the north of 23rd Street that is now 
in CEQRA for rezoning as a better way of attaining the goals sought by that action 
and of reducing its adverse impacts. 

AnaJysis of the East CheJsea Housine Proposals. The Board believes that these 
proposals would form the most effective and appropriate method within the 
parameters of the plan of producing a significant amount of new housing, and in 
particular of affordable housing. Only here, in the eastern portion of Chelsea, would 
the built environment, with many loft buildings, and the urban form of Chelsea 
permit under the principles of this plan tall buildings that would make a significant 
contribution to new housing of any kind. Since there are relatively few vacant lots in 
the rest of the study area, almost any new construction outside this area would mean 
direct displacement. Only here are there a significant number of vacant lots and 
buildings used only for parking--properties involving no significant displacement and 
the development of which would have the incidental desirable effect of working 
toward implementation of clean-air policies. The only direct displacement would be 
of parking businesses, which involve few jobs. Current uses are almost all essentially 
commercial or else producer services (business support services) of the types 
supporting the central business district that are discussed in the study Chelsea Today. 
Chelsea Tomorrow. These uses are compatIble with residences, and the limitation of 
new residential development to strictly defined sites means that indirect displacement 
would be minimal. 

To allow residential buildings on these East Chelsea sites without further specific 
provisions designed to ensure a significant proportion of affordable housing would 
in all probability produce mostly market-rate housing under most economic 
conditions. A residential overlay alone, even in the general presence of subsidy 
programs for affordable housing, would thus not meet the essential criterion of fitting 
new such housing into the fabric of the existing neighborhood. For this reason the 
Plan limits the residential option to subsidized housing or affordable housing cross­
subsidized by market-rate housing on site. By incorporating zoning provisions that 
require permanence of the affordable units created the Plan avoids the recurring 
problem of the limited term of many subsidy programs and the resulting loss of 
affordable housing and community diversity. 
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The model for this zoning is the inclusionary housing provisions of the Zoning 
Resolution, which give an optional bulk bonus jf low and moderate income housing 
is provided within a defined local area. These proposals offer a bulk bonus in the 
southern part of this East Chelsea area and what by analogy might be caned a "use 
bonus" in all parts of this area on condition of providing affordable housing on site. 
The principle of restriction of options on the basis of defined current use of a site 
that is used in this plan is found in current zoning, particularly in mixed-use districts, 
as in the case of residential uses in loft districts, the provisions for expansion of 
manufacturing uses in residential districts, or the so-called "Dutch Kills" zoning. The 
restrictive declaration for Riverside South requires as an essential condition for 
residential development the provision of significant proportions of affordable housing 
on the site. 

Linkage conditions requiring the provision of affordable housing as a condition for 
developing sites have been used in such jurisdictions as Jersey City, Boston, and San 
Francisco. In this plan, however, the existing underlying zoning remains and 
development under it is in no way restricted. A recent sUIVey by the American 
Planning Association (Agenda for America's Communities. Topic: Housing. April 
1994) lists a number of other relevant initiatives, notably in Virginia and particularly 
in the Washington suburban counties of Arlington and Fairfax. These provisions use 
a variety of incentives and restrictions to support developments providing affordable 
housing. Aspen, Colorado, has an affordable housing district exempting developers 
from many restrictions if they build no less that 70% deed-restricted affordable units. 

The Board believes that its proposals are capable of providing a significant amount 
of new housing, of which a large proportion would be affordable housing. It appears 
from Appendix E that more units could be developed under these provisions and the 
soft sites available under the proposed zoning than on soft sites under current zoning. 
Units developed under these proposals, as has been stated, would not entail either 
direct replacement of or indirect pressure on any existing units and would provide, 
unlike ordinary redevelopment or conversion of sites elsewhere in Chelsea, affordable 
housing in an economically-integrated context. 

The Board believes the provisions for private development in this area are realistic. 
The demand for housing in Manhattan is continually high and the supply of land 
available to meet it notoriously limited. Value of land in this area is low; indeed there 
have been almost no transactions or development, except for a handful of residential 
conversions and special cases. The area is becoming more attractive and visible as 
Sixth Avenue becomes a location for upscale discount shopping and a consciousness 
of its identity grows, commercially as the F1atiron District and historically as the 
Ladies' Mile. East Chelsea is better seIVed than other parts of the community by 
transportation with subways under both Sixth and Seventh Avenues. The local tracks 
of the Sixth Avenue subway in particular are underutilized. Other residential 
infrastructure in this section of Chelsea is of approximately at the same level of 
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adequacy as elsewhere in the area, as has been recognized in the analyses for the 
Department of City Planning's proposals for rezoning of Sixth Avenue north of 23rd 
Street. 

The combination of these factors means that housing in the area will be marketable 
and the option to build residential buildings on these sites will become attractive to 
developers if conditions are favorable for residential building in general. Inclusionaty 
housing provisions, like those currently in the Zoning Resolution, depend on 
favorable market conditions to produce housing. In the last boom, when the first 
version of the plan was prepared, some small developers expressed interest in 
working under these proposals. Proposals that utilize private enterprise to achieve 
public goals are in harmony with present political thinking. 

General subsidy programs supporting affordable housing, such as 80/20 housing, and 
other more narrowly-focused programs would make building under these provisions 
more feasible, especially under economic conditions less favorable to general 
residential construction. In order for such programs to be focussed in practice on a 
specific area like this, it must be capable of being distinctively characterized. 
Provisions like those proposed here, especially if presented as a model, would enable 
this. In addition, both public and private agencies are seeking locations for subsidized 
housing like" that also allowed here, while Fair Share procedures could ensure that 
excessive concentration of such facilities for special populations would not come to 
prevent the economic and social integration that this plan seeks to maintain. 

The Board is not wedded to details of these proposals, as whether the area should 
form a special district or be the subject of generic zoning provisions. Other details, 
like the commercial ground floor and the exact form of the inclusionary proposals, 
are deliberately left to be worked out in conjunction with the Department. It believes, 
however, that the general form of zoning proposals outlined here is the best means 
available to attain the goals it seeks and that they are in accordance with precedents 
used in New York City and elsewhere. 
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Population Trends 

APPENDIX A 
Analysis or Census Data 

Chelsea's small population increase between 1980 and 1990, which is 1 % Jess than the population in 
1970, can be attributed to the increasing attractiveness of the neighborhood as a place to live and the 
simultaneous small increase in Chelsea's housing stock - both new construction and the conversion 
of loft buildings for residential use. Generally, the greatest increase in population was measured in 
the areas of Chelsea which were most active in producing new housing units. 

The Chelsea Study Area has a population of 41,432 people according to the 1990 census: an increase 
of 15% since 1980. This shows a reverse of the 2.6% decline in population that this area experienced 
from 1970-1980 and brings the population back to almost the 1970 level. This overall district change 
in population, however, does not appropriately represent the actual changes that occurred within 
individual census tracts. Certain tracts in this area had much greater variations in population. From 
1980-1990, the change in population among census tracts ranged from a 9.4% increase in tract 97 (the 
area that extends from 26th to 30th Streets between Eighth and Tenth Avenues) to a 7.5% decrease 
in the population of tract 83 (the area that extends from 17th to 18th Streets between Eighth and 
Tenth Avenues). During this time period, tracts 81 and 87 (the area between Sixth and Eighth 
Avenues from 14th to 22nd Streets) also experienced large increases in population, 6.6% and 5.8%, 
respectively. 

In comparison, the population of Manhattan and New York City decreased from 1970 to 1980 by 2.8% 
and 10.4%, respectively, while from 1980 to 1990 the population increased 4.1 % in Manhattan and 
3.6% citywide. Thus, the fluctuations in population experienced by Chelsea over the past two decades 
reflected those experienced by both the borough and the City. 
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Census Tract 
1970 

Population 

81 6,972 

83 4,309 

87 5,154 

89 6,351 

91 2,769 

93 10,353 

91 4,682 

103 1,336 

Total 41,90B 

;ource: U.S. Census, 1970-1990 

lace and Ethnicity 

TABLE 1 
TOTAL POPULATION 

1970· 1990 

1980 % Change 
Population 1970-1980 

7,098 1.8 

3,884 -9.9 

4,740 -B.O 

5,BOO -B.7 

4,308 55.6 

9,164 -11.3 

4,397 -6.1 

1,428 6.9 

40,819 -2.6 

~9O % Change 
Pop ~Iation 1980-1990 

7,570 6.7 

3,591 -7.5 

5,013 5.8 

5,6p -.3.3 

4,451 3.3 

B,920 -2.7 

4,B09 9.4 

1,467 2.7 

41,432 1.5 

::helsea's racial and ethnic composition has remained relatively constant over the past two decades. 
n 1990, approximately 68% of the residents were White, 21 % Latino, and 7% African-American. 
~rom 1980 to 1990 Chelsea became slightly more white and less inclusive of minorities. While White 
esidents increased by 2.4%, African-American and Latino residents decreased by 3.1 % and 4.6%, 
espectively. These changes were contrary to those experienced by Manhattan and New York City as 
whole. In Manhattan, from 19BO to 1990, White and African-American residents decreased by 1.6% 
nd 2.7%, respectively, while the Latino residents increased by 2.5% In New York City, from 1980 
) 1990, Whites decreased by 9.2%, while African-Americans and Latinos increased by 1.2% and 4.5%, 
~spectively. 

[ousehold and Me Composition 

he average household size in Chelsea, in 1990, was 1.6 persons per household. This number is below 
oth the Manhattan and New York City average of 2.5 persons per household. The median age in 
helsea, from 1980 to 1990, has remained constant at 38 years. It is, however, above both the 
lanhattan and New York City median ages, 35.9 years and 33.7 years, respectively. Across individual 
'acts, the median age in 1990 ranges from 35.7 to 48.9 years, which is narrowed from the 1980 range 
f 32.3 to 54.6 years. 
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The largest age cohort in Chelsea is 25 to 34 years, while the cohort of 35 to 44 years has seen the 
greatest increase over the past decade--53.6%. Over the past decade Chelsea has experienced a 25% 
decline in the number of families wi th children ages 5 to 19 years. Meanwhile, the number of residents 
under 5 years has increased 17%. This confinns anecdotal evidence that while there are fewer families 
with young children, the area is experiencing somewhat of a baby boom. 

Cohort 1980 
Population 

Under 5 1,083 

5-9 1,139 

10 - 14 1,271 

15 - 19 1,854 

20 - 24 3,499 

25 - 34 10,291 

35 - 44 5,676 

45 - 54 4,544 

55 - 64 4,370 

65 - 74 4,142 

75+ 2,988 

Iotal 40,819 

Source: U.S. Census, 1980 - 1990 

Median Income 

IABLE 2 
AGE CHARACTERISTICS 

1980· 1990 

% or Iotal 1990 
Population Population 

2.7 1,266 

2.8 947 

3.1 994 

4.5 1,276 

8.6 2,801 

25.2 10,104 

13.9 8,721 

11.1 4,992 

10.7 3,823 

10.2 3,282 

7.3 3,094 

100 41,432 

% or Iota) % Increase 
Populatior! 1980-1990 

3.1 16.9 

2.3 -16.9 

2.4 -21.8 

3.1 -31.2 

6.8 -20.0 

24.4 -1.8 

21.1 53.7 

12.1 9.9 

9.2 -125 

7.9 -20.8 

7.5 3.6 

100 1.5 

The 1990 median income in Chelsea was $31,600, 2% below the Manhattan median of $32,262 and 
6% above the median for New York City of $29,823. The median income of census tracts 83 and 97, 
which contain much of Chelsea's four public-housing projects and a number of SRO's, was below that 
of both the borough and the city. The 1990 median income in Chelsea shows a dramatic increase of 
133% from the 1980 figures, suggesting the progress of gentrification. In 1980, the median income 
of each census tract was drastically below both the borough and the city median income, the median 
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income of individual tracts ranging from $10,618 to $16,168, while the borough median was $23,305 
and the City's was $23,221. 

Housine Market Activity 

From 1980 to 1990, the number of housing units in Chelsea increased by 2.3%. Tracts 87 and 89 (that 
is, from 18th to 22nd Streets between Sixth and Eighth Avenues), and Tract 97 (from 26th to 30th 
Streets between Eighth and Tenth Avenues) experienced the greatest growth in housing units, 20%, 
10%, and 14%, respectively, which reflects new construction and some conversions. Tracts 91 (from 
22nd to 26th Streets between Sixth and Eighth Avenues) and 103 (from 30th to 34th Streets between 
Eighth and Tenth Avenues) experienced the greatest loss of housing units, a 13% and 15% decrease, 
a loss of tenements, SRO's, and some residential lofts. From 1970 to 1980, the number of housing 
units in Chelsea increased by 6%. These figures reflect the trend of new construction of market-rate 
housing on the one hand and the loss of SRO and small low-rental buildings on'the other. In some 
cases this has been the result of direct replacement. 

The increases in the number of housing units in Chelsea were above the slight increase in New York 
City, but below Manhattan's increase of 10% from 1970-1980 and 4% from 1980-1990. However, the 
declining increase in the number of housing units in Chelsea over the past two decades is in keeping 
with the declining increase in Manhattan. 

Census Tract 1970 
# of Units 

81 4,170 

83 1,800 

87 2,927 

89 3,254 

91 1,859 

93 6,063 

97 2,453 

103 847 

Total 23,373 

TABLE 3 
YEAR ROUND HOUSING UNITS 

1970 - 1990 

1980 % Increase 
# of Units 1970-1980 

4,744 13.8 

1,815 .08 

2,794 -4.5 

3,175 -2.4 

3,066 64.9 

5,719 -5.7 

2,517 2.6 

1,032 21.8 

24,862 6.4 

1990 % Increase 
# of Units 1980-1990 

4,897 3.2 

1,954 7.7 

3,344 19.7 

3,496 10.1 

2,673 -12.8 

5,321 -7.0 

2,868 14.0 

882 -14.5 

25,435 2.3 

>ource: U.S. Census, 1980 - 1990 

33 



Public and PubliclY-Aided Housine 

Public and publicly-aided housing form a significant 23% of all housing stock in Chelsea. As of 1982, 
5,786 of all housing units in Chelsea had been publicly assisted by some program. These programs 
take many different forms, including state tax exemption, public housing owned and managed by the 
New York City Housing Authority, various mortgage insurance programs, federal direct loan and rent 
subsidy programs and city loan and alternative management programs. This housing accounts for a 
significant part of the ethnic and economic diversity of Chelsea. 

Penn Station South Houses (UPenn South"), a middle-income cooperative project with 2,820 units was 
completed in 1962. The project extends from 23rd Street to 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues and accounts for 11 % of Chelsea's housing stock. Chelsea's four public housing projects 
contain 2,045 units of housing-- 8% of all housing in Chelsea. Elliott Houses, cOI?pleted in 1947, was 
the first public-housing project developed in the Study Area. Chelsea Houses and Chelsea Houses 
Addition were completed in the mid-1960's. The three projects contain 1,129 units of housing. They 
are bounded by West 25th Street, Ninth Avenue, West 27th Street and Tenth Avenue. Fulton Houses, 
located in southwest Chelsea, was completed in 1965, contains 938 housing units, and is bounded by 
Ninth and Tenth Avenues between 16th and 19th Streets. 
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APPENDIX B 
Landmarks and Historic Districts 

Chelsea's character is largely defined by its historic building stock of residential and 
commerciaVindustrial architecture. This plan is designed to encourage preseIVation of these resources 
and provide them with an appropriate environment. A number of the buildings within the study area 
have been recognized through local and FederaVState designation and listing processes. 

The following list represents the landmark properties and historic districts within the Study Area 
designated by the New York City Landmarks PreseIVation Commission (LPC) or listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as of March 1994. AU of them, and their contexts, are 
discussed in the text covering the area in which they are located. 

Andrew Norwood House, 241 West 14th Street (LPC, NRHP). 

New York Savings Bank (heard as Goldome Bank; now under renovation for the Central Carpet 
Co.), 301 West 14th Street (LPC). 

New York House and School of Industry (now Young Adults Institute), 120 West 16th Street 
(LPC). . 

West 18th Street Stables, 126, 128, 130-132, 136, and 140 West 18th Street (LPC). 

U.S. Post Office-Old Chelsea Branch, 217 West 18th Street (NRHP). 

Hotel Chelsea (originally Chelsea Apartments), 222 West 23rd Street (LPC, NRHP). 

West 24th Street Houses, 437-459 West 24th Street (LPC, NRHP). 

Church of the Holy Apostles, 300 Ninth Avenue, at 28th Street (LPC, NRHP). 

U.S. General Post Office (now James A. Farley Building), block bounded by Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues between 31st and 33rd Streets (LPC, NRHP). 

Chelsea Historic District--including the Chelsea Historic District Extension (LPC, NRHP), shown 
on the zoning maps. 

Ladies Mile Historic District (LPC), only the western edge of which, on the west side of Sixth 
Avenue between 18th and 23rd Streets, is included in the Study Area. 

iource: Landmarks PreseIVation Commission 
New York State Historic PreseIVation Office 
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Education 

APPENDIX C 
Facilities and Services 

Chelsea is well provided with educational facilities. The Study Area is part of Community School 
District 2 and has a substantial number of underutilized school seats. Two elementary schools serve 
the area: P.S. 33, on Ninth Avenue between 26th and 27th Streets; and P.S. 11, on 21st Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. They have utilization rates of 59% and 61 %, respectively. I.S. 
70, a middle school, situated on 17th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, has a utilization rate 
of 62%. 

Although high schools serve students on a city-wide basis, there are three specialized high schools in 
the Study Area: Fashion Industries High School, on 24th Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues; High School For the Humanities, on 18th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues; and 
LIberty High School, on 18th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. A number of private and 
parochial schools are also located in Chelsea: Corlears School, Guardian Angel School, Hampton­
Lakewood Schoo), The Lorge School, St. Columbia School, and, just east of Sixth Avenue, St. Francis 
Xavier High School. 

TABLE 4 
SCHOOLS SERVING TIlE AREA 

School/Address Grades Year Built Enrollment Capacity 

P.S.33 K-5 1951 393' 661 
281 Ninth Avenue 

P.S.11 K-5 1925 640·· 1050 
320 West 21st Street 

I.S.70 6-9 1966 527 851 
333 West 17th Street 

• 
•• 

P.S. 33 enrollment figure also includes 39 special education students . 
P.S. 11 enrollment figure also includes 179 I.S. 17 students . 

Utilization 

59% 

61% 

62% 

Source: Education Section, NYC Department of City Planning. Data as of October 1992. 

Public Libraries 

The Muhlenberg Branch LIbrary is located on West 23rd Street, between Seventh and Eight Avenues. 
From its central position, the library services most of the Study Area within its one-half mile radius 
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catchment zone. The Jefferson Market Library, on Sixth Avenue between Ninth and Tenth Street, 
services the southern end of the Study Area. It appears that the two libraries serving Chelsea can 
accommodate increases in local population. 

Police and Fire Stations 

The Chelsea Study Area cuts across three different police precincts. The 10th Precinct Police Station, 
::m 20th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, covers most of the Study Area west of Seventh 
A.venue. The 14th Midtown South Precinct, on 35th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, and 
the 13th Precinct, on 21st Street between Second and Third Avenues, serve the northeast comer of 
Chelsea and the blocks between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, respectively. 

There are three fire stations in or within close proximity of the Chelsea Study Area: Engine 3 Ladder 
l2, on 19th Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues; Engine 34 Ladder 21, on ~8th Street between 
~inth and Tenth Avenues; and a rescue company on 18th Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues. 

fIealth and Social Services 

:helsea contains a variety of supporting services in the fields of health, day-care and recreation for 
:hildren, adolescents and the elderly. For example, Hudson Guild Neighborhood House, almost a 
:entury old, provides the community with a variety of social programs for all age groups. The 
~cBumey YMCA, on 23rd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues with a recently opened annex 
:m 18th Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, serves a wide and varied population. There are 
,enior centers in Fulton Houses and Penn South. 
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APPENDIX D 
Recreation and Open Space 

Community Board No.4 ranks 57th out of 59 Boards in open space with .17 acres of space per 1000 
residents instead of the standard city standard 1.5 acres. Chelsea has even less open space than 
Community Board 4 as a whole with .01 acres per 1000 population. This deficit, however, will be 
somewhat mitigated by the esplanade and park the Hudson River Park Conservancy plans to construct 
along the Hudson River edge throughout Chelsea. This Hudson River Park is scheduled to be 
supported in part by city capital funds in the long-range budget projections. It will incorporate the 
bikeway/walkway the Route 9A project will build as part of the new highway. A park node along the 
waterfront will be created by enlarging the present Thomas F. Smith Park at the west end of 23rd 
Street and incorporating Piers 62 through 64. The nearby Chelsea Piers project will provide active 
recreational opportunities and further water access. # 

While this proposed Hudson River Park and associated developments will safeguard the openness of 
the waterfront and provide active and passive recreation and green space in the community as a whole, 
the lack of open space within the historic residential area, which is at some distance from the 
waterfront, means that the replacement of low-rise buildings by higher buildings would significantly 
decrease the quality of life by the reduction of light and air. Chelsea would thus become a less 
attractive neighborhood.' 

It should be noted that the proposed residential development in the East Chelsea Special Zoning area 
would have a significant open space resource not listed in the following table since it is just outside 
the study area. This is Madison Square Park, which is located at 23rd Street and Fifth Avenue, one 
block to the east, at present not heavily used. 
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Name or Address 

Clement Clark Moore 
Park 

Chelsea Park 

Dr. Gertrude B. Kelly 
Park 

427 West 17th Street 
(Ful ton Houses) 

401-419 West 19th Street 
(Fulton Houses) 

Eliott/Chelsea Houses 

Dr. Lena Baumgartner 
Health Center Plaza 

P.S. 11 Playground 

P .S. 33 Playground 

Penn 28th Street 
South 
Houses 

26th Street 

23rd Street 

Thomas F. Smith Park 

TABLE 5 
PUBLICLY-ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE 

Owner! Agency Features 

NYC Dept. of Parks & Playground equip., 
Rec. sitting areas 

NYC Dept. of Parks & Courts, sitting areas 
Rec. 

NYC Dept. of Parks & Playground equip., 
Rec. courts, sitting areas 

NYC Housing Authority Playground equip., • 
courts, sitting areas 

NYC Housing Authority Playground equip., 
courts, sitting areas 

NYC Housing Authority Courts, sitting area 

NYC Dept. of Health Sitting area 

NYC Board of Education Playground equip., 
courts, sitting areas; 
accessible to public 
except during school 
hours 

NYC Board of Education Playground equip. 

ILGWU, Inc. Sitting areas, 
walkways 

ILGWU, Inc. Sitting areas 

ILGWU, Inc. Sitting areas 

NYC Dept. of Si tting areas 
Transportation 

Total Acreage 

~urce: Department of City Planning 
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Acres 

.47 

.49 

.51 

.96 

.20 

155 

.37 

.43 

.14 

4.44 

1.09 

.31 

1.08 

12.04 



APPENDIX E 
SoD SUe Analysis and Potential Developmenti 

ZoninK Bulk Compliance and Use Conformance 

Definition and Criteria for Selection of SoD Sites 

A "soft site" is defined as a site that is considered likely to be redeveloped for a higher 
density use - on the presumption that such redevelopment would maximize the site's 
economic return. A "hard site", by contrast, is not likely to be redeveloped. Analyses were 
undertaken to identify soft sites within the study area. The lots identified within the study 
area as soft sites possess all of the following physical characteristics: 

I. It is below 50% built-to-bulk (built below 50% of the maximum density presently 
allowed under the applicable zoning); • 

II. It is at least 45 feet wide; . 
III. It is either non-residential in use or it has fewer than six residential units; 
IV. It is not planned open space. 

The Soft Site Analysis identified soft sites under the existing zoning and under the proposed 
zoning. The number of soft sites under existing and proposed zoning are represented in the 
two charts below as well as on the attached maps. We have also listed all soft sites under 
existing and proposed zoning by block and lot numbers. 

NOTE: The assessed areas were grouped according to the proposed zoning: either R7A, 
R7B, R8A, R8B, and the RIOA overlay in the East Chelsea Special District. This appeared 
to be the clearest basis for understanding the effect of the rezoning on the number of soft 
sites available under the existing and proposed conditions. 

While the proposed zoning increases the potential amount of overall allowable residential 
floor area, a few sites that are soft under the existing zoning become hard under the 
proposed zoning. In particular, where the proposed zoning reduces the allowable FAR, 
some buildings that were below the 50% built-to-bulk ratio under the existing zoning now 
surpass 50% built-to-bulk. The East Chelsea Special Zoning area, covering much of the Ml-
5M and the Ml-6 districts between Sixth and Seventh Avenues and permitting new 
residential development on sites that are vacant or contain parking lots or parking garages, 
ten new soft sites would be created. 

The attached maps identify the soft sites under both existing and proposed zoning. Since 
the soft sites under both the existing and proposed zoning are arranged according to the 
proposed zoning, base maps with the proposed zoning are used for both cases. 
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TABLE 6 
NUMBER OF SOFT SITES UNDER EXISTING ZONING 

Proposed Zone Currently Zoned as # of Soft Sites 

R7A R8 0 

R7B R7-2, R8 5 

R8A R8. C6-2M 5 

R8B R8, C6-2M 17 

RlOA Overlay M1-5M, M1-6 0 

Total Soft Sites 27 

Source: NYC Department of City Planning 
Manhattan Community Board No.4 

Location or So.n Sites Under Existine Zonine by Block and Lot Numbers: 

R7A No sites 

R7B Block 717, Lot 60 
Block 717, Lot 77 
Block 720, Lot 45 
Block 743, Lot 70n2 
Block 746, Lot 28 

R8A Block 722, Lot 71 
Block 772, Lot 47 
Block 772, Lot 66 
Block 772, Lot 72 
Block 773, Lot 1 
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R8B Block 716, Lot 7 
Block 716, Lot 13 
Block 716, Lot 57 
Block 716, Lot 66 
Block 717, Lot 5 
Block 717, Lot 7 
Block 738, Lot lO 
Block 738, Lot 33 
Block 738, Lot 54 
Block 742, Lot 39 
Block 743, Lot 47 
Block 764, Lot 12 
Block 768, Lot 12 
Block 770, Lot 76 
Block 771, Lot 29 
Block 791, Lot 60 
Block 791, Lot 72 
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TABLE 7 
NUMBER OF SOFT SITES UNDER PROPOSED ZONING 

Proposed Zone # of Soft Sites 

R7A 0 

R7B 4 

R8A 5 

R8B 15 

RlOA Overlay 10 

Total # Soft Sites 34 

Source: NYC Department of City Planning 
Manhattan Community Board No.4 

Location or Soft Sites Under Proposed Zonin&: by Block and Lot Numbers: 

R7A No sites RSB Block 716, Lot 7 RIO Overlay 
Block 716, Lot 13 

R7B Block 717, Lot 77 Block 716, Lot 57 Block 794, Lot 55 
Block 720, Lot 45 Block 716, Lot 66 Block 795, Lot 1 
Block 743, Lot Block 717, Lot 5 Block 795, Lot 56 

70/2 Block 717, Lot 7 Block 796, Lots 48-53 
Block 746, Lot 28 Block 738, Lot 33 Block 796, Lot 63 

Block 742, Lot 39 Block 797, Lot 7/9 
RSA Block 722, Lot 57 Block 743, Lot 47 Block 797, Lot 24 

Block 772, Lot 47 Block 764, Lot 12 Block 797, Lot 74n5 
Block 772, Lot 66 Block 768, Lot 12 Block 800, Lot 49 
Block 772, Lot 72 Block 770, Lot 76 Block 800, Lot 71 
Block 773, Lot 1 Block 771, Lot 29 

Block 791, Lot 60 
Block 791, Lot 72 
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Housine Units Created in Potential Development Sites 

The number of potential housing units permitted is a function of the soft sites that exist 
under the zoning. The rezoning proposed in the Chelsea Plan will permit the creation of 
more housing units than allowed under the existing zoning, by creating additional sites for 
residential development. 

Overa}), the proposed zoning will allow the development of 676 additional housing units; 
2,260 housing units could be created under the proposed zoning, compared to the potential 
development of 1,584 units under the existing zoning. The following charts document the 
number of potential housing units permitted under the existing and proposed zoning. The 
lot groupings are identical to the soft site analysis. The number of units is based throughout 
on an average dwelling size of 800 square feet This number is chosen as a reasonable floor 
area for affordable apartments. The proportions of affordable units allowable under the two 
zonings is, of course, not significantly altered by the choice of floor area. 

TABLE 8 
HOUSING UNITS PERMITTED UNDER EXISTING ZONING 

Proposed Zone Currently Zoned as 

R7B R7-2,.R8 

R8A R8. C6-2M 

R8B R8, C6-2M 

Total # of Housing Units 

Source: NYC Department of City Planning 
Manhattan Community Board No.4 
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# of Units 

373 

405 

806 

1,584 
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TABLE 9 
HOUSING UNITS PERMITIED UNDER PROPOSED ZONING 

Proposed Zone # of Units 

R7B 160 

RBA 380 

RBB 471 

RI0A Overlay 1,249 

Total Housing Units 2,260 

Source: NYC Department of City Planning 
Manhattan Community Board No.4 

In the western portion of the Study Area (zoned R7Bt R8A, and RBB)t the rezoning would 
reduce the potential number of housing units by 573. However, the optional RlOA (10 
FAR) overlay proposed for certain sites in the eastern portion of the Study Area would 
create 1,249 additional housing units. Furthermore, thirty percent of the units created in 
this area would be for low- and moderate-income housing. Because more units could be 
created, the preposed zoning would realize the goals of facilitating development and creating 
a significant amount of affordable housing. See Tables 10 and 11 for further analysis of 
housing units. 
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TABLE 10 
NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS PERMI1TED UNDER EXISTING ZONING 

BY BLOCK AND LOT 

Proposed 
Zone 

R7B 

R8A 

R8B 

Source: 

Block lot # Existing Existing 
Zoning FAR. 

717 60 R7·2/R.8 3.44/ 
6.02 

717 77 R8 6.02 

i1JJ 45 R8 6.02 

743 70n2 R8 6.02 

746 28 R8 6.02 

722 57 R8 6.02 

m 47 C6-2M 6.02 

m 66 C6-2M 6.02 

TI2 72 C6-2M 6.02 

m 1 C6·2 6.02 

716 7 R8 6.02 

716 13 R8 6.02 

716 57 R8 6.02 

716 66 R8 6.02 

717 5 R8 6.02 

717 7 R8 6.02 

738 10 C6·2M 6.02 

738 33 C6-2M 6.02 

738 54 R8 6.02 

742 39 R8 6.02 

743 47 R8 6.02 

764 12 C6-2M 6.02 

768 12 C6·2M 6.02 

no 76 R8 6.02 

TIl 29 R8 6.02 

791 60 C6-2M 6.02 

791 72 C6·2M 6.02 

Total: 

NYC Department of City Planning 
Manhattan Community Board No.4 
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lot DImensions lot Area #of 
Units 

Width Depth 

lrT. lrT. 8,170 Sl 

100 109 10,900 82 

SO 99 4,950 37 

175.2 120 21,024 158 

59.4 98.9 5,875 44 

170 98.9 16,813 127 

75 98.9 • 7,418 56 

49.4 98.9 4,886 37 

SO 98.9 4,945 37 

197.6 100 19,760 149 

SO 92 4,600 35 

91.8 92 8,446 64 

100 92 9,200 69 

100 63.8 6,380 48 

lrT. Irr. 3,800 29 

SO 92 4,600 35 

75 1035 7,762 58 

45 125 5,625 64 

SO 103.3 5,165 39 

69.8 104 7;1.59 S5 

80.6 125 10,075 76 

SO 103.3 5,165 39 

45.6 90.4 4,122 31 

SO.1 lOS5 5,436 41 

SO 98.9 4,945 37 

SO 103.3 5,165 39 

62.6 103.3 6,467 49 

1,584 



TABLE 11 
NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS PERMITIED UNDER PROPOSED ZONING 

BY BLOCK AND LOI 

Proposed 
Zoae 

R7B 

RSA 

R8B 

RIOA 

Source: 

Block Lot # ExlstJag Proposed 
Zoalag FAR 

717 n R8 3 

7'2lJ 45 R8 3 

743 40{12 R8 3 

746 28 R8 3 

722 57 R8 6.02 

m 47 C6-2M 6.02 

m 66 C6-2M 6.02 

m 72 C6-2M 6.02 

773 1 C6-2 6.02/4 

716 7 R8 4 

716 13 R8 4 

716 57 RS 4 

716 66 RS 4 

717 5 R8 4 

717 7 RS 4 

738 33 C6-2M 4 

742 39 RS 4 

743 47 R8 4 

764 12 C6-2M 4 

768 12 C6-2M 4 

no 76 R8 4 

nl 29 RS 4 

791 60 C6-2M 4 

791 72 C6-2M 4 

794 55 MI-SM 10 

79S 1 MI-SM 10 

79S 56 Ml-SM 10 

796 48-S3 Ml-SM 10 

796 63 Ml-SM 10 

797 7/9 MI-5M 10 

797 24 Ml-SM 10 

797 74{15 Ml-SM 10 

800 49 MI-6 10 

800 71 Ml-6 10 

Tnt .. 1 
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Lot DtmeDsIoDa Lot Area #01 
Uolta 

WIdth Depth 

100 109 10900 41 

SO 99 4950.00 19 

175.2 120 21024.00 79 

59.4 98.9 5874.66 22 

170 98.9 16,813.00 127 

75 98.9 7417.50 56 

49.4 98.9 4885.66 37 

SO 98.9 4945.00 37 . 
197.6 100 19760.00 124 

SO 92 4600.00 23 

91.8 92 8445.60 42 

100 92 9200.00 46 

100 63.8 6.380.00 32 

Icr. Icr. 0.00 19 

SO 92 4600.00 23 

45 125 5,625.00 43 

69.8 104 7.259.20 36 

80.6 125 10075.00 SO 

SO 103.3 5165.00 26 

45.6 90.4 4122.24 21 

SO.1 IOS.5 5435.85 27 

SO 98.9 4945.00 25 

SO 103.3 5165.00 26 

62.6 103.3 6466.58 32 

130 100 13000 163 

Icr. Icr. 8084 101 

43 92 3956 49 

232 92 21,344 267 

89 92 8188 102 

100 98.9 9890 124 

9S.l1 98.9 9406 118 

SO 98.9 4945 62 

Irr. Icr. 15641 196 

S5 98.9 5440 68 

? ?Yl 
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Zonine Bulk Compliance 

The standard methodology used to determine whether a specific zoning designation is 
appropriate for an area is to consider the quantity of existing buildings that would comply 
with the bulk, streetwall and use requirements of the proposed zone. Data for streetwall 
compliance was weighted by total streetwall frontage of each lot, while FAR data was 
weighted by total square feet of lot size. Compliance data by number of buildings is also 
available upon request and, while less accurate as a whole, does not allow a few large 
buildings to outweigh the compliance of a large number of small buildings that represent a 
historic character in which the larger buildings are intrusions. 

While compliance under the proposed zoning is somewhat reduced, it still remains high for 
each new zone. The following tables describe the percentages of complying buildings or lots 
under the existing and proposed zoning for those portions of the Study Area to be rezoned 
R7A, R7B, R8A and R8B. The lot groupings are identical to the soft site and housing unit 
analyses. The raw data on which these tables are based are available .• 
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TABLE 12 
BULK AND STREETWALL COMPLIANCE 

Area #1: R7A zone at Ninth Avenue between 16th and 21st Streets. (Part of Blocks 740-744) 
1919 feet of streetwall 94, 895 square feet oflot area 

Existing Zoning R8 (6.02 FAR) 
Minimum StreetwalL None 
Maximum StreetwalL 85' 

Proposed Zoning R7A (40 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall 40' 
Maximum Streetwall: 65' 

STREETWALL BULK 

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoninll. Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Complyinl/. Complying Below Minunum Abo\'\,: Maximum Below Maximum Complymg Compl)'mg 
(fccl) (fect) (f",'Ct) (fcel) (feel) (square f",'Ct) (square feet) 

1:1 % 1:1 % 1:1 % 1:1 % 1:1 % # % # % 

1760 92 1130 59 630 33 159 8 1760 92 88,605 93 69,145 73 

Area #2: R7A zone West of Eighth Avenue to West of Ninth Avenue between 22nd & 23rd Streets. Part of Blocks 720-746 
1196 feet of street wall. 98,801 square feet of lot area. 

Existing Zoning: R8 (6,02 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: None 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' 

STREETWALL 

Existing Zoning Proposed l..oning 

Complying Complying Below Minimum Above Maximum 
(fect) (fect) (fect (feet) 

1:1 % 1:1 % 1:1 0/0 1:1 % 

1099 92 744 62 180 15 272 23 

Proposed Zoning: R7A (4.0 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: 40' 
Maximum Streetwall: 65' 

BULK . 
Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Below Maximum Complying Complying 
(fcct) (square fcct) (square fecI) 

# % # % # % 

924 77 81,773 83 74,423 75 
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Area #3: R7B zone East of Tenth Avenue Between 24th and 25th Streets (Part of Block 722) 
674 feet of street wall 46,942 square feet oflot area 

Existing Zoning: R8 (6.02 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall None 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' 

Proposed Zoning: R7B (3.0 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: 40' 
Maximum Streetwall: 60' 

STREETWALL BULK 

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Complying Complying Below Above Below Maximum Complying Complying 
(feet) (feet) Minimum Maximum (feet) (square feet) (square il) 

(feet) (feel) 

# 0/0 # % # 0/0 # % # % # % # % 
I 

674 100 416 62 258 38 0 0 674 100 46,942 100 46,942 100 . 

Area #4: R7B zone West of Eighth to Tenth Avenues from 16th to 23rd Streets. (Part of Blocks 717-720 & 740-746) 
13,374 feet of st reetwal I. 1,178,239 square feet of lot area 

Existing Zoning: R8 (602 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: None 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' 

STREETWALL 

Existing Proposed Zoning 
Zoning 

Complying Complying 13clow Above 
(feet) (feet) Minimum Maximum 

(feet) (feet) 

# % # % # % # 

12,329 92 10,439 78 1293 10 1643 

Proposed Zoning: R7B (3.0 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: 40' 
Maximum Streetwall: 60' 

BULK 

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Below Maximum Compliancc Compliance 
(fl".'CI) (square feet) (square feel) 

% # % # % # % 

12 11732 87 1,074,159 91 814931 69 
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Area #5: R8A zone from 23rd to 25th Streets from Ninth to Tenth Avenues. (Part of Blocks 721 & 722) 
3308 feet of streetwalL 268,778 square feet oflot area. 

Existing Zoning: R8 (6.02 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: None 
Maximum StreetwaIl: 85' 

STREETWALL 

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Complying Complying Below Above 
(feet) (fect) Minimum Maximum 

(fl.'Ct) (fl.'Ct) 

# % # % # % # 

J 162 35 586 18 576 17 2146 

Proposed Zoning: R8A (602 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: 60' 
Maximum Streetwall 85' 

BULK 

Existing Zoning PropoSl.!d Zoning 

Below Maximum Complying Complymg 
(feet) (square fl.'Ct) (square feet) 

% # % # % # % 

65 ) 162 35 95,528 36 95,528 36 

Area #6: R8A zone West of Eighth to Tenth Avenues from 16th to 23rd Streets. (Part of Blocks 717-720 & 740-746) 
4886 feet of streetwall. 299,410 square feet of lot area 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 (6.02 FAR) Proposed Zoning: R8A (602 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: None Minimum Streetwall: 60' 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' Maximum Streetwall: 85' 

STREETWALL BULK 

Exi&1ing Zoning Proposed Zoning Exi!>1ing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Complying Complying Below Minimum Above Below Maximum Complying Complying 
(fect) (fect) (feet) Maximum (feet) (squaro fect) (square fect) 

(fl.'Ct) 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

3867 79 1556 32 2311 47 1019 21 3867 79 214,676 72 214,676 72 
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Area "7: K8A zone East of Tenth Avenue between 18th and 19th Streets. (Part of Blocks 716-17) 
1341 feet of streetwall. 97,517 square feet of lot area. 

,----~ 

Existing Zoning R8 (602 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: None 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' 

STREETWALL 

ExistlD~ Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Complying Complying Below Minimum Above 
(feel) (feet) (feet) Maximwn 

(feel) 

# % # % # % #I 

1291 96 245 19 1016 78 SO 

Proposed Zoning R8A (6.02 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: 60' 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' 

BULK 

Existing Zoning 

Below Maximwn Complying 
(fecI) (square feel) 

% # % # 0/0 

3 1291 96 97,S 17 100 

Proposed Zomng 

Compi)'ing 
(square feet) 

# 0/0 

97,517 100 

Area #8: R8B zone West of Sixth Avenue between Fourteenth and Sixteenth Streets. (Part of Blocks 790-92) 
2380 feet of street wall. 239,470 square feet of lot area 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 (6.02 FAR) Proposed Zoning: R8B (4.0 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: None Minimum Streetwall: 55' 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' Maximum Streetwall: 60' 

STREETWALL BULK 

Exislin~ Zonin~ Proposed Zoning Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Complying Complying Below Abow Below Maximum Complying Complying 
(feet) (feet) Minimwn Maximum (feet) (square k.>et) (square feel) 

(feet) (feet) 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

I 
I 
I 

! 

I 

2270 95 904 38 771 32 705 30 1675 70 215,780 90 114,479 48 j 
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Area ##9: R8B zone from 23rd to 25th Streets from Seventh to Eighth Avenue. (Part of Blocks 773-74) 
1902 feet of streetwalL 177,965 square feet oflot area 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 (6.02 FAR) Proposed Zoning: R8B (40 FAR) 
Minimum StreetwalL None Minimum Streetwall: 55' 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' Maximum Streetwall: 60' 

STREETWALL BULK 

EXlstmg Zooiog Propos..:d Zoom!! Existmg Zoomg Pro~-d Zooing 

Complym@ Complymg Iklow Above Bclow Maximum CompJymg 
(feel) (feet) Mmimum Maximum (fcct) (square feet) 

(feet) (feet) 

# % # % # % # % # % # % 

1188 62 593 31 453 24 856 45 1046 55 127,079 71 

Area #10: R8B from 29th to 30th Streets from Eighth to Ninth Avenues. (Part of Blocks 753-54) 
2102 feet of streetwall 198,628 square feet of lot area 

Existing Zoning: C6-2 (6.02 FAR) Proposed Zoning: R8B (40 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: None Minimum Streetwall: 55' 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' Maximum Streetwall: 60' 

Complymg 
(square feet) 

# 

94,470 

STREETWALL BULK 

% 

53 

Existmg Zoomg Proposed Zoomg Existing 7,oomg Proposed 7,oomg 

Complymg Complymg Below Mmimum Above Bdow Maximum Complymg Complymg 
(feel) (feet) (feet) Maximum (feet) (squar~fcet) (square feel) 

(feet) 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

1784 85 346 16 1372 65 384 18 1718 82 165,958 84 136,456 69 
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Area #11: R8B Zone from 14th to 22nd Streets from Seventh to Eighth Avenues. (Part of Blocks 738, 740-46, & 764-72) 
15,153 feet of streetwall. 1,153,317 square feet oflot area. 

Existing Zoning: R8 (6.02 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: None 
Maximum Streetwall: 85' 

STREETWALL 

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Complying Complying lklow Above 
(feel) (feet) Minimum Maximum 

# 

14,643 

Source: 

(feel) (feet) 

% # % # % # 

97 6116 40 6789 45 2248 

NYC Department of City Planning 
Manhattan Community Board No.4 

0/0 
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Proposed Zoning R8B (40 FAR) 
Minimum Streetwall: 55' 
Maximum Streetwall 60' 

1 

BULK 

Exi!>1ing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Below Maximum Complying Complying 
(feet) (square feet) (square feet) 

# 0/0 # % # % 

12,905 85 1 113013 97 778,252 67 
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Use Conformance Analysis 

There are three areas where the plan proposes changes from commercial to residential 
zoning. In these, commercial uses that are in conformance with existing zoning would be 
in non-conformance under the proposed zoning, except where they would be allowed in 
commercial overlays. One area is the proposed R8A zone that runs along Seventh Avenue 
between 19th and 23rd Street, and along 23rd Street from Seventh to Ninth Avenue. The 
second area is the proposed R8X zone along Seventh Avenue between 14th and 17th 
Streets. The final area is the proposed R8B zone along 14th Street between Seventh and 
Ninth Avenue. 

Under the existing zoning in these areas, fully commercial buildings, fully residential 
buildings, community facility buildings, and mixed use buildings are permitted. Therefore, 
under the existing zoning, all current uses are conforming, and conformance is 100%. Under 
the proposed zoning, pursuant to Section 32-421 of the Zoning Resolution, in mixed use 
buildings used partiaIlyfor residential or community facility uses, permitted commercial uses 
may not be located above the first story. Also, under the proposed zoning, no more than 
2.0 FAR of commercial uses may be located in any building. Therefore, all Commercial uses 
above the ground floor in mixed use buildings and all commercial uses above the second 
floor in fully commercial buildings would be legally non-conforming under the proposed 
zoning. 

Table 13, whish follows, indicates use conformance under proposed zoning in the three 
areas. 
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TABLE 13 
USE CONFORMANCE IN CERTAIN AREAS UNDER PROPOSED ZONING 

Area #1: 23rd Street and Seventh Avenue 

Existing zoning: C6-2, C6-2M, C6-3X Proposed Zoning: R8A with commercial overlay 

Type Category Total Conforming Conforming 
# % 

Fully Buildings 3 1 33 
Commercial 
Buildings Total Floor Area 46,357 14,610 32 

(square ft) 

Buildings 57 46. 80 
Mixed Use 

85,853 Buildings Commercial Floor 238,285 36 
Area (square ft) 

Total Floor Area 1,772,470 1,620,038 91 
(square ft) 

. Buildings 2 2 100 
Community 
Facility Total Floor Area 141,997 141,997 100 
Buildings (square ft) 

Buildings 62 49 79 
All 
Buildings Commercial Floor 284,642 100,463 35 

Area (square ft) 

Total Floor Area 1,818,827 1,634,648 90 
(square ft) 
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Area #2: 7th Avenue 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M Proposed Zoning: R8X 

N.B. All buildings in this area are mixed use buildings. 

Category Total Conforming # Conforming % 

Buildings 14 10 71 

Commercial Floor 140,583 104,284 74 
Area (Square feet) 

Total Floor Area 1,315,569 1,279,270 97 
(Square feet) 
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Area #3: 14th Street 

Existing Zoning: C6-2M Proposed Zoning: R8B 

Type Category Total 

Fully Buildings 3 
Commercial 
Buildings 

Mixed Use 
Buildings 

Residential 
Buildings 

Community 
Facility 
Buildings 

All 
Buildings 

Source: 

Total Floor Area 173,725 
(Square feet) 

Buildings 21 

Commercial Floor 95,292 
Area (Square feet) 

Total Floor Area 371,017 
(Square feet) 

Buildings 9 

Total Floor Area 82,667 
(Square feet) 

Buildings 3 

Total Floor Area 34,900 
(Square feet) 

Buildings 36 

Commercial Floor 269,017 
Area (Square feet) 

Total Floor Area 662,309 
(Square feet) 

NYC Department of City Planning 
Manhattan Community Board No. 422 
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Conrorming 
# 

1 

36,493 

20 

92,422 

368,147 

9 

82,667 

3 

34,900 

33 

128,915 

522;207 

t. 

Conrorming 
% 

33 

21 

95 

97 

99 

100 

100 

100 

100 

92 

48 
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APPENDIX F 
Consistency with Wider City Goals 

Conformance with Sound Plannine Policy 

The Chelsea Plan has been concerned throughout with long-term consequences, as is shown 
by the concentration on the impact of long-term land-use issues governed by zoning on a 
community. The provisions for rezoning focus on preserving the present low-income housing 
stock, on providing opportunities for appropriate development and affordable housing, and 
on improving the physical environment by preserving a community and its historic buildings 
through rezoning. The maintenance of economic opportunities is evident in the provision of 
commercial space through overlays and other appropriate zoning wherever commercial 
activity is viable in this dominantly residential area. Care has explicitly been taken not to 
diminish or impinge on any manufacturing zoning, which provides jobs and opportunities for 
residents of the area and others. 

Relationship to Applicable Policy Documents 

The Chelsea 197-a Plan is consistent with goals set forth in the following planning policy 
documents produced by the City of New York: the City Planning Commission's Plannin& and 
Zonin~ Report; the Strate&ic Policy Statements issued by both the Mayor and the Manhattan 
Borough President, and the Mayor's Ten-Year Capital Strate2,Y. 

As a community-sponsored 197-a plan, the rezoning proposal is consistent with both 
Strate&ic Policy Statements and with the PJannin& and Zonin& Report. which all support 
locally-initiated plans as a mechanism to empower communities and involve them in a pro­
active planning process. The most recent Mayor's Strate&ic Policy Statement emphasized 
such goals of the Chelsea Plan as producing and preserving affordable housing, 
strengthening neighborhoods through coordinated planning, using innovative techniques to 
encourage private developers to add to the stock of affordable housing, and using contextual 
zoning to protect neighborhood scale and character. The Manhattan Borough President's 
Strategic Policy Statement notes her commitment to strengthening public involvement 
through community-based planning, cites her efforts to redirect zoning and land-use policy 
to foster greater social and economic equity and improved protection of the environment, 
and affirms her support of planning designed to avoid displacement caused by gentrification, 
to encourage economic as well as raciaVethnic integration, and to preserve neighborhood 
context while providing opportunities for new housing. 

The Plannin& and Zonin& Report acknowledges the importance of reinforcing neighborhood 
fabric while accommodating opportunities to create new housing. The Commission is also 
cited as committed to scale zoning so as to preserve neighborhoods and to expand 
opportunities for rehabilitated housing. Related issues cited in the Report are the 
inappropriate mapping of commercial overlays and the obsolete mapping of commercial 
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districts, and the need to address quality of life issues and preserve neighborhood 
streetscapes through zoning. The creation of housing -- especially low-income housing - is 
emphasized in this document and the Mayor's Ten-Year Capital Strate&),. The Chelsea 197-
a Plan balances the community's desire to preserve neighborhood scale and character against 
the citywide need for the development of new housing. By mapping contextual zones at 
appropriate densities and creating opportunities for development the rezoning would 
encourage new residential development in appropriate locations. 

The Manhattan Borough President's StrateiPc Policy Statement recognizes the potential of 
zoning as a tool for preserving, stabilizing and strengthening communities. According to City 
Planning's Plannin& and Zonin& Report. accommodating change in built-up neighborhoods, 
while maintaining the qualities that make neighborhoods desirable, is one of the major 
challenges in shaping the City's land use policies. Thus the PJannin& and Zonin& Report 
indicates that sound planning seeks to weave new development into the fabric of a 
community at an appropriate scale, and at densities suitable to the aVaI1abie infrastructure. 
Recognizing that Quality Housing Zoning codifies certain physical characteristics -- housing 
type, lot size, yards, and height -- that form the built fabric of a neighborhood, the Report 
mandates similar development in the future. The proposed community-wide contextual 
zoning would be an effective tool in realizing these goals. 

With regard to the Plan's goals of preserving the existing stock of affordable housing and 
providing new; the Manhattan Borough President's StrateiPc Policy Statement notes that 
New York City is experiencing a housing crisis of staggering proportions, affecting large 
numbers of middle-, moderate- and low-income families. The Mayor's Ten Year Capital 
Strategy. cites the need for affordable housing in New York City, and notes that the City is 
currently operating under a $5.1 billion Ten-Year Housing Plan. Furthermore, the Strategy 
calls for producing more than 250,000 units of low-, moderate- and middle-income housing. 

All of these policy documents state that new development opportunities should enhance the 
ethnic and economic diVersity in our City's neighborhoods. The Planninf: and Zoninf: Report 
recognizes the need for a comprehensive inclusionary program to promote the economic 
integration of communities. Chelsea's diversity is reflected in its existing housing stock, which 
includes a mix of low-, moderate-, middle- and market-rate housing. The Chelsea rezoning 
plan would preserve this diversity by promoting the retention of existing housing and would 
reinforce it by providing new development opportunities for both market-rate and subsidized 
housing, using inclusionary-housing provisions to attain these goals. 
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Fair Geomphic Distribution or City Facilities (Fair Share) 

Analysis of the zoning shows that the Chelsea rezoning would not hinder the City's Fair 
Share policies. The rezoning of a few specified areas from commercial to residential districts 
will preclude the siting of some city facilities, such as offices and transportation/public 
parking facilities. However, it will not adversely affect the fair distribution of these city 
facilities to Chelsea because Chelsea presently contains many city facilities. For many types 
of facilities such as Sanitation facilities the Board ranks high in city listings. Alternative sites 
in the remaining commercial and manufacturing districts in Chelsea in and out of the Study 
Area. win remain available to locate such facilities, and many city facilities can be located 
in the proposed extended residential zones. The small residential facilities that current 
thinking regards as preferable for many populations can more easily be located in the 
proposed lower-density zoning. These proposed residential zones w~>uld permit those 
facilities included in Use Groups 3 and 4 of the Zoning Resolution; e.g., welfare centers, 
homeless shelters and drug rehabilitation centers. (See attached lists: Community Facility 
Uses; and Public and Private Facilities in Manhattan Community Board No.4. 

Although the rezoning will remove a few opportunities for siting city facilities in Chelsea, 
it wil1 also create new opportunities for siting facilities that do not currently exist. For 
example, in an. effort to meet a citywide need for affordable housing, the new residential 
development targeted for East Chelsea is mandated to provide 30% low- and moderate­
income housing and is explicitly designed to provide locations for subsidized housing 
developments. If low- and moderate-income units were sponsored by the City, this 
rezoning would facilitate the siting of these affordable units. 

Community Facility Uses 

Community facilities are not defined in the Zoning Resolution. Instead, a list of uses are 
provided that divide community facilities into two categories, Use Groups 3 and 4. 

Use Group 3 can be characterized as institutionally oriented and in many cases permits 
sleeping accommodations. These uses include: 

Community Facility Uses 

·Colleges or universities including professional schools but excludes business 
colleges and trade schools 

·College or school dormitories or fraternity or sorority houses 
·Adult homes under jurisdiction of New York Board or Social Welfare 
·ubraries, museums, or non-commercial art galleries 
·MoDasteries, convents or Doviates 
·NoD-profit hospital staff dwellings 
·Nursing homes and health-related facilities, sanitariums, non-profit institutions 
with sleeping accommodations 
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-Schools 

Accessory uses 

Use Group 4 can be characterized as community oriented, some open uses and do not 
permit sleeping accommodations. These uses include: 

Community Facility Uses 

-Churches, rectories and parish houses 
-Non-commercial clubs 
-Community center or settlement houses 
-Government-operated health centers or independent out-of-hospital facilities 
-Medical offices or group medical centers including dentistry or osteopathy 
limited to the first story 
-Monasteries, convents, noviates used only for living purposes and that have been 
part of a religious institution prior to 1961 
-Non-commercial recreation centers 
-Non-profit hospital staff dwellings 
-Non-profit or voluntary hospitals and related facilities 
-Philanthropic or non-profit institutions without sleeping accommodations 
-Proprietary hospitals and related facilities, except animal hospitals 
-Seminaries 
-Welfare centers 

Open uses 

-Agriculture uses 
-Cemeteries 
-Golf courses 
-Outdoor tennis courts 
-Public parks or playgrounds or private parks 
-Railroad or transit right-of-way 

Accessory uses 
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Public and Private facilities in Manhattan Community Board No.4 

City Facilities in Manhattan Community Board No.4 

Detention/Criminal Justice racilities 

•• Alternative to Detention Center (youth) - 147-49 West 22nd St. 

Police 

Midtown South Precinct - 357 West 35th Street 

•• 10th Precinct - 230 West 20th Street 

Troop B Mounted Unit - 625 West 42nd Street 

Midtown North Precinct - 306 West 54th Street 

Fire 

Engine Company #34, Ladder #21 - 440 West 38th Street 

•• Engine #3, Ladder 12, Battalion #7 - 146 West 19th Street 

Rescue Company 1 - 530 West 43rd Street 

Fire Marshall Base - 522 West 45th Street 

Sanitation 

•• 

•• 

Citywide Auxiliary Field Force - Pier 59 

Manhattan Borough Repair Shop - currently at 613-619 W. 29th St., to be moved to 
164-180 12th Avenue 

Sanitation Field Office - 136-146 W. 20th Street 

Sanitation Field Office - 218 W. 17th Street 

Pier 97 and extending upland to 786 12th Avenue (650 W. 57th Street) - outdoor parking 

Pier 99 - Solid Waste Transfer Station 
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Public Schools 

.. P.S. 11 - 320-340 West 21st Street 

.. P.S. 33 - 281 Ninth Avenue 

P.S. 51 - 520 West 45th Street 

P.S. 111 - 440 West 53rd Street 

P.S. 58 - 317 West 52nd Street 

•• I.S. 70 - 330 West 17th Street 

JHS 17 - 328 West 48th Street 

•• Fashion Industries HS - 225 West 24th Street 

•• HS of the Humanities - 351 West 18th Street 

HS of Communication and Graphic Arts - 439 West 49th St. 

•• LIberty HS - 250 West 18th Street 

Park West High School - 525 West 50th Street 

Social Senice 

•• Chelsea Health Center - 303 Ninth Avenue - health services, run by Dept. of Health 

330 West 34th Street - HRNDivision of AIDS Services offices with caseworkers seeing 
clients 

Parks and Gardens 

Ointon Community Garden - 430-43 West 48th Street 

Community Garden 722 11th Avenue 

.. Chelsea Park - 294 10th Avenue 

DeWitt Ointon Park - W. 52-54 Streets, 11th - 12th Aves. 

•• Oement Oark Moore Park - 480-82 West 22nd Street 

•• Gertrude B. Kelly Playground - 317 West 16th Street 

May Matthews Playground - 437-43 West 45th Street 
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•• 

McCaffrey Playground - 341-355 West 43rd Street 

Hell's Kitchen Park - 10th Avenue, 47-48th Streets 

Penn South Playground - 313 8th Avenue 

Ramon Aponte Park - 345-349 West 47th Street 

Libraries 

•• Muhlenberg LIbrary - 209 West 23rd Street 

Columbus LIbrary - 742 10th Avenue 

The Annex Building - 521 West 43rd Street 

City Agency Parking Facilities 

Pier 60 - parking for Dept. of Transportation 

Pier 76 - Parking for Dept. of Transportation 

Pier 79 - Parking for NYPD 

496 11 th Avenue - Outdoor parkinglNYPD 

260 11 th Avenue - outdoor parkingIHRA 

806-14 9th Avenue - indoor parkingiMTA 

522 West 45th Street - outdoor parkingIDOT 

Public Housing 

.. Robert Fulton Houses - 16th-20th Streets, 9th-10th Avenue 

•• Elliott-Chelsea Houses, Chelsea Addition - 25th-28th, 9th-10th Avenues 

Harborview Terraces - 54th-56th Streets, 10th-11th Avenues 

Other City Offices 

Mayor's Office of Midtown Enforcement - 330 West 42nd St. 

Dept. of Transportation field office - 601 West 50th St. 
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Group Residences for Special Needs Populations 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

ACRMD facility at 333 W. 14th Street - Residence for 6 developmentally disabled and 
retarded adults 

Fleming House - 443 West 22nd Street - Residence for approximately 40 frail elderly 

Covenant House, Rights of Passage - 346 W. 17th Street - Long term residence, counseling 
and training programs for homeless youth 

Young Adult Institute - 120 W. 16th St. - residence for mentally retarded youth 

The Associated Blind - 135 W. 23rd St . 

Ointon Gardens - 404 W. 54th Street - residence for seniors with on-site social services 

St. Zita's Village - 143 W. 14th Street - 46 beds for senior women 

Sisters of the Good Shepherd - 251 W. 14th Street - residence for 25 senior women 

Daytop Village - 226 W. 20th Street - supportive housing for seniors (65 beds) 

Bowery Mission - 218 W. 15th Street - home for 12-20 female ex-prostitutes and drug 
addicts 

Project Return - 133 W. 21st 51. - residential and outpatient drug treatment programs 

St. Francis II - I55 W. 22nd 51. - permanent SRO with 112 units for mentally ill 

St. Francis III - 148 8th Avenue (at 17th St.) - pennanent SRO for mentally ill, 80 people 

(Planned) Volunteers of America - 226-228 West 20th 51. - residence for formerly homeless 
PWAs 

(Planned) American Baptist Churches and Settlement Housing Fund - 527-531 W. 22nd 
Street residence for 50 formerly homeless PW As. 

454-458 West 35th Street (planned) - mixed 49 supported SRO residence for formerly 
homeless and low income individuals including the mentally ill 

Fountain House Residence - 347 West 37th street - permanent and transitional housing for 
39 homeless mentally ill 

Urban Pathways' Sun Hotel - 606 8th Avenue - permanent residence for 42 mentally ill 
homeless women, psych, medical, counseling and other services provided onsite 

Contemporary Guidance Services - 440 West 41st Street - Permanent Housing for 12 
developmentally disabled adults 
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Holland Hotel - 351 West 42nd Street - Approved permanent housing for 296 homeless 
individuals including, 40 mentaUy ill, 40 with AIDS and 216 recovered substance abusers 

Manhattan Plaza Complex - 9th to 10th Avenues, 42nd to 43rd Street, scattered site housing 
for 4 individuals with AIDS 

Manhattan Plaza Complex - 9th to 10th Avenues, 42nd to 43rd Street, scattered site housing 
for 4 developmentally disabled adults 

Times Square Hotel, 43rd Street and 8th Avenue - permanent housing for 650 individuals 
including 200 current SRO residents, 50 homeless with AIDS, 200 homeless and 200 
working homeless to be referred by local unions 

Samaritan Village - 327 West 43rd Street (to open in 1993) - Residential treatment center 
for 52 substance abusers 

Fountain House Apartments - 424 West 47th Street - permanent housing for 33 mentally 
ill adults 

Fountain House's Wanake Residence - 359 West 47th Street - Transitional housing for 36 
homeless, mentally ill adults 

Fountain House - 425 West 47th, residence for 24 mentally ill 

Fountain House's Independent Living ~nter - 441 West 47th Street - permanent housing 
for 19 mentally ill adults 

Fountain House permanent housing for 18 mentally iII adults, in scattered apartments within 
a one block radius from 425 West 47th Street 

Independent Living Association (ILA) - 317 West 48th Street - planned single family 
residence for 14 developmentally disabled adults 

Salvation Army Adult Rehabilitation - 535 West 48th Street - Residential treatment center 
for 192 substance abusers, job training, counseling, medical and referral services. Work 
program at 536 West 46th Street. 

Postgraduate Center - 516-518 West 50th Street - Permanent housing for 20 mentally ill 

Hannah House - 343 West 51st Street - residence for 2 senior citizen homeless women, and 
transitional housing for 16 women in the 20's 

St. Oare's AIDS Hospice - 426 West 52nd Street - residence for 11 individuals with AIDS 

NY Foundation for Senior Citizens - 54th Street between 9th and 10th Avenues - approved 
permanent residence for 100 frail, and well, elderly including social services on site 

Fountain House - 300 West 55th Street - Residence for 5 mentally ill 
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Temporary Residences and Shelters ror Homeless 

•• 
•• 

Shelter for 9 battered women - to protect the women, address in Ointon cannot be 
disclosed 

Allerton Hotel - 302 W. 22nd St. Tier II facility (200 people) 

Allerton Annex 350 West 23rd St. - Hotel 

Covenant House - 460 West 41st Street - transitional housing for 160 teens, counseling, 
schooling and referral 

Urban Pathways' Travelers Hotel, 274 West 40th (8th Avenue) -- Transitional housing for 
36 homeless women, food pantry, medical, psych and other social services 

The Dwelling Place, 409 West 40th Street - Shelter for 24 homeless women 

Covenant House, 460 West 41st Street - Transitional housing for 160 homeless teens 
(including teen mothers and children) 

Red Cross Emergency Family Center - 515 West 41st Street - Transitional housing for 294 
women and children 

Center for Children and Families (Safe Space) - 447 West 47th Street - Approved 
transitional housing for 15 homeless teens testing HIV positive 

Manhattan Bowery - 448 West 48th Street - Transitional housing for 57 homeless mentally 
ill 

Homes for the Homeless aka Midtown Interfaith Family Inn - 521 West 49th Street -
transitional residence for 83 mothers with children 

St. PaUl's House - 335 West 51st Street - Shelter for 10 men, food pantry, clothing 
counseling and referral services 7 days a week 

Alexandra Abrams House (Women In Need WIN) - 341 West 51st Street - Transitional 
housing for 75 women and children, medical, counseling and referral services 

Covenant House Residence aka Rites of Passage - 427 West 52nd Street - Transitional 
housing for 68 teen mothers and children 

Trinity Presbyterian Church (and Partnership for the Homeless) - 422 West 57th -shelter 
for 6 men 

St. Paul's Church (and Partnership for the Homeless) - 415 West 59th St. - shelter for 10 
men 
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Drug Bnd Alcoholism Treatment Programs: 

•• Greenwich House - 151 W. 19th Street - Outpatient alcohol treatment program 

St. Oare's AIDS Outpatient and Methadone Oinic - 426 W. 52nd Street 

St. Luke's Methadone Oinic 400 W. 59th Street - outpatient clinic for adults 

St. Luke's Alcohol Clinic - 353 W. 57th St. - outpatient clinic for adults 

ACGA - 333 West 57th Street -- Approved outpatient clinic for 70 substance abusers 

Richard Koeppel Methadone Treatment Program - 311 West 35th St. - methadone clinic 
for approximately 1000 individuals with heroin addiction 

WIN Substance Abuse Center - 406 West 40th Street services for 40-50 women with alcohol 
substance abuse problems including medical, psychiatric, job training and other social 
services 

Salvation Army - 536 West 46th - work program for residents from West 48th Street 
residential treatment center for alcohol substance abuse 

Beth Israel's Marie Nyswander Center - 721 9th Avenue (49th St.) - methadone program 
for 175 substance abusers 

National Recovery Institute (formerly Veritas Therapedic Community) - 455 West 50th 
Street - Residential treatment facility for 80 substance abusers 

National Recovery Institute a/k/a Veritas Therapeutic Community - 458 West 50th Street -
outpatient therapy 

AREBA Casriel - 500 West 57th Street - Residential treatment center for 80 substance 
abusers 

Barnett Association - 330 West 58th Street - drug treatment outpatient for adults 

Smithers Alcoholic Treatment Center - 410 West 58th Street - residential treatment/rehab 
for 43 adults 

Food Bnd Basic Services for Homeless Bnd other Poor: 

•• Peters Place - 123 W. 23rd Street - drop-in center for homeless 

•• Church of the Holy ApostJe - 296 Ninth Avenue - soup kitchen 

•• Our Lady of Guadelupe - 229 W. 14th St. - soup kitchen 

•• St. Peter's Episcopal Church - 346 W. 20th St. - food pantry and clothing distribution 
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· . 
Metro Baptist Church - 410 West 40th Street· food kitchen for 42 adults 

Manhattan Bowery and Partnership for the Homeless - Port Authority Bus Terminal South 
Wing at 41st and 9th Avenue· Walk in center offering referral services to 40/day homeless 
individuals 

Times Square Church "Upper Room" - SW comer of 41st Street and 8th Avenue -drop in 
center 

Times Square Church, "The Raven" Soup Kitchen - traveling soup kitchen, one major site 
is the Port Authority Bus Terminal 

Urban Pathways' Open Door - 402 West 41st St. - walk in center for 175 homeless offering 
food, counseling, medical, and other social services 

7th Day Adventists - 410 West 45th Street - food kitchen 

St. Luke's Church - 308 West 46th Street - food kitchen, sanctuary for battered women and 
children, clothing 

Sacred Heart Church - 457 West 51st - food kitchen 

Counseling and Referral Services: 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 

Our House at St. Peter's Episcopal Church - 346 W. 20th St. - advocacy, counseling, 
referrals and medical care for youth and adults . 

GMHC - 129 W. 20th Street 

AIDS Family Service of NY - 150 W. 26th Street 

AIDS Resource Center - 275 Seventh Ave . 

Puerto Rican Family Institute - 145 W. 15th Street - preventive and mental health services 
to Latino children and families at risk of placement in foster care 

Federation of the Handicapped - 211 W. 14th Street - vocational education, counseling, etc . 
to emotionally and developmentally disabled and substance abusers 

Veterans Assistance Center - 252 7th Avenue - job placement assistance for veterans and 
other eligIbles 

Center for Employment Training - 346 W. 17th St. 

Committee for Hispanic Children and Families - 140 W. 22nd St. - day care, training and 
referral services 

Postgraduate Center - 344 West 36th Street - clinic for the mentally ill, membership 
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... . 
between 450-500 with approximately 200-300/day coming to clinic 

Manhattan Bowery Medical/psych outreach van - one major site is the Port Authority Bus 
Terminal 

Project Help - 450 West 48th Street - day facility for 25 homeless mentally ill adults offering 
medical/psych, counseling, and other social services 

Covenant House's teenage outreach van - one major site is the Port Authority Bus 
Terminal 

Fountain House Raub House" - 425 West 47th Street - center offering services to 380/daiIy, 
domiciled and homeless mentally ill including counseling, job training and social center. 
Total membership is approximately 800 individuals. 

Rheedlen Place - 457 West 51st Street - medical, psychiatric care, job .training, counseling 
and referral services to families 

Westside Health ainic - 789 9th Avenue - walk-in clinic offering medical and psychiatric 
help to youth 

St. LukesIRoosevelt Hospital - 428 W. 59th St. - onsite outpatient clinic for the mentally 
ill offering services to adults daily 

Senior Citizen Services: 

•• 

•• 

Fulton Senior Center - 119 Ninth Avenue - Food and recreation programs, home care 
evaluations and services 

Penn South Senior Center - 290 Ninth Avenue - programs for seniors 

Project Find/Coffeehouse - 551 Ninth Avenue 

Project Find ainton Senior Center - 530 W. 55th Street -lunch and recreation 

Crossroads at S1. Luke's - 306 W. 46th Street - lunch and recreation 

Multi-service Centers: 

.* Hudson Guild - 441 West 26th Street 

*. McBurney YMCA - 215 West 23rd Street 

Hartley House - 413 West 46th Street 
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D~y Care and Headstart Centers: 
(funded by Agency for Child Development) 

•• Hudson Guild - 441 W. 26th Street 

Children's DCC - JHS 17 - 328 W. 48th St 

Polly Dodge Center - 538 W. 55th 

Hartley House - 413 W. 46th St. 

American Red Cross - 515 W. 41st St. 

(Headstart ) 

Plaza Headstart - 410 W. 40th St. 

•• Hudson Guild Headstart - 459 and 441 W. 26th St . 

Correctional Facility: 

Bayview Correctional Facility - 550 W. 20th Street - State correctional facility with 197 beds 

Health-related Facilities: 

•• St. Vincent's Hospital Chelsea Oinic - 365 W. 25th Street (privately run) 

St. Clare's Hospital - 451 W. 51st Street 

St. Clare's AIDS Hospice - 426 West 52nd Street 

St. Luke'slRoosevelt Hospital - 555 W. 57th Street 

West Side Health Oinic - 789 Ninth Avenue - walk-in clinic with medical and psychiatric 
help to children and youth 

Source: Manhattan Community Board No.4 
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