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Foreword

At the time of conception of this report, the SARSV-2 novel coronavirus had not been
identified. The virus quickly turned into a global pandemic and serious public health threat that is
affecting every aspect of human lifdew York City(NYC) became aepicente of the virus with
hundreds of thousands of confirmed casHsis report was initially conceived without the
coronairus andits effects in mindwith the later stages of tmesearch procesxcurringduring
what is being re@eéerre@ddi @mc arst a@iumdaq r teromeffects  Wh i |
of the virus are yet to be seen, its effects on society are being felt acutely and the world has without
a doubt been upended.

The COVID-19 pandemic hashed light on the importance of open sgsdor physical and
mental healthparticularly in a city as dense as NYThe Center for Disease Control (CDC)
advised that staying physically active is one of the best ways to keep minds and bodies healthy
suggesting visiting parks and open speeava y  tlieve diresg get some fresh air and vitamin
D, stay active, an d Asthefcity shutdavoar@oeemor Cowoindidsued t h e r s
afiNew York State ofPAUSEY executiveorder, New Yorkers turned to open spasean escape
from theirhomes.They provided what celebrated park landscape artist, Frederick Law Olmsted,
said was fithe feeling of relief experienced b
confined ad controlling circumstances of the streets of the town

The mndemic igredicted to have a severe negative impact owthet y 6 s par ks an
spacs. Research released from a coalition of New York City parks nonprafiiectively
referring to itsel Partees NiIYRCadetailed therantipat@g impats.Sp a c e
The effect on maintenance and programmisng cap
is already dire. The repdranticipatesa decreasén revenue of up to 60 percent for 2020, which
will translate intolesser investments afpproxinately$37mi | | i on i nt o New Yor k
spaces. This includes approximately 40,000 hours of maintenance and 110,000 hours of
horticultural cargthreataing core program service delivery to parks and open space

While the specific long-term effectsof the coonavirus crisisare yet to be determined,
research shows thakeferred seasonal maintenance will put even more stress on the already
stretchegbarksystemN Y C Oasks gnd open spagerganizations are expecting an unprecedented
number of peopléo spendtime in parks and outdo@reasthis summer. The combination of
increased public space use@nificant decrease in funds and diminisk&df capacitywill be felt
by open spacesers andharm the overall condition of parks.

Maintenanceoperdions are critical to keepingopen spaceusable and serving the
community Insufficient maintenanceand funding havéeen identifiedastop issuesby a broad

L Visiting Parks and RecreatiahFacilities.(2020, May 19)https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/204&ov/dailylife-
coping/visitors.html

2"New York State on PAUSE", Executive Order 202.6. (2020). https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/gevernor
cuomaissuesguidarce-essentiakevicesundernewyork-statepauseexecutiveorder

3 Parks and Open Space PartriendYC. (2020).Report on Covidl9 Immct on Public Spaces
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Eak06uGIzR5g5XTsErv7BZ3LSqxMAEJZ



array ofstakeholders, from the general populacgasernment officialsWithout adequateare

for these spces equity, health safety and soal issuesare amplified. It is often being said that

the COVID-19 pandemic has fundamentally changed the world. However, the more things change,
the more they remain the same. The underfunding of publicsyze® iswell-recognized, and

the COVID19 crsis has only served to highlight this fact. The accompanying issue of
maintenance and service is far from novel, pointing to the neqafitwitization and conscious
action in addressing issuesopen spacéor the wdlbeing of the community.



Executive Summary

Cities have the capability of prioing somethindor everybody, only becae, and only when
they are created by everybody.
-Jane Jacobs

Open spaces aressential tacreatinga high-quality urbanenvironmentfor New York
CityGs residentand vistors. In a cityof high populationdensityand constargrowth, these spaces
act assccial ard economiengines Theypromote active living andre the heart and lungs of the
metropolisfor the millions thafrequent these spacé&gular evaluatiors necessary in der to
ensure the spaces continueteatevalue for people

Manhattan @mmunity District 1is home to worleclas public spaces, @yed by
residents, employees and tourists alikeight of thepopulationgrowth and demographic changes
that the district is experiencingn assessmeimtf existing spaceandrelated communjtneedsvas
conductedThis reportprovides rsearch firdings andan updated inventory @jpen spaces in the
study district.

The research was conducteder a period of several morghaspartof the Fund for the
City of New York fellowship programand was conductedon behalfManhattan Community
District 1L Thereportconsists of four kegections A review of the district andecent Manhattan
Community Board Iesolutionsan updated inventory of @m spacesananalysisof findingsand
recommendation®timplementandutilize research findings.

The research considetie matter of open spaces from an infrastructure perspective
Informationwascollected in the form opublicly availablematerialand interviews wittseveral
government ang@rivate bodies The report isdesignedo be a reference todbr whatthe main
community needs are armtovide insightinto how challenge can betackledby industry and
government

Providedis a comprehensive list @pen space#cluding new spaces artiosethatwere
not included in previouimventorieslt alsodelineatesheidentified comnunity needs as it pertains
to these space3he results of the needssessmententified a demand for mongublic open
spaces andbettermaintenance oéxisting spacesThe main findingsprovide the basis for the
strategies andecommendations set fortb addresghese needsandcontinueto transformthe
district into athriving live-work environment



Introduction

Winn
Anefle Godverg & Diana Seita|; Octoer 2012

Source: NYC DCP, BYTES of the Big Apple

Source: NYCDepartment of City Plannirig

4Maps & Geography. (n.d.NYC Departmenbf City Planning https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data

maps/mapgieography.page




Overview

Manhattan Community DistrictL (hereafter referred to a8D 1) is undergoinga
demographic transformation, as well as experiengireyvth trends and residential population
i ncrease. However , hashot beenrbelsdeted to deal fwittea exlditionalc t ur e
demand. Much of the community infrastructure is degraded or in need of improvements and/or
supplementation.

An up-to-date record of the existing infrastructure and understanding of community needs
is neeledin order to maintain a district &h is livable, equitable and thrivind placemaking
approach will enable the creation of public spaces that are diverse, justoguhelgemiteredin
order to assess and prioritize community nek@shattan Communitfoard lis endeavoring to
create anrifrastructure Index, starting witm®pen Spaceindex.

In New York City, open space s A publ i c townedoland that ipubbcly e | y
accessible and available for leisure, play, or sport, or is set asideefqratection and/or
enhancement of t h°%Thisiactudes, hut is reotlimited to, panks opérated or
managed by the City, State, or Federal governmelaiggiounds, recreation centers, vacant lots,
public plazas, as well as other areas.

The report will primarily focus on areas designated through regulatory approvals (i.e.
zoning), such as parks, plazas and esplanades, setting aside areas such asahstiujpases,
housing complex grounds and church yarfisese may be active andfmaissve areas.

Manhattan Community Board 1 (CB1)

Manhattan Community Board 1 (CB1) is one of New York 's 59 community boards. It is
an advisory body with a formal role gilgnated by the City Charter in matters such as land use,
determining local budgetriorities, and ronitoring City service delivery. The board Chairperson
is Anthony Notaro, Jr. and Vie€hairperson is Tammy Meltzer.

CB1 has 50 volunteer members whoeligr work in Lower Manhattan. Members are
appointed by the Manhattan Borough Prestdwith half reemmended by the City Council
Member representing the 1st Council District. Members serve on various committees with focuses
on specific issues relevant tower Manhattan.

Committees, suosommittees and task forces include: Battery P@iy Committee,
Environmental Protection Committee, Executive Committee, Health and Human Serviees Sub
Committee, Land Use, Zoning and Economic Development Committee, Leisinaad
Preservation Committee, Licensing and Permits Committee, Personnel Can@iittity of Life
and Service Delivery Committee, Street Fair Task Force, Transportation and Street Activity
Committee, Waterfront, Parks and Cultural Committee and YowtEducation Committee.

5 CEQR Technical Manual, 2014 Editi



Fund for the City of New York Community Planning Fellowshi

The researchsi part of the Community Planning Fellowship, a program that provides
graduate students with experience in community planning and the workings of locairgener
and community boards. Fellows work on planning projects such as zoningyontainsn,
landmaks preservation, retail development and quality of life issues.

The program, a project of the Fund for the City of New York, has helped to focus attentio
on the role of community boards and elected officials in neighborhasdd planing. It also
helps a new generation of professional urban planners achieve a better understanding of how
residents, community boards, elected officials, City agencies andgas engage in discussions
that shape neighborhoods and the city.

The CommunityPlannng Fellowslip Program is a creative approach both to strengthening
community planning and promoting <civVvic engage
Since itsinception, the program has placed over 200 Fellows within community boards in
Manhatan, The Bronx,Brooklyn, Queens and in the Office of the Brooklyn Borough President.

Manhattan Community District 1 (CD 1) and Open Space

Manhattan Community District 1CO 1) is comprised of four iconic neighborhoods:
Battery Park City, Seaport/Civicenter,Financial Dstrict and Tribeca. The district also includes
Governors Island, Ellis Island and Liberty Isla@D 1 contains many landmarked buildings and
has six distiot historic districts.

Zoning is mainly comprised of special purpose distiactd spea@l purpose @b-districts.
These factors contribute to a unique context for land use and planning issues. For the purpose of
this report, focus will primarily be onpenspacein Battery Park City, Seaport/Civic Center,
Financial District and Tribca, dued the unique landmass and infrastructurénefthreenistoric
islands

Since 2000, lower Manhattan has continued its transformation inte7a 2dxed use
community.Thereisan ongoing transition from tfimacet radit
insurance and real estatetothecsal | ed ATAMI 0 sector of technol
informationservices firms.

NotonlyisCD 1theUn i t e s US}fautthdasgst bsiness district, but demographic
changes and population gritwindicate hat it is a desirable place to work, live and visit. However,
higher density brought about by increases in the numbers of residents, office workers and tourists
will require indeased infrastructure capacity. Newly developed and planned roggaprwill
also add to the pressure.

Infrastructure inCD 1 can be divided into two components: municipal infrastructure
(subways, roads, sidewalks, lighting, etc.) and sociahstiucture (schools, parks, sports and
recreation, etc.). CurrentlD 1does not hava methodology for compilingxisting information

8



and acquiring new information on this infrastructure. The Opgate Index will address the
specificphysical andsocal infrastructure componef open spaceas a starting index for the
larger, comprehwesive Infrastructure IndexThere will be both quantitative and qualitative
components, enumerating open spgade the district and assessing those spaces in light of
community needs.

Open spacis a community priority ir€D 1 A pedestran surve§ of agproximately 2,000
residents, workers, tourists and studemés conductedluring the years2014, 2015 and 2016.

When asked fAif you coul dhaiwouldealkse thetqealityof lifeimge;, o v e

wha't woul d t h atvaried ¢y méighborlmoeds iHosvever,eamong the aggregate

responses, ranked by peresemtnalger,ecfimane opar kva

percent . It pl aceed pboelhliuntdi ofnl, e sismpg arvbea gai r
housi ng creatld® petentand 34.5 percent respectively

Manhattan Community District 1

Quality Of Life:
One Thing You Would Improve

Percent of Respondents

Source: Community Needs 2015: A Pedestrian S8rvey

The proven benefits of quality open spa@e known; thep | ay a r ol e i
economy, social fabric, environment, ameblt. Theyare impatant to the mental and physical
well-being of community residents. They areritical part of a child's emotional education, where
they engage in active, outdoor pldyey are important sociabdeeasand allow people to engage
in a wide range of actities. In addition, they strengthen resiliency to storms and extreme climate

6 Pedestrian and Streetscape Surveys
Manhattan Community Board 1. (201Btatement of Community DistriNeeds and Gomunity Board
Budget.Statement oc€Eommunity District Needs and Community Board Budget.
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/downlgati/community/community
portal/statement_needs/mn01_statement_2018.pdf
8http://home2.nyc.gattml/mancbl/dwnloads/pdf/Studies%20and%20Reg2015Manhattan%20Community%2
ODistrict1%20Needs%20Assessment.pdf

9
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events. A look into the total cumulative active and recreational spadeanserallcondtion is
necessary in order to determine whether it is adequatkeddri st r i agnéesls. gr o wi

Dataand research oapen spacein CD 1will empowerCBL1 to accurately determine
related policies and priorities for the community. Interviews with conityigmoups and experts
will provide valuable insights into problems aquproachesn order to address the issues that
challenge quality of life of residentworkersand visitors

Project Goals

1 Conduct a needs assessment in order to evaludte gmr i or i ti ze t he
pressing and timely issues.

1 Develop @ Open Spackventory, which can be used as a reference tool to track the district
infragructure.

1 Prepare a report communicating the results of the assessment and resebyatiining
recommendations

1 Provide data to be used as an internal referemgees and tooldr proactive advocacy.
This data can be referenced when mitigating @wiprivate projects or to lobby different
city agencies and officials to improve service delpen behalf of the district.

10
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Methodology

A variety of methods weremployedfor this researchin order to understand the broader
landscape ofopen spaceassess the current landscapeCD 1 and conceive actionable
recommendationfor the district An initial literature review of research studies and scholarly
articleson open spaceonrsideredvariousapproaches and strategies fregveralmetropoltan
areas

Within the City of New York key informant iterviews were conducted with officials in
local governmentagencies, trade associations, and advocacy/community izatjans The
valuable qualitative data captured from these interviews were bolsteestilitippnal research and
reportsfrom both governmmt and independent agencid® capture data points abagen space
numbers and conditionan inventoryof all open spacs in the dstrict was created

Resolutiors

Several resolutions from0292020 were selected to serve d@histrations, after an
extensive reviewTheoverviewshighlight recent and redlife community concerns argliggest
strategies for solution# crossreferenceof resolutionswith researchihdingsdrew outparallels
of the need fospace provisionpaintenancgresiliency regulatory pocesseandamenities

Key Inform ant Interviews

In order to further understal®D 16 s n e e d s , prdcdseincorpratedanfoomiation
from a variety of New York City and CBdommunity group members, urban experts, advocacy
organizations and government agesacis well as general meers of the comuomity.

It was also supplemented by recommendations frmafessionals in the fields of real
estate, open spap&anning, environmental justice, communiigsed planning and environmental
science. Thesenformants can shed light on the apspae opportunities and obstacles in the
community. Additionally, contbuted context and information to the research that may not
otherwise have been available in print or other research forms.

Informal observationand interviews will be utilized toontribute to values assessment,
which provides a sense of the structirgalues involved in the differe@D 1community groups.
Values are often related to factors such as family, religion and work, and vary depmandipe,
race, sex, income, educaticandmuch more. Within spaces, community values constantly shift
and hange and are often conflict with one anothAs such, it is crucial to capture community
me mb e r -gléntifisdenéedls, individual impressiongdaop priorities.

Observation of arious sites will provide information on how placemaking and social
interaction affect the community and provide familiarity with the areas). Informal interviews with

® Tropman, J. E. (1984). Value conflicts and pplitecision making: Analysis and resolutiétuman Systems
Management4(3), 214 219.
11



are conversational and are usually characterizediby a t a | |l ack o ¢gnmBeuct ur e

2018, p.163).0 The primary objective is to obtain myriad peectives from the everyday lives of
those experiencing and frequenting open space

Participants

Several NYCbased agencies, advocacy/ communityganoizations, experts, POPS
organiations, and commercial representatives were approached to particighte research.
Specialacknowledgemerdnd thanksredue to those whagreed to participate and took the time
to support the research. Without thairaluable insights, this report wial not have been possible.
Those that participated were:

1 Agencies: NYCDepartment of Parks & Recreation; Alliance for Downtown New York

1 Advocacy Groups: New Yorkers for Parks; Manhattan CB1, Manhattan CB1 Battery

Park Cty Committee; CB1 Waterfront, Par&sCultural Committee; former Manhattan
Community Board 1 Chair/ Manhatt CB1 Resiliency Task Force

1 POPS: The Municipal Art Society of New York

1 Commercial/ Trade Association: Real Estate Board of New York
Government Agecieg Advocacy and Communi@rganzations

An essentialpart oftheresearclwasto understand what cuentopen spaceolicy looks
like according to a number of agencies and advocacy gr&ifisials provided insighton the
opportunities and obstaclesf open space This includescommuity needs priorities and
perspectivesas well asegulatory hurdlesAdditionally, key informantspoke tadherelated issug
of security and sustainabilitgontributng addedcontext and information to the researétey
informants included organizatisthat cater to a large range of spaces throughout thésisuch,
the interviews at times covered open sgadée context of the broader landscape of NYC, going
beyond theCD larea.

Privately-Owned Public SpacdPOPS) andPrivate Entities

In orde to gain a perspective on private spaces that cater to the puldigrstanding open
spacestrategiesand practiceemployed by developers and the real estate industry is néduzd.
private industry often has distinictterests and priorities for opepacethat determine the role it
plays in the provision and maintenamdgublic spaces. Identifying factors thatwdrincentives,
collaboration and planning can help establish can help establish more sustainatsdeiveopen
spacepractices withintie privately-owned spaces.

0 Bermard, H. R. (208). Research methods anthropology qualitative and quantitative approachieasnham:
Rowman & Littlefield.

12



Open Spacdnventory

A key objective of heresearclwas tocount the open space ®D 1and create a current
inventory of the spaces’he method for conducting this count was, primatiigoudh online
research and informatioequests from agencies such as NYC Parks and Recreation Department
andBattery Park City AuthorityDetails about the character, condition, and use of the spaces were
excludeddue to timeconstraints

Apparenteaty in the processvas theabsencef a wayto conducta thorough and accurate
countvia a centraied method This challengeis due in part tanconsistentor outof-date
information,the lack of relevant data, and the reality tdat C6 s ¢ i toften exgstansitos e s
Suggestions on how a meagful count could be structured are featurethm reommendations
section of this repor

Thetakensteps for inventorgreation and analysis were:
1. Identify the number, location and condition of parks and open spa¢eD 1, utilizing
both existing iformation and acquiring new information where needed.
2. Deliver a sebf inventory data sets and establish a minimum lef’epdated data.
3. Interpret research and inventory data to obtain information that will determine strengthens
and opportunities for opespacsin CD 1

ResearchProcess

The research process was dedise be carried out in phases, with an initial focus on
guantitative data collection and research of existing data. This information was gathered into an
inventory, or Open Spadadex, aswell as used to determine the research design. Subsequently,
interviews and orthe-ground research was conducted. All data amalyzed to identify needs and
conceive of recommendations. The phases are outlined below.

1 Phase 1 Data Collection:

0 Research agting primary and secondary types of data, considering bothajuwedit
and quantitative data.

o Review and identify researchethodology to be used. Evaluate stakeholders and
data sources in order to identify communitgps and experts (such as advocacy
leaders, planning and development specialists)

o0 Map out researchrpcess and create research design.

1 Phase 20pen Spacelnventory
o0 Focus research efforts on collecting inventory and assessing information related to
open space.
o Createenumeratiordrivenindex.

1 Phase 3Analysis andrindings
o0 Code data and conduct &mws and interpretation.
o ldentify and prioritize the gaps open spacecommunity infrastructure.

13



1 Phase 4Report:
o Prepare a report outlining the open sgaassessment and communicatiting
results of the project.
o Highlight opportunities for strengtheng data tracking and processes
implementation.

Researchnstruments

Main Question:
T What ar e CB106 sedsmoispertaipsritoeOpeniSpte n e

Research Steps:
1. Step One: Quantitae Research
a) Recommendations and creation of rudimentary clouddosgstem on Google Sheets
b) Research Focus: Opgpaces (non POPS)
1 Research Instrument:
o CBL1 Special Reports
o Publicly available information and data fragencies such as Department
of Parks& Recreation; New York City Department of Information
TechnologyNYC OpenData, etc.
c) Research Focus: Privatively Owned Palt8paces (POPS)
1 Research Instrument:
0 CB1 SpeciaReports
o Publicly available information and data fragenciesand associations
swch asThe Municipal Art Society of New York, Find A POPS¢.

2. Step Two: Qualitative Research
a) Target population: CB1 genemabpulation
o0 Research Instrumerarticipant observation and informal interviews
b) Target population: Community groups, experts amegnment agencies; community
members
a. Research Instrument: Semigttured interview

3. Step Three: Research Process Andlysis
Data Sources

Alliance forDowntown New York; American Community Survey (AG®)ensus Bureau; Battery
Park City Authority; Commnity Board 1 Special Reports;; Fieldwork, site visits andyoyurd
surveying ofCD 1, Geographic Information Systems (GIS)tdrviews; Literature Revievizower
Manhattan Development Corporation; New Yorkers for Parks; NYC Department of City Planning;
NYC Economic Development Corporation; NYC Department of Informatienhfiology and
Telecommunications; NYC OpenData; NYC Depantinef Parks & Recreation; ThHdunicipal

Art Society of New York, Find A POPS; U.S. Census Data; and others.

14



Demographics

The following overview primarilyrefersto U.S. Census Buredafigures from 2000 and
2010for accuracy and consistenaynless dierwise statedAmerican Community SurvefACS)
datawasnot utilized as thewre derived from a survey and are subject to samphnigbility.
They furthercannot be reliably disaggregated fortdcts that share a Public Use Microdata Areas
(PUMA).

The 55 Census desgnat ed PUMA subareas approxi mate
Districts and are not coterminous. As the Census Busetala minimum PUMA population
requirement at 100,000 persodanhattanCD 1, Manhattan CD2 and Manhatt&D3 share
PUMA areas. These are:ddtery Park City, Greenwich Village & Soh8810 (approx. Manhattan
CD 1 & 2), Chinatown & Lower East Sid&809(approx. Manhattan CD %)

Manhattan, New York City, New York

The borough oManhattan hadn estimateghopulation ofapprocimately 1.6 million New
Yorkersin July 20182 In 2000, the population was 1,537,195 and increaseld585,873 in
2010% On a tygcal weekday, the number of people on the island swells to appatety 4
million“. The boroughoccupiesapproximately23 square mile area, with a densitf 69,467.5
persons per square mile.

Pom o 9

Population Density Land Area Open Space
Median Ratio
2000:1,537,195 (NYC)

2010:1,585,873 69,467.5 people 22.7 square miles 1 5 acres/1,000 residents

New York City has 59 community districts, each represented bpmmunity board.
Community districts range in size from ledsan 900 acres to almost 15,000 acres, iand
population froma little more than 50,000 residents to more than 200:D®anhattan had?2

I NYC Planning Population FactFindehttps://popfactfinder.planning.nyc.gov/profile/185/demographic.

12.S. Census Bureau QuickFsicNew York Cainty (Manhattan Borough), New York.

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/newyorkcountymanhattanboroughnewyork/PST045219

13 Data Access and Dismination Systems (DADS). (2010, October 5). American FactFinde

https://factfinder.censugov/faces/naysf/pages/community _facts.xhtml

¥ Moss, M. L., & Qing, C. (2012). The dynamic population of Manhattan. New York, NY: Rudin Center for

TransportatiorPolicy and Management, Wagner School of Public Service, New York University.

ISNYC Department of PlanningdYC Community District Profileshttps://communityprofiles.planning.nyc.gov/
15



community districts, r e meighborbaods iamd goopulaticeivcd or o u g h
open spaceatios vary wiely, and the median ratio at tbigywide community districtevel is 1.5

acres of open spager 1,000 resident$ In Manhattan, there are 587 people per acre of green
spacet’

NY C 6 sn spapeagoal is 2.5 acres of open spausr 1,000 residents, detailead CEQR.
However, this ischaracterized as a benchmarkat her 't han an @Ai mpact th
achieved. Using the neighborhood boundaries set forth by PlaNYC and populatectiqng;
provided by the DCPG6s Popul &s$ (Ny4P) céldulatedstheo n , N
projected open spagwovisionfor each NYC neighborhood in 2030. The estimated open space
ratios (# acres/1,000 people) that can be expected are illustraitechatompanyingraph.

Open Space Acres
by NYC Neighborhood 2030

Acres per 1000 people

: Less than 0.5
D 05-1.0
B ...
- 15-25
- Greater than 2.5
0 e

*Includes municipal, seate, and federal
parkland and communicy gardens.

SourceThe Open Spadadex, New Yorkers for Park$

18 CEQR Technical Manual, 2014 Edition
" The Trust br Public Spacehttps://www.tpl.org/city/newyork-newyork
18 hitp://www.ny4p.org/clientploads/pdf/OSI/NY4P_Ome Space_Indexds
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Manhattan Community District 1 (CD 1)

Manhattan Community District 1

Fea A Ty

prelis mre FLA"HI"G

Trade Center

POPULATION & DEMSITY

o000’ 010" 2000-2010
34, 420 E0,978 +TT%
20031006 Extimars®
Square Miles 1.5
Paplilation Dansity 40,6524 mi

COMMUNITY BOARD PERSPECTIVES

Top 3 pressing issues identified by
Manhattan Community Board 1 in 2018

1. Resibency

2. Traffic

3. Other [see Staternent of Commanity
District Meeds)

T learn more, please read Manhattan CO
1's Statements of Community District
Needs and Community Board Budget

Ragueins fae Fical Year 2020.
‘e bsite: wwen mpe gavThimlisanchi
Email: maniifch. mps g

COMMUNITY ASSETS"

Public Schesols 32
Public Libraries il
Hosgitals and Clinies 9
Parks 7

Manhattan CD 1

25

31

wAraiEs
WYC
40

ErkiES

hipchaslor's degree ar highes

Click to visit the MYC Facilities Explarer

MEAN COMMUTE TO WORK™®
Manhattan

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINBMENT™ **

Manhattan CD 1 Manhattan
0 B0
82%
ol resadients 25 wears oF Hlfc
older hiree carmed a 35%

L

% Lot
Area

i Lots

Land Use Category
1 & 2 Family Bligs 33 0%
multifamily Walk-up B4 0%
Multifamily Elewator 172 5%

P Mised Use 57 11%
M Commercial 9 22%
M Indusirial Bl 1%

Transpamatien/Utility 37 12%
I Public/Institutional m 1A%
W Open Saace 25 4%

Parking 24 1%
Il vacant 3 0%
¥ Other 17 15%

Meighbarhoads!: Battery Park City, Civic Center, Ellis kland, Govermors lsland, Liberty land, Sauth Street Seaport, Tribeca, Wall Street, Workd

LAMD USE MAP

-
=l Sowece: PFLUTD 182
Chack: o bor & rhaorie detaibed keed uss map of PManbaitan D 1

A Snapshot of Key Community Indicators

RENT BURDEN"*
Manhattan €0 1 Manhattan
o 7%
32%
ol househalds spend 35% or NYC
mre of their inpome on rent 455

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY®

hanhattan C0O 1 Manhattan
6% o
ol e ety & ey or MNYC
il P lirvrbad
English profic ey 23%
UNEMPLOYMENT™ **
manhattan €0 1 Manhattan
4.6%
¥
3.2%
of the civilan bbor force NYC
wWes uremiphoyed on 55%

awernge froms 2012 &0 2016

ACCESS TO PARKS®
Manhattan CO 1

Citywid
100% Target.
f residents lhee within B5%

el king datance of 8
park o apen dgace

CRIME RATE?

Manhattan CD 1 Manhattan
18 1.4
i1 o Fi bt bk e ot ] NYC
pai 1,000 nesidems in 216 11.8

MYCgov POVERTY MEASURE"

Manhattan CD 1 Manhattan
15%
0
9%
of regldents have incomes belows M‘ﬂ:
thie MYCpow poverty threshold. zﬂ%

See the fegderal poverty mte here,

Source: NYC Department of City Plannifiy

¥ NYC Department of PlanningdYC Community District Profiles.
https://communityprofiles.planning.nyc.gov/manhattan/1#mnltironment
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Overview

# i Q o

Population Density Land Area Open Space %
2000: 34,420 40,652 people 1.5 square miles 4
2010: 60,978

The total land area @D 1is roughly 1.5 squanailes, which creates a population density
of 45,179 people per sg. iBhumber is almost double the average population density for SYC a
a whole, at 26,403 people psqg. mi. A look at overall population gmth rates shows that
ManhattanCD 1 is experiencig an exponetially higher rate tharManhattan While the
populationin CD 1 increased by 7percent from 2000 to 201@®rowing from apprrimately
34,400 to approximately 61,0QQhe population inManhattan increased by 3.2 percerhis
growth is expectetb continue, reflectinghe changing landscape @D 1 andthe shift towardsa
moremixed-use,residentiacommunity.

Manhattan CD1 Population Change Manhattan Population Change
2000 - 2010 2000 - 2010
3 80,000 61,000 3 1,600,000
= 60,000 =) l,?SD,DC'C' +3.99,
= 40,000 £ 160.000
2 £ 1,540,000
220,000 & 1,520,000 -
0 1,500,000
2000 2010
Year Year
Population
The districtbés population is growing acros

saw a rise in numbsgrA significant amount of the population of is of chilgaring ge, 2539
years of ageA demographic analysis focusing on the §opopulatiorrevealedhateveryCD 1
neighborhoods had experienaamhsiderablgyrowth in youth numbers, especially in & and
5-9 age group$.

Using blocklevel data from the 2000nd 2010 Census, the study found that thé O
population increased 14%ercent in Battery Park City, 196 percent in Tribeca, 57 percent in the

20 Switaj, D., & McVay Hughes, C. (2013). Manhattan ConmityiBoard 1 Child Population Update. Manhattan
Community Board 1Child Population Update. Manhattan Community Board 1.
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/manhattancbl/downloads/pdf/stadibeports/schoebvercrowdingpresentation
final.pdf
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Seapo’Civic Center, and 242 percent in the Fio@l Districtl. Figures for the dayime
population, where towsts and people working in the area are considered, are not available.

Projected Births in CD 1 2000i 2018 Population ChangeAnalysis

Estimated Population Increase

2,000
1,800
1,600
1,400
1,200 +

1,000

80,000
70,000
60,000

< 50,000

2 w00

é 30,000

20,000

8

=3

-
=]
S

4

=]

2

=1

0 10,000
0
2000 2010 2012 013 2014 2015 016 2017+
0 U.S. Census Estimate based on residential units*
] I I I I I I 2000 2010 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017+
0 | 0 | B Population 34420 60978 | 65450 66,640 668% 67,768 69,512 73,818

20002001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 200920102011 20122013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Percent Increase 7% 7% 2% 0.4% 1% 3% 6%

Chart2

Chartl: *Using 8.6% Compound Growth Rate

Source:Chart1: Population Change Updateporf? Chart2: NYC Health Department; Chart
Source: Manhattan@nmunity Board 1 Childemographics Updaté

Land Use

Residence distts are the most common zoning districts in New York City, accounting
for about 75 per centaHoweverCh é&is grimdrily Zoised commeecial |
and Special Purpedistricts.Residences are permitted in all commercistritts excepC7 and
C8, both of which are not included @D 1 zoning Certain higheidensity commercial districts
are, in fact, suttantially residential in character. In appllcable commercistridts, the size of a
residential building or the ,
residemial portion d a
mixed building is governed
by the bulk provisions of &

and

specified equivalent|
residential  district.  For
example, R6 is the ™
residential district ‘

equivalent of C&£ and C4 | 3
3 districts.

21 switaj, D., & McVay Hughes, C. (2013). Manhattanf@munity Board IChild Populatio Update. Manhattan
Community Board 1 Child Population Update. Manhattan Community Board 1.
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/manhattancbl/downloads/pdf/stadibeports/schoebvercrowdingpresentation
final.pdf

22 Manhattan Community Boardhild PopulatiorlUpdate
Zhttp://home2.nyc.gov/html/mancbl/downloads/pdf/Studies%20and%20REpp20Projection%20PRES%20
%202%2017%2016.pd
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http://home2.nyc.gov/html/mancb1/downloads/pdf/Studies%20and%20Reports/Pop%20Projection%20PRES%20-%202%2017%2016.pdf
http://home2.nyc.gov/html/mancb1/downloads/pdf/Studies%20and%20Reports/Pop%20Projection%20PRES%20-%202%2017%2016.pdf

CD lincludesparks,two typestype of residential zorsetwo types tye of manufacturing

zones andseveral types ofommercialzones and special purpose districts/ subdistrigastery

ParkCity (BPC), Special Lower Manhattan District (Historic and @uencial Core Subdistrict,
Arcades Modification Area, South Street Seafwbdistrict) and Special Tribeca Mixed Use
s |

(TMU) are all considere@pecial Purpose Districtsiberty Islend and Govermr 6 s |

both park and residential areéspart ofEllis Island falls under the authority of the State of New
ns

Jersey,whillNew Yor k ret ai
Zoning Overview

CD 1ZoningDistricts- All

aut hority

over

t he

Public Facilities & Institutions | 28.21%

¥, Commercial & Office | 21.77%
.

Other | 14.59%

]
' Mixed Res. & Commercial | 12.18%

Transportation & Utility | 11.25%

]
Multitamily Elevator | 4.75%

°  Open Space & Outdoor Recreation | 4.05%

[ _J

Vacant Land | 1.32%
Parking Facilities | 1.19%
Multifamily Walk-up | 0.51%
1 & 2 Family | 0.13%

|
Industrial & Manufacturing | 0.06%

Commercial Districts ll
Manufacturing Districts
Residence Districts
Parks

Battery Park City
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ResolutionsReview

A review was conducted okcentCB 1 60 s ong fsom Ilvaridus committee meetings
held during 20122020. Matters relevant to open spaage selected to highlight retdassues and
current approaches. The excerptsfrom select resolutionsinclude illustrative statements on
commercial development prajis, POPS resiliency, open spacprovision, among others.
Resolutions have been abridged to underline open stamens.

The practice oflrafting,submitting and voting on rekaions is astandard process CB1
and beyondThe resolutions are used dutline matters of concern withihe district and expres
consensus on these mattelsljivening criticism or supporon a broad range of social issues, legal
rights,and commeiial happeningsThe resolutions are typically drafted and passdgsequertb
a committee meeting/Vhile the esolutions are not lawshey dodetermine how much support
will be givento a mattethrough ageneral voteOnce passed, iecomes the officlgosition of
CBL

Date: January 22, 2019
Committee: Waterfront, Parks & Resiliency
RE: Waterfront Edge Design GuidelineWEDG)?*

Overview: The following resolution demonstratix® crucial rod of open spacen resiliency
measures Adherence to a setf standardsstreamlines resiliency design process review and
approval Whereas:

1 The Waterfront Alliance has a tool, theaterfront Edge Design Guidelines (WEDG®),
which can equip Community Boartts make more informed decisions on smart design,
coastal reiliency, and improved access to the waterfront; and

1 As Community Boards aron the forefront of reviewing major projeatsd reshaping local
waterfronts, Waterfront Edge Design Guidelines cam lneld developers to a higher
standard, improve land use daons, and help citizens advocate for a more equitable
development procesand

1 Community Boards can make commitmentteating more resilient, equitable waterfront
development in their distristby adopting a resolution encouraging the use of WEDG for
al waterfront projects

It was resolved thatCB1 supports the requiremethiat all waterfront projects in the Manhattan
Community Board 1 district should refer to WEDG standards from the bagimfithe design
process and implement to the best of tladility design standards which maximize resilience,
ecology, and access

Date: February 5, 20D
Committee: Landmarks and Preservation

24 Manhattan CommunjtBoard 1 (2019, January 22). Waterfront Edge Design Guidelines (WEDG) resolution.
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/manhattancbl/downloads/pdf/resolutie@%/22.pdf
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RE: South Street Seapori Howard Hughes Corporation, Alterations To: (Proposal3) Pier
17 Canopy and Mechanical, (Proposal 6) Construction of Pavilions Under FDR Drive;
(Proposal8) New Building on Pier 16

Overview: The following resolution demonstrates timportance of maintaining existing open
space consideing community needsand creating desirable conditions with open space
Whereas
1 The Third proposal to add a gldgse canopy totealready approved Pier 17 proposal is
not considered appropriate as it will take away the open siatethe Board, #
community and the Seaport Working Group desire and mkaty ladd inappropriate uses
to the roof, which will further underminethemmu ni t yds access to the
year; and
1 The Sixth proposal to construct pavilions and add lighting unddftieis conceptually
promising,but needs further integratiovith community interests. CB1 accepts that the
present condition createdy the FDR is unsafe, unappealing and unacceptable, and
encourages the applicant to design and maintain a more integoéuédn, working with
the New York City Department of Traportation and the Design Trust for Public Space
which has a program foreaive uses of spaces under highways; and
1 The Eighth proposal for a new building on Pier 16 is supportive of the Soa#t Seaport
Museumdbs need for a osvtADAIcmplianteaccesnto the ship 16
Wavertree, as well as to provide tickgtand a gathering space for tour and school groups
preparing to board the ship.

It was resolved thaihe quantity ad quality of public space that was specified by the Cityrwhe
Pier 17 was originally built in 1985 is maintainéd

Date: February 26,2019
Committee: Waterfront, Parks & Cultural
RE: Brooklyn Bridge Esplanade

Overview: The following resolutionutlines the consideration of community needs and priorities
in theprocess of reviewing commercial developmeWhereas:
1 The New York CityEconomic Development Corporation (NYC EDC) has partnered with
the landscape architecture and planning firm Starr Whitshtw complete the Brooklyn
Bridge Esplanade project (formey t he f@ABr ookl yn Bridge Beac
running from Peck Sligo Catherine Slip; artl
1 Results of both the tperson and online surveys indicate that most people currently use the
esphknade for wal ki ng, enj oy iawngyte ¢ldments\are thev a n d
river views, bridge views anskyline views; top oncerns areleanliness/maintenance,
poor lighting and poor drainage; preferred enhancementsare vegetation, improde

25 Manhattan Community Brd 1 (2019, February 5). South Street Seapditbward Hughes Corpation
resolution https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/manhattancbl/downloads/pdf/resolutied4/23. pdf
26Manhattan Community Board 1 (2019, Feadry 26). Brooklyn Biige Esplanade resolution.
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/manhattancbl/downloads/pdf/resoluts2/mdf

22



