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Zoning diagrams in this report place low, midrise and
high-rise buildings on a generic site of 30,000 square
feet with a width along an avenue of 200 feet and a
depth along two streets of 150 feet.  Sites of this size
and simple rectangular configuration are becoming
rare in New York City’s residential zones, though they
are prevalent in industrial and waterfront areas now
targeted for rezoning and redevelopment.  Sites other-
wise tend to be smaller, irregularly shaped, or mid-
block.  Thus, any difficulties encountered with this
prototypical site would surely apply to the others;
though the converse might not have been the case.
The buildings shown using this prototypical site are
not specific recommendations on building mass and
bulk, but rather illustrations of general ideas of mass-

ing to illustrate various zoning concepts.  R4, R6, R7
and R9 zoning districts were chosen for study in that
these districts correlate with low-, mid- and high-rise
buildings respectively.

Figure 15: Model Site
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Figure 16: 
Financial analysis using $75/sf land acquisition for residential with ground floor retail: FAR 2-8 
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Figure 17: 
Financial analysis using $75/sf land acquisition for residential w/out ground floor retail: FAR 2-8
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Figure 18: 
Financial analysis using $100/sf land acquisition for residential with ground floor retail: FAR 2-8 
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Figure 19:
Financial analysis using $100/sf land acquisition for residential w/out ground floor retail: FAR 2-8
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Figure 20:
Financial analysis using $125/sf land acquisition for residential with ground floor retail: FAR 2-8 
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Figure 21:
Financial analysis using $125/sf land acquisition for residential w/out ground floor retail: FAR 2-8
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Figure 22:
Financial analysis using $150/sf land acquisition for residential with ground floor retail: FAR 2-8 
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Figure 23:
Financial analysis using $150/sf land acquisition for residential w/out ground floor retail: FAR 2-8
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I. Density impacts: Case studies:

i. The context for housing expansion
a. Background
This chapter addresses the following complex ques-
tion:  In which neighborhood contexts can there be
significant amounts of new housing construction,
especially inclusionary housing, without counter-
manding contextual planning principles (even if the
contextual zoning rules are modified), with the
prospect of community support for the needed rezon-
ing and upzoning? 

Four analyses inform the answer to this question:
1. The Newman Institute Team prepared (published

separately) the New York City Affordable Housing
Atlas, illustrating the land availability in selected
industrial districts and along selected commercial
corridors. The atlas reveals that there is plenty of
land available for redevelopment in the areas
considered, provided that there is upzoning and
rezoning to physically accommodate and provide
incentives for redevelopment.

2. The Team (specifically the Center for Advanced
Research of Spatial Information at Hunter
College) mapped City-owned property, and con-
firmed that the once swarthy inventory of in rem
property (due to foreclosures on delinquent real
estate taxes) has been disposed of and developed
for housing.  

3. Further analysis prepared by the Team (specifi-
cally the Environmental Simulation Center)
showed that the City still owns much underutilized
land, including Housing Authority projects that
are not built to the limits of zoning or reasonable
land capacity. 

4. The Team prepared a series of architectural tests
involving a 20 percent density bonus in connec-
tion with affordable housing, applied to a variety
of zoning districts. These tests showed that the
additional density could be accommodated in
compliance with the intent of the contextual zon-
ing, with only minor alteration of height and bulk
requirements, though more significant adjust-
ments to parking requirements. (Refer to Report
2.) 

Further design tests prepared by the Team (the
Environmental Simulation Center) showed the out-
comes of more meaningful increases in zoning, for a
variety of sites and contexts: public housing, residen-

tial areas, industrial areas, and boulevards.  (Refer to
the diagrams at the end of this chapter.)

The Newman Institute team produced a series of pro
formas (financial spreadsheet analyses) in connection
with inclusionary housing. These analyses showed
that even a modest cross-subsidy burden only works
in the most lucrative housing markets within the city.
(Refer to Part Two of the Study.)

Corridors Manufacturing Districts
The Bronx:
Broadway Harlem River
Third Avenue Westchester Creek
Webster Avenue Bronx River
Westchester Avenue
Boston Road
Fordham Road

Brooklyn:
Coney Island Avenue Greenpoint
Fourth Avenue Gowanus
Atlantic Avenue
Neptune Avenue
McDonald Avenue

Queens:
Northern Boulevard Sunnyside Yards
Jamaica Avenue Flushing Bay
Queens Boulevard

Staten Island:
Richmond Avenue Arthur Kill
Forest Avenue The Narrows

Refer to Figure 5: Commercial corridors: City-wide map
and Figure 10: Manufacturing districts: City-wide map
in this report.  Note that the list above is neither com-
plete nor conclusive.  No corridors and districts were
picked for rezoning or upzoning; they were simply
analyzed in terms of the amount of present and poten-
tial housing development possible.  The intent has
been to inform the debate on zoning changes, rather
than to weigh in on one side or another.

Based on these mappings, financial analysis and sim-
ulations, three contexts were identified as promising
for new housing production, as follows:

1. Commercial and Industrial Corridors: Major arter-
ies – many of which once accommodated elevat-
ed subway lines – span the boroughs.  These cor-
ridors are often characterized by low-scale or
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low-density development, consistent with their
generally commercial and industrial zoning.
Many pass through or alongside highly mar-
ketable residential neighborhoods.  Most corri-
dors fit within the city’s normal street grid pattern,
and thus have relatively small lots.  Some corri-
dors have large sites that can be measured in
acres rather than thousands of square feet. 

2. Industrial Districts: In addition to corridors, there
are a number of industrial districts that invite
redevelopment.  These especially include the vast
amount of industrially zoned land along the water-
front.  Many parcels are vacant, used for outdoor
storage, or have relatively small or low-scale
buildings.  Conversely, many parcels have large
loft buildings, often built at a density that exceeds
the after-the-fact zoning applied to the property.
However valuable for industry, housing is often,
from a real estate perspective, the “higher and
better” use; indeed, in terms of return on invest-
ment, large footprint retail is often the more
meaningful competitor to housing and industry.

3. Residential Infill: There is relatively little vacant
buildable land remaining in the city’s residential
districts.  But there are plenty of underbuilt
parcels in terms of market potential or land
capacity.  Most are small sites that can accom-
modate small-scale development, including, in
the prime neighborhoods, “sliver” buildings – i.e.,
very slender and tall buildings that defy the usual
rules with regard to layout efficiencies.  Some are
larger sites that can accommodate towers; this
would include, by way of example, the recently
upzoned Sixth Avenue corridor in Chelsea, and
the prospectively rezoned Far West Side of
Midtown.  Finally, some are larger sites that can
accommodate low-scale infill; this would include
many Housing Authority sites, as noted earlier.

A careful reading of the three contexts described
above actually yields seven prototypes:  

1. corridors with smaller sites; 
2. corridors with larger sites; 
3. industrial districts with smaller sites; 
4. industrial districts with larger sites; 
5. residential areas with smaller infill sites; 
6. residential areas with larger, tower sites; and 
7. public housing with infill potential.  

Now, no single corridor, district or neighborhood is
strictly one or the other. New York City neighborhoods
are extraordinary in their diversity of land use, built
form, and place.  But for analytical purposes, these
seven prototypes are still arrayed (in the matrix below)
in terms of four sets of criteria:  

1. Typical development: This set of criteria
describes the general and likely potential zoning,
and the current and prospective yield of a typical
development in the selected corridor/area.  The
typical development is largely based on analysis
(and illustrations) prepared by the Simulation
Center, presented at the end of this chapter.

2. Neighborhood factors: This set of criteria weighs
the trade-offs associated with development, from
a neighborhood perspective.  This includes quali-
ty of life as well as physical considerations; and
perceptions as well as realities.  The urban design
considerations are also based on the illustrations
presented later.

3. Cost factors: This set of criteria weighs the cost
and risk trade-offs from the builder’s perspective.
Note that the builders would as often consist of
non-profits dedicated to affordable housing pro-
duction.  Costs and risks matter a great deal for
these builders, given the limits of available fund-
ing sources. 

4. Yield: This last criterion returns to the citywide
perspective.  It considers whether, when all is
said and done, a significant amount of new hous-
ing production might be expected.  This too is
based on the illustrations presented later, as well
as on the amount of soft sites (more readily devel-
oped parcels) identified in the “new atlas”
described at the outset of this chapter.

The conclusions of this analysis are at once obvious
and elusive.  As might be expected, the smaller infill
developments (whether in corridors, in industrial dis-
tricts, or in residential areas) yield less housing units
than their larger counterparts.  But if controversy and
risk are factored in, the outcome is less predictable,
with the potential for infill developments to cumula-
tively yield more units.  The implication is that if the
City is to be aggressive in its effort to stimulate hous-
ing development, it should be aggressive everywhere
and anywhere where it might rezone and upzone for
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housing.  There is ample land, but not yet ample suit-
ably zoned land; there are ample neighborhoods, but
not yet ample neighborhoods where the rezoning and
upzoning would not countermand local if not also city-
wide planning, economic development and quality of
life considerations. Given the variety of contexts in the
city where housing production could be stepped up,
each area will require its own planning and zoning
analysis, defying across-the-board overgeneraliza-
tion. 
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DEFINITIONS
This portion of the Matrix explains the terminology 
used in the remainder of the chart, below.

TYPICAL DEVELOPMENT

Sample Areas Neighborhoods, districts, corridors.

Typical Land Use and Urban Design Prevailing land uses and built form.

Typical  Current Zoning Prevalent zoning districts for these areas.

NEIGH’D FACTORS

Traffic 
This factor relates to the likely potential for significant
negative impacts on neighborhood traffic congestion.
The question is the relative impact of incremental ver-
sus significant amounts of new development.  

Parking This factor relates to the likely potential for significant 
added demand for off-site (i.e., on-street) parking.  The
question is the ability of the development to address
the added demand for parking on-site

Transit
This factor relates to the likely potential for the new
housing to be sited near subway stops and major bus
transit corridors, and thereby add to transit ridership.
This factor also considers whether there is the poten-
tial for the development to fulfill Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) objectives. 

Existing Jobs and Services This factor relates to the likelihood that the new hous
ing development will displace existing industrial and 
commercial businesses.

Demand for New Services
This factor relates to the likelihood that the new hous-
ing will add more than incrementally to the need and
demand for additional retail, parks, schools, and other
services.  This would be the case where significant
amounts of residential development are possible within
the area.  

Opportunities for Parks/Amenities 
This factor relates to the likelihood that the new devel-
opment would be linked to major park, plaza, water-
front or other such amenities; and conversely, whether
the cross-subsidy for affordable housing may conflict
with the cross-subsidy available for such amenities.

Perception of Density
This factor relates to the possibility that the new devel-
opment will appear out of scale with the prevailing type
of development, or with local expectations as to appro-
priate density and height.

Pedestrian Experience
This factor relates to the probability that the new
development will improve or detract from the everyday
public experience of the development, including but not
limited to pedestrian amenities, perception of density at
the street level, etc.
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Rate of Change
This factor relates to the potential for significant
amount of development within a short timeframe.
National growth management studies have shown that
local residents are often more upset by the rapidity of
new development or added density, than by the ulti-
mate amount of same.

Threat of Uncertainty
This factor relates to the potential that the develop-
ment will contribute to gentrification, speculation, or
other trends – besides added density -- that would
unsettle the sense of neighborhood stability.

COST FACTORS Neighborhoods, districts, corridors.

Assemblage Costs
These costs would be more significant where multiple
sites need to be acquired to create suitable develop-
ment sites, or where residential or other significant
relocation or buyout costs (e.g., for residential or busi-
ness tenants) are involved.

Need for CEQR, Special Approvals
This cost and risk factor relates to the need for envi-
ronmental, regulatory or other approvals, including but
not limited to those attendant to the City Environmental
Quality Review Act (CEQR), Uniform Land Use Review
Procedure (ULURP), zoning variances, landmark/his-
toric district reviews, etc.

Infrastructure, Remediation
This category addresses the need for sewer tie-ins,
new roads, bulkheading, brownfield remediation, and
other unusual site preparation costs and risks.  While
usually associated with new construction involving
industrial and waterfront sites, this also includes
unusual building rehabilitation costs such as for
asbestos remediation.  Infrastructure and remediation
not only entail added costs, they often involve uncer-
tain time and money costs that trigger the need for
greater profits.  

Added Construction Costs While in most cases, going to higher densities does not
affect the net per-unit cost, in some cases it might.
This includes instances where the added density
requires structured parking, triggers different building
code standards, etc.

Mitigation, Public Improvements
This category relates to the likelihood that the develop-
ment would be tied to other public objectives, e.g.,
waterfront promenades, off-site roadway improve-
ments, subway station improvements, etc. These would
represent other potential benefits (in addition to the
competition for cross subsidies explored above).

Potential for Controversy Controversial projects invariably entail varied extra
costs and great risks in terms of approvals, more
detailed study, and/or legal and other fees.  As with
other risk factors (e.g., the need for discretionary
approvals, unusual infrastructure and remediation), the
impact has as much to do with the need for higher
profits as it does with the direct costs
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YIELD
The likely potential of the physical category of land
under consideration to generate a significant amount
of housing units. 
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CORRIDORS 
CITY BLOCK SITES

CORRIDORS 
LARGE SITES

TYPICAL 
DEVELOPMENT

Sample Areas
Forest Avenue, Staten Island
Coney Is. Avenue, Brooklyn

Northern Boulevard, Queens 
Kings Highway, Brooklyn

Typical Land Use 
and Urban Design

Major arterial routes, often served
by subway and/or buses, with a mix
of low-scale housing,
automotive/industrial uses, and/or
freestanding retail businesses.  The
lots are usually no more than 100
feet deep, and no larger than 10,000
square feet.

Major arterial routes, intermittently
served by subway but with express
as well as local buses.  There
would often be a mix of shopping
centers, freestanding stores with
ample off-street parking, and similar
low-density uses.  The lots would be
much larger – and can be meas-
ured in acres rather than tens of
thousands of square feet.  

Typical Current Zoning
and Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Forest Ave
District   FAR
C4-1       1.0
C8-1       1.0
R2           0.5
R3-1  0.5/0.6
R3-2  0.5/0.6
R3A   0.5/0.6
R3X   0.5/0.6

Coney Island Ave
District   FAR
C8-1       1.0
C8-2       2.0
C4-2       3.4
R5         1.25
R6   2.43/3.0

Northern Blvd
District   FAR
M1-5       5.0
M1-1       1.0
M1-3       5.0

Kings Highway
R4      0.75/0.9
R5        1.25
R6      2.43/3.0
M1-1    1.0

NEIGH’D 
FACTORS

Traffic
The housing development would
often replace uses that generate as
much or more traffic, and certainly
more “friction” to accommodate
cars turning in and out of curb cuts
and/or parking spaces.  There
would therefore be the potential for
traffic improvements as much as
induced traffic volumes.
There would therefore be the poten-
tial for traffic improvements as
much as induced traffic volumes.

These larger housing developments
would tend to cater to an auto-ori-
ented residential population.  But
they would often replace uses that
generate more traffic or traffic con-
flicts, e.g., strip development.
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Parking
These sites would often not be 
required to or able to adequately
address the parking demand gener-
ated by the new residents, thus
adding to the number of people
searching for parking spaces on
neighborhood streets.

These larger housing developments
would usually have the acreage and
marketing need to address their resi-
dents’ parking needs on-site.

Transit
These corridors would often be
served by subway lines (e.g., Fourth
Avenue in Brooklyn).  They would
almost always be served by local bus
service.

While subway stops are fewer and
further apart, these corridors would
usually be served by express as well
as local bus service.  

Existing Jobs and Services
These corridors would generally be
lined with small businesses (e.g.,
automotive repair, construction serv-
ices) that have relatively high
employment relative to their land
area.   

These corridors would often include
large retail uses; but also low-inten-
sity uses like storage yards.  The
sites would often be large enough
and would have the market potential
for mixed-use development, involving
retail as well as housing.

Demand for New Services
The incremental addition to housing
supply would tend to support existing
public services and retail areas,
rather than create significant
demand for new services and retail.

Sudden increases and concentra
tions of new housing would likely
spur convenience retail development
in the same corridors or nearby; but
would also likely add significantly to
the demand for nearby parks and
services. 

Opportunities for 
Parks/Amenities 

The fact that most sites are small
and “infill” would mean that there
would be minimal opportunities to
link new development to new on-site
parks and amenities.  The fact that
most of the development would be
incremental would mean that there
would be minimal opportunities to
line the new development to off-site
mitigation measures.

The larger sites would provide
opportunities for park and open
space amenities.  However, the City
has only blunt tools to promote such
parks and amenities other than on
waterfront sites.  Unlike elsewhere in
the U.S., there is no NYS enabling
legislation for impact fees.  The City
has been reluctant to use incentive
zoning and special district zoning to
create amenities except along the
waterfront – as it moves away from
the as-of-right zoning regime. 

Perception of Density
Many of these corridors are consid-
ered physically unattractive and
environmentally problematic.  Thus,
the perception would often be that
the residential development is less
dense because it is less intense (in
terms of improvements to the nega-
tive visual, traffic or environmental
conditions). 

Many of these corridors include
broad, almost highway-like thorough-
fares.  Large-scale development,
while in fact adding greatly to densi-
ty, would often be perceptually
absorbed into this expansive land-
scape.  In truth, though, there would
be significant increases in density.
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Pedestrian Experience
Many of these corridors are, from a
pedestrian point of view, shredded
by frequent curb cuts, parking on
sidewalks, etc.  The housing devel-
opments would often reduce these
features and improve landscaping as
well as provide ground floor retail.
They would therefore improve the
pedestrian experience.

Many of these corridors are primarily
about moving vehicular traffic, over-
whelming their pedestrian qualities.
Often, the developments (especially
those using the Quality Housing
regime) would have a street orienta-
tion that can mitigate this quality.
Also often, however, freestanding
towers or other housing formats
would entail building setbacks, off
street or structured parking, or other
features that would not fundamental-
ly change the experience for pedes-
trians.

Rate of Change
Unlike some of the other real estate
contexts under consideration, these
corridors are largely occupied by
going businesses, which often own
the land and therefore calculate the
value of their business (or cost of
business location) in their land sales
price. It is therefore unlikely that
there would be rapid transformations
of these corridors.

The new housing would be less land-
intensive than the existing uses
(since at-grade parking usually occu-
pies much of the land), creating more
potential for mixed-use development.
However, ownership and lease
arrangements would put a drag on
the rate of development in these cor-
ridors.  For example, a shopping cen-
ter site would take some time to
become available as leases are ter-
minated or renegotiated.

Threat of Uncertainty
The removal of blight from these
highly visible corridors would in
some cases lead to gentrification
pressures on the adjoining residen-
tial areas

These sites would generally be large
and generally self-contained, thus
reducing the likelihood that their
redevelopment for housing would
promote gentrification in the adjoin-
ing areas.  

COST FACTORS

Assemblage Costs
These sites would often involve
assemblage of small sites, some of
which have residential or viable
businesses, and thus also involving
buyout or relocation expenditures.

These large sites would ostensibly
be easy to assemble, from a transac-
tion point of view.  However, they
would often have going businesses
with long-term leases that need to be
renegotiated.  

Need for CEQR, 
Special Approvals

The infill nature of these sites would
presumably mean that it would be
easy to arrange an as-of-right zoning
regime, reducing the need for spe-
cial approvals.  Sites that were used
for industry or automotive uses
would often, however, need special
environmental-related approvals.

These larger redevelopments would
often involve approvals for new
roads, environmental remediation,
special zoning considerations (e.g.,
large site development), etc.
Generally, it should be expected that
these developments would trigger
ULURP and CEQR, and thus would
entail a review process taking a year
or more.
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Infrastructure, Remediation
Sites that were used for industry or
automotive uses would usually
require remediation. Gas station
sites, for example, can be very
expensive to redevelop for housing.

Some of these sites would be “gray
fields” – i.e., large commercial sites
used for single uses with a vast park-
ing field.  Other sites would, however,
be “brownfields” with significant
remediation costs.  Unlike the water-
front sites, few sites would require
significant new infrastructure.

Mitigation, Public
Improvements

The infill, and generally as-of-right
nature of most of these small-scale
developments would make it harder
to link them to on- and off-site public
improvements.  Mitigation and simi-
lar measures would likely be con-
fined to signalization improvements,
landscaping, etc.

TThese large projects would often
trigger CEQR or ULURP; and/or
would use special zoning tools such
as the large site zoning.  As such,
there would be opportunities to hold
the development to open space and
other standards.  Even so, the prefer-
ence for as-of-right zoning, absence
of site plan review, and lack of link-
age fee enabling legislation would
likely contain the scope and range of
public improvements that might be
expected (relative to what is often
the case in other parts of the nation).

Mitigation, Public Improvements
The removal of blight from these
highly visible corridors would in
some cases lead to gentrification
pressures on the adjoining residen-
tial areas

These sites would generally be large
and generally self-contained, thus
reducing the likelihood that their
redevelopment for housing would
promote gentrification in the adjoin-
ing areas.  

Potential for Controversy
These corridors are often at the
boundaries of neighborhoods, and/or
are considered to be unattractive,
congested, and a source of blight.
While many residents would likely
object to the increased population
and density associated with the new
development, many other residents
would view the new development as
an improvement; and still other resi-
dents would feel conflicted about
which is the preferred condition and
therefore dispassionate about the
projects.

The corridors themselves do not
have that many neighbors who
would object.  But traffic and devel-
opment on these major thorough-
fares would bear on the quality of life
(perceived or real) of nearby neigh-
borhoods.  Any intensification of use
would be likely to be objected to,
though likely without the same pas-
sion, as would be the case if the
same development were proposed
inside these nearby neighborhoods.

YIELD
TThese narrow and largely built-out
commercial corridors would likely
yield a goodly amount of develop-
ment.  This is despite the fact that
the lots would be generally small,
and already occupied by going busi-
nesses.  Many of these corridors
would be convenient to subway lines
and most are convenient to major
bus routes, increasing their value for
housing.  Many of these corridors
would adjoin or run through high-
value residential neighborhoods,
increasing their value to developers.  

These corridors have large sites that
while, few in number, would be suffi-
cient in size to each generate a sig-
nificant number of units.  Intermittent
subway and excellent commuter as
well as regular bus service would
create value for housing.  High visi-
bility, and also an ability to build and
amortize the cost of significant on-
site amenities, would increase the
marketability of these sites. 
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CORRIDORS 
CITY BLOCK SITES

CORRIDORS 
LARGE SITES

TYPICAL 
DEVELOPMENT

Sample Areas
Webster Avenue, the Bronx
Greenpoint mixed-use area

Harlem River, the Bronx Greenpoint
waterfront, Brooklyn

Typical Land Use 
and Urban Design

Older industrial areas, with either
small industrial outfits or with multi-
story (loft) buildings.

Newer, usually low-rise industrial
areas; or older industrial areas with
significant amounts of open and
underutilized land, often along the
waterfront.

Typical Current Zoning
and Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Webster Ave
District FAR
C8-2     2.0
M1-1    1.0
R6     2.43/3.0
R7A      4.0
R7-1   3.44/4.0

Greenpoint Mixed-use
District FAR
R6     2.43/3.0
C8-2     2.0
M1-1    1.0
M1-2    2.0
C4-3     3.4

Harlem River
District   FAR
M1-2    2.0
M2-1    2.0
M3-1    2.0
MX-1 (M1-2/R6A) 2.0/6.0

Greenpoint waterfront
District  FAR
M1-1    1.0
M3-1    2.0

NEIGH’D 
FACTORS

Traffic
There is potential for significant
impacts, since residential/industrial
traffic conflicts can be expected,
even on a block-by-block basis.

There is potential for significant
impacts, since a large number of
units would often be built on these
relatively large sites.

Parking
There is potential for significant
impacts, due to conflicts between
truck and resident parking, loading,
double-parking and sanitation needs.

There is minimal likelihood of signif-
icant impacts, since these large
sites would provide more ability
(and marketing need) for on-site
parking.

Transit
Many of these industrial districts
are proximate to subway stops.

Few of these industrial areas --
would be proximate to subway
stops.  Waterfront sites, in particu-
lar, are usually distant.

Existing Jobs 
and Services

The impact would likely be incre-
mental but eventually great. Most
of the surviving industrial outfits in
loft districts tend to have relatively
high employment per square foot of
land area.

The impact would likely be sudden
but eventually not as great, since
the most inviting sites (as along the
waterfront) would be vacant or
used for low-scale industrial ware-
housing operations.
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Demand for New Services
The demand for retail services
would, again, be likely to be incre-
mental but eventually significant.  

The opportunity for significant new
housing development with hundreds
if not thousands of units would gen-
erate significant new demand for
parks, schools, and other services.
The demand for shopping and serv-
ices would likely take some time to
translate into retail development, as
the thresholds for supporting retail
centers and districts would not be
achieved immediately.

Opportunities for 
Parks/Amenities 

The opportunity to provide additional
parks and amenities would be minor,
given that most development would
involve in-fill or loft conversions.

The opportunity (or mandate, as
along the waterfront) to link the
development to park and other
amenities would be significant, espe-
cially given the potential for windfalls
combined with the dearth of ameni-
ties in the industrial districts. 

Perception of Density
In the case of loft conversions,
there would be negligible impact on
the perception of density.

The rapid change from low-scale
industrial to mid- and high-scale
residential would likely be viewed
as significant, particularly in cases
where the industrial district would
abut historic or other traditionally
low-scale neighborhoods.

Pedestrian Experience
The pedestrian experience would
vary largely based on the conflict-
ing use of sidewalks, parking lanes
and roads for trucks/deliveries/etc.
versus for residents/pedestrians.

The pedestrian experience would
vary, largely based on the type of
ground level uses, e.g., parking
structures versus shops

Rate of Change
The rate of change would be incre-
mental, as many individual proper-
ties would be involved.

The rate of change would be sud-
den, as major sites would be turned
over for housing.

Threat of Uncertainty
There is potential for residential as
well as commercial displacement
and gentrification, e.g., that rising
residential values would lead to
turnover of smaller housing units and
artist lofts, so as to accommodate
more affluent buyers and renters.
Industrial firms and property owners
would often reduce future capital
investments in anticipation of future
rezoning or housing development
opportunities.  Some industries
would also be dismayed by the grow-
ing number of residents, and the
accompanying complaints about
their parking, environmental, loading
and other perceived or real trans-
gressions on the neighborhood’s res-
idential quality of life.  

There would be only modest poten-
tial for displacement, since these
sites would not tend to be in mixed-
use areas.  However, there would
be significant potential for promot-
ing gentrification and speculation.
Many industrial firms and property
owners would likely reduce their
future capital investments, in antici-
pation of future rezoning or housing
development opportunities.  
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COST FACTORS

Assemblage Costs
Often, several sites would need to
be acquired to make the develop-
ment economic or to provide need-
ed parking.  Often, the cost of the
land would reflect the cost of relo-
cating the business.

Single sites would, by definition, be
large enough to accommodate sig-
nificant development. 

Need for CEQR, Special Approvals
Zoning variances would often be
needed, e.g., to meet parking
requirements.

Significant environmental and com-
munity impacts would often neces-
sitate EISs or other studies.

Infrastructure, Remediation
Often, existing loft buildings lack
adequate plumbing, have asbestos
problems, etc.  Yet these costs
would usually be predictable, and
therefore would not affect risk as
much as cost.

These sites would often have signif-
icant costs for new sewer lines,
roadways, environmental clean-up,
bulkheading, etc.  These costs
would often be highly unpredictable,
and therefore would often effect
developer profit expectations as
much or more than they would
directly drive up construction costs.

Added Construction Costs 
These developments would not
pose unusual building costs, other
than those associated with land
preparation noted above.

These developments would not
pose unusual building costs, other
than those associated with land
preparation noted above.

Mitigation, Public Improvements
These developments would usually
be small enough, such that they
would not involve significant traffic
or other mitigation measures. 

The waterfront sites, in particular,
would often involve added costs for
promenades and other open space
features; and the larger sites would
more easily be singled out for their
impacts on community services, etc.
Especially in cases where the mar-
ket is unproven, these amenities
would compete for the cross-subsi-
dies generated by the market-rate
units and/or upzoning.

Potential for Controversy
These developments would often
displace uses that the community
has grown accustomed to, or that
employ local residents.

These developments would often be
associated with significant and sud-
den changes in area land use.

YIELD
The yield would vary by neighbor-
hood.  Older, mixed-use areas (such
as Maspeth), with smaller industrial
uses such as machine shops, would
generate relatively few units since
assemblage of larger sites would
prove difficult.  But areas with large
multi-story loft buildings (such as
SoHo)– often exceeding the allow-
able floor area of the underlying resi-
dential district under consideration –
would yield a great many units. And
many industrial areas actually have a
blend of both built conditions (such
as Greenpoint and Williamsburg).
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RESIDENTIAL
CONTEXTUAL SITES

RESIDENTIAL
TOWER SITES

HOUSING 
AUTHORITY SITES

TYPICAL 
DEVELOPMENT

Sample Areas
Sliver Buildings, Manhattan
Park Slope, Brooklyn

Far West Side, Manhattan
Queens Boulevard (parts),
Queens

Manhattan
Morrisania Houses, the
Bronx

Typical Land Use 
and Urban Design

Residential areas, with
small lots (e.g., no larger
than 10,000 square feet, or
100x100 feet in dimension),
generally bordered by
low/moderately scaled (e.g.,
three- to six-story) housing
that defines the built char-
acter of the area.

Areas that may or may not
be residential now, where
the development would
have more of a stand-alone
quality, or would itself cre-
ate the built character of
the area.

Towers in the park housing
dating to second half of the
past century, where new
low-scale housing on park-
ing lots and open space
would mirror the scale of
development in the rest of
the neighborhood as well as
produce more units still
within the yield allowed
under zoning. 

Typical Current 
Zoning
and Floor Area Ratio
(FAR)

Manhattan
District FAR
R6*      2.43
R7*      3.44
R8*      6.0
R9*      7.5
R10*   10.0
*=and commercial equiva-
lents

Park Slope
District FAR
R6        2.43
R6B     2.0
R7A     4.0
R7B     3.0
R8A     6.0
R8X     6.0

Far West side
District     FAR
M1-5        5.0
M2-3        2.0
M1-6      10.0
C6-2         6.0
C6-4       10.0

Queens Blvd.
District     FAR
C4-2        3.4
R7-1   3.44/3.0
M1-1       1.0

NYCHA sites
Manhattan
District  FAR
R7      3.44/4.0
R8      6.0/7.2

Outer Boroughs
District   FAR
R4       0.75/0.9
R5           1.25
R6      2.43/3.0
R7      3.44/4.0
R3        0.5/0.6

NEIGH'D 
FACTORS

Traffic
Negligible increases to traf-
fic would be expected, as
the development would be
“infill” and incremental.
basis.

Significant additional traffic
would be generated in
these “new” neighbor-
hoods.  However, the road-
way systems would usually
adequate with minor mitiga-
tion involved; the existing
uses would often be more
auto-intense than the hous-
ing that would replace them.

Although car ownership is
higher than might be pre-
supposed (or even docu-
mented) in Housing
Authority developments, it
would normally still be rela-
tively low and not the prin-
ciple means of transport for
commuting purposes.
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Parking
These sites would often be
in zones that require no or
minimal parking.  While
these sites would often be
proximate to mass transit,
many residents would still
own cars, and would add to
the large number of local
residents dependent on on-
street parking spaces.

These larger housing devel-
opments would usually have
the acreage and marketing
need to address their resi-
dents’ parking needs on-
site.

The replacement of on-site
parking lots with new hous-
ing would surely increase
the number of people
searching for parking on
neighborhood streets.
Many of the targeted
Housing Authority sites
would be in Urban
Renewal Areas where road
widening and the like pro-
vide the opportunity for
diagonal parking and simi-
lar reconfigurations that
would increase the supply
of on-street parking
spaces. 

Transit
These sites would often be
proximate to transit.

These sites may or may not
be proximate to transit.

These sites may or may not
be proximate to transit.  

Existing Jobs and 
Services

These sites would often
have small-scale business
operations on their premis-
es - warehousing, garage,
parking operation, etc., that
are often non-conforming
with the underlying zoning.

These sites would generally
be in prime locations, some-
times with existing busi-
nesses that would be dis-
placed, but more often with
parking lots and/or “taxpay-
er” non-residential uses
that would not need
replacement or relocation
as they would be there only
for the duration until devel-
opment is pursued.retail as
well as housing.

These potential building
sites would often be occu-
pied by single-story retail
development or community
facilities that would still be
accommodated as the
ground floor of a multi-
story building that has
housing above.

Demand for New 
Services

These would generally be
“infill” developments in
higher-density zones, and
thus would only augment
existing demand for servic-
es, rather than radically
increase demand. 

The opportunity for signifi-
cant new housing develop-
ment with hundreds of units
on a single site would, not
immediately but eventually,
generate significant new
demand for parks, schools,
and other services. The
added demand for shopping
and services would likely to
take some time to translate
into retail development, as
the thresholds for support-
ing retail centers and dis-
tricts would also take some
time to be achieved.

These generally “infill”
buildings would add to but
not vastly expand the
demand generated for
retail and public services. 
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Opportunities for
Parks/Amenities

The opportunity to create
parks and amenities in con-
nection with the new
development would be few
and far between, since
most of the developments
would likely to be as-of-
right and infill.

The opportunity to link the
development to park and
another amenities would be
significant, especially given
the potential for real estate
value windfalls. Much of the
opportunity (except along
the waterfront) would con-
sist of plazas and the like,
however.

The additional housing
would often entail removal
of open space.  However,
the targeted Housing
Authority campuses would
often be characterized by
barren or underutilized
parking lots and open
spaces, inviting redesign
whereby the open space
may be reduced but still be
better than what was there
before.

Perception 
of Density

Most of the new develop-
ments would not, in the
long run, add to the percep-
tion of density.  The sliver
buildings would have an
immediate impact on the
perception of density,
though. 

The rapid change from low-
scale industrial/taxpayer
uses to high-scale residen-
tial would likely be viewed
as significant, particularly in
cases where the site(s)
would be in otherwise his-
toric or low-scale settings.

While density would
increase, the perception of
density would be more
often determined by the
high rises than the addition-
al low rises.  I.e., the added
density would likely be per-
ceived as incremental.

Pedestrian 
Experience

The pedestrian experience
would generally be
improved, as contextual
development replaces
vacant lots or low-scale
commercial/industrial uses.
The infill development
could take the form of a
sliver tower on a contextu-
al base.  (The earlier proto-
type often broke with the
streetwall context of the
block.)  Such towers would
not generally impose on
pedestrians as much as
bulky buildings with the
same amount of floor area.

The pedestrian experience
would vary largely based on
the type of ground level
uses tolerated, e.g., parking
structures versus shops.
Many towers would be
much higher, but if slender,
their shadow impact would
be fleeting; bulky buildings
that loom over a street often
would have greater shadow
impacts with lower heights.  

The pedestrian experience
would likely be improved.
The additional develop-
ment would often “com-
plete” the streetscape, off-
set the institutional look of
towers in the park; and
provide added “eyes on the
street” - and thus would
improve the reality or per-
ception of safety for pass-
ing pedestrians.

Rate of 
Change

The rate of change would be
incremental, as sites come
onto market.

The rate of change would be
sudden, as major sites are
turned over for housing.

For neighborhood residents,
the rate of change would
seem incremental.  For the
tenants of the Housing
Authority project, the rate of
change would feel dramatic.
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Threat 
of Uncertainty

Many of these develop-
ments would be in the tran-
sitional peripheries of oth-
erwise strong residential
areas, e.g., on the edge of
Park Slope or Forest Hills.
While the core area would
be relatively unaffected,
they might contribute to the
rapid repositioning of these
areas by introducing the
area to a more affluent pop-
ulation.

There is some potential for
displacement, since these
sites are often in transition-
al neighborhoods, such as
Sixth Avenue in Chelsea
during the 1980s.  But in
other cases, the market
would already be directed
to higher income house-
holds, such as Sixth Avenue
in Chelsea during the pres-
ent decade. 

There would rarely be any
displacement involved - as
units would generally be
added without demolition.
Nonetheless, Housing
Authority tenants would
often feel profoundly
threatened by any change
to their home, especially
given their lack of alterna-
tives and the fact that the
present housing shortage
has also led to illegal dou-
bling and tripling up of
households in the units. 

COST 
FACTORS

Assemblage 
Costs

Most of these single sites
would be, by definition,
large enough to accommo-
date the types of infill
development contemplated.

These single sites would, by
definition, generally be large
enough to accommodate
significant development.  

These parcels would be
owned by an entity dedi-
cated to affordable hosing
production.  

Need for CEQR, 
Special Approvals

Presumably, these would
be as-of-right develop-
ments

Presumably, these would be
as-of-right developments
requiring, at most, special
plaza or bonus-related
approvals.

Surprisingly, most of these
developments would be as-
of-right in terms of zoning,
but would sometimes
require changes to the
Urban Renewal Plan if not
also zoning.

Infrastructure, 
Remediation

These sites would almost
always be well served in
terms of infrastructure.
There generally would be
remediation costs in cases
where the new develop-
ment is replacing automo-
tive or industrial uses.
These would often be pre-
existing, non-conforming –
i.e., “grandfathered” -- uses
that have been on the sites
for some time.

These sites would usually
be well served in terms of
infrastructure.  While there
would often be remediation
costs, these costs could be
spread out over a great
many units.

These sites would almost
always have sufficient
infrastructure and pose no
remediation costs.   

Infrastructure, 
Remediation
Added 
Construction Costs

The sliver buildings, unlike
the contextual buildings,
would be particularly
expensive to build on a per
square foot basis

While the towers would not
be especially expensive to
build on a per square foot
basis, the need for struc-
tured or underground park-
ing, or other expensive build-
ing elements, would often
add to construction costs

The low-rise infill develop-
ment would rarely involve
unusual construction costs.
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Mitigation, Public
Improvements

Presumably, these develop-
ments would be as of right,
with only incremental
impact on traffic, schools,
etc.

Presumably, these develop-
ments would be as of right.
But given recent history,
often these developments
would be linked to off-site
park, infrastructure or other
improvements, in connec-
tion with the mitigation for
the area-wide rezoning.

There would often be the
need to provide substitute
on- or off-street parking, as
well as substitute or sub-
stantially improved park
and open space.

Potential for 
Controversy

Contextual infill develop-
ment would by definition be
hard to argue with, though
many would, all the same.
The sliver building model
(even if improved with a
tower on top of a contextu-
al base format) would likely
be viewed as contrary to
the attempts of neighbor-
hoods to control building
heights.

These developments would
often be associated with
significant and sudden
changes in area land use.
The residents of the effect-
ed neighborhoods would
usually be well-organized,
with the ability to bring to
bear considerable financial
and political resources.

Given the profound
dependency of the existing
tenants on Public Housing,
considerable controversy
would be the norm.  This
would sometimes be offset
by tenant and community
support for mixed income
or ownership formats, as
well as contextual low-rise
development that would
provide housing variety
and upward mobility for the
tenants and/or area resi-
dents.

YIELD
These generally small,
intermittent sites would not
yield a goodly amount of
development. Many of
these corridors would
adjoin or run through high-
value residential neighbor-
hoods, increasing their
value to developers.  

These areas have large
sites that while, few in num-
ber, would be sufficient in
size to each generate a sig-
nificant number of units.
Intermittent subway and
excellent commuter as well
as regular bus service
would create value for
housing.  High visibility, and
also an ability to build and
amortize the cost of signifi-
cant on-site amenities,
would increase the mar-
ketability of these sites. 

While many such develop-
ments might be designed
and proposed, few would
be built given the level of
controversy anticipated –
at least until the city has
sufficient successful
precedents that tenants
and area residents ask for
rather than respond to top-
down proposals for the
infill.  This low yield is off-
set by the fact that virtually
all of the units would be
affordable.  If the units
housed upwardly mobile
Housing Authority tenants,
an additional Housing
Authority unit would be
freed up for another finan-
cially strapped household. 
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ii.-viii. Hypothetical build-out under current zoning
densities: M1, M2 and C8 zones
The hypothetical build-out analysis shows how much
additional floor area can hypothetically be built based
upon current zoning densities found in the New York
City Zoning Resolution.  This analysis focuses on M1,
M2 and C8 zones because if these areas were rezoned
to allow new residential or mixed use development,
large numbers of residential units could be created
without up-zoning the adjoining residential zoning dis-
tricts, while at the same time allowing existing uses to
remain.    

Hypothetical build-out analyses were performed in six
neighborhoods in the Bronx, Brooklyn and Queens as
a mathematical exercise.  They are not design studies.
Hypothetical build-out analysis assumes each site can
be built to its maximum zoning density (Floor Area
Ratio or FAR is a ratio between floor area and lot area.)
The difference between the existing floor area already
built and the maximum allowable floor area deter-
mines the amount of unused floor area.  Minimally,
unused floor area under current density1 represents
the amount of floor area that could be developed for
housing in a mixed-use development.  The figures
labeled as “Hypothetical build-out” illustrate this
unused floor area by simply placing it on top of the
existing building2 regardless of the feasibility or desir-
ability of such an action.  

The calculations for hypothetical build-out analysis
were performed on a lot-by-lot basis.  If a lot is over-
built which means that it has more floor area than
allowed under current zoning—it does not impact the
amount of floor area generated by other zoning lots in
the district3.  

The six study areas were taken from the following
neighborhoods or corridors:

Case study one: Coney Island Ave.
Case study two: Atlantic Avenue
Case study three: Queens Blvd
Case study four: Gowanus Canal 
Case study five: Sunnyside Yards
Case study six: Harlem River

These areas were selected because they lend them-
selves to residential mixed use as they already have
existing housing within the M1/M2 and C8 districts.
They also tend to be under-built under current zoning
and usually are bisected or bounded by a wide street.  

This analysis has been performed on real places in
New York City using real data4, but we have intention-
ally omitted identifiers such as cross streets and land-
marks.  These examples were selected to be prototyp-
ical and illustrative of many neighborhoods in New
York City, not just the few neighborhoods that have
been analyzed.  

______________________________________________________
ing placed as if the lot were vacant.  
3 This means that calculating hypothetical build-out for the study
areas is not simply lot area x FAR.  It is actually lot area x FAR + the
amount the area is overbuilt since the existing floor area that is
overbuilt does not count against zoning densities elsewhere in the
study area. 
4 Some highly idiosyncratic elements specific to the neighborhoods
selected may have been changed.  Data that appeared to be in error
was also changed without field confirmation.    

________________________________________________
1 Density can be measured in volume, dwelling units and/or FAR.
This exercise is performed solely using floor area ratio as the den-
sity measure with dwelling units derived from the floor area pro-
duced by the FAR density measure.  
2 In vacant lots, a massing model representing build-out was placed
on the lot with a rear yard if it was a mid-block site.  If it was a
vacant corner lot the build-out massing was placed on the lot with
full coverage.  Surface parking is considered vacant.  Occasionally
if the only building on the site was very small (like a gas station) in
relation to its lot, the existing building was removed and the mass-
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ii. Case study one: (Coney Island Avenue)
Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn 

This study area is representative of mixed-use neigh-
borhoods throughout Brooklyn.  The existing zoning
district along most of the avenue (C8) does not allow
new residential uses, but nonconforming residential
buildings built before the 1961 Zoning Resolution
remain the most common use facing the avenue.  The
C8 district extends 100 feet from the avenue to the
centerline of the block in most places and backs up on
residential zoning districts.  If residential uses were
allowed in on this avenue, it would be an excellent
area for in-fill housing that would be consistent with
the current residential mixed character of Coney
Island Avenue as potential development sites are rel-
atively small.  
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Case study one: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 24: District boundary

The study area includes six city blocks facing a wide street.  
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Case study one: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 25: Building footprints

Most lots are built with relatively high-coverage, low-rise buildings with rear yards.
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Case study one: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 26: Land-use

The land use is mixed with residential and commercial uses, but residential uses pre-
dominate even though they are non-complying in the C8 district.  Owners of these
properties cannot expand their level of non-compliance, which means that additions
are prohibited and residential buildings cannot be rebuilt after severe fire damage.     
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Case study one: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 27: Massing

The buildings are decidedly low-rise and underbuilt.  The C8 district alone is under-
built by over 500,000 SF or nearly 50 percent.  
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Case study one: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 28: Hypothetical build-outs

Most of the sites are underbuilt and 500,000 SF of unused floor area would be available
for residential development.  
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Case study one: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 29: Potential development sites with rezoning

The highlighted areas above show lots in the C8 zoning district that do not have exist-
ing nonconforming residential uses.  These are areas that would more likely be devel-
oped with housing should the zoning allow such development.  Also highlighted are
vacant sites within existing R districts that might also be developed under current zon-
ing.  
How development might occur in this area at various FARs is highlighted in the follow-
ing section (J. Density models).  
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iii. Case study two:  (Atlantic Avenue)
Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn

This area contains M1, C8 and R zoning districts.  The
M1 and C8 districts are largely underbuilt under cur-
rent zoning densities.  The C8 and M zones also con-
tain a good deal of surface parking.  While the C8 and
M districts are rather rigid regarding allowable uses,
these districts--like many C8 and M zoning districts in
older neighborhoods--have a good deal of noncon-
forming residential uses.  

Residential mixed use is a reality of existing land use
in many of the C8 and M1/2 districts in Brooklyn, albeit,
a noncomplying use.  Allowing new residential uses in
these areas would more closely reflect existing condi-
tions in many of these areas, obviating a fiction creat-
ed by the tidiness of the Zoning Resolution.  

While the analysis for the Atlantic Avenue corridor
found elsewhere in this document has been done only
on the blocks facing Atlantic Avenue, the study area in
this example extends south to the next block.  The
reality of this area is that the M zone in the block south
of Atlantic Avenue faces both sides of the street.  If
there were modifications to the Zoning Resolution to
allow residential uses in the C8 and M zones in the
corridor then it is probable that they would apply to the
entire C8/M1 districts.  

This area contains about 500,000 SF of built area with-
in the C8 and M zones, which is about 50 percent built-
out under current Zoning Resolution densities.  Most
of the unused floor area is generated from sites that
are used for nonresidential uses.  Hypothetical build-
out shows that nearly 500,000 SF of floor area could be
added or about 550 units at 900 SF per dwelling unit if
this floor area were residential.  

 



DIVISION OF APPLIED RESEARCH AND PLANNING THE STEVEN L. NEWMAN REAL ESTATE INSTITUTE    BARUCH COLLEGE / CUNY

AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN NEW YORK CITY : PART THREE MAY 18, 2005154

Case study two: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 30: District boundary

The Study area includes 6 whole blocks and 12 half blocks and includes a wide avenue to
the north of the study area and narrow avenue to in the south.
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Case study two: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 31: Building footprints

The built area shows many gaps in the street wall and surface parking
lots typical of many under-built areas of the City.  
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Case study two: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 32: Landuse

The land use is mixed even though the predominant zoning districts (C8 and M1) do not
allow new residential uses.  This is typical of many New York City neighborhoods that
developed before the adoption of the 1961 Zoning Resolution.  Owners of residential
properties in these zoning districts often have difficulties obtaining financing for
improvements because their use does not conform to the Zoning Resolution.  
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Case study two: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 33: Massing

The area is decidedly low rise and the C8 and M districts are underbuilt under current
zoning densities by nearly 500,000 SF.  
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Case study two: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 34: Hypothetical buildouts

Most sites within the C8 and M districts are underbuilt, with most built sites adding the
equivalent of a floor or two depending on their building coverage.   
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Case study two: Model commercial corridor: Brooklyn:
Figure 35: Potential development sites with rezoning 

The highlighted areas above show lots in the M and C8 zoning districts that do not
have existing noncomplying residential uses.  These are areas that would more likely
be developed with housing should the zoning allow such development.  Also highlight-
ed are vacant sites within existing R districts that might also be developed under cur-
rent zoning.  
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iv. Case study three: (Queens Blvd.)
Model commercial corridor: Queens:

Some corridors are challenged by zoning districts that
are radically different on either side of the street.  This
study area shows one of these places along Queens
Blvd.  In a space of four blocks, R5, C8 and M1 districts
all face the wide street and everywhere in this study
area the zoning on one side of the street is different
from the zoning on the opposite side.  Predictably, the
existing uses are mixed, with commercial uses gravi-
tating to sites that front the wide street.  
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Case study three: Model commercial corridor: Queens:
Figure 36: District boundary

The area contains eight irregularly shaped blocks facing a very wide street and is cut
by a rail line in the southeast corner.  
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Case study three: Model commercial corridor: Queens:
Figure 37: Building footprints

Most nonresidential buildings have relatively low coverage with ancillary on-site sur-
face parking.  
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Case study three: Model commercial corridor: Queens:
Figure 38: Landuse

Despite three different zoning districts, the land use facing the wide street is predom-
inantly commercial regardless of the actual district.  Unlike the previous examples, the
C8 district is exclusively commercial.  In this study area the M zone contains a single
manufacturing use while the rest of the zone is given to commercial, residential and
institutional uses.  The existing R zones contain a good deal of commercial uses fac-
ing the wide street.  



DIVISION OF APPLIED RESEARCH AND PLANNING THE STEVEN L. NEWMAN REAL ESTATE INSTITUTE    BARUCH COLLEGE / CUNY

AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN NEW YORK CITY : PART THREE MAY 18, 2005 165

Case study three: Model commercial corridor: Queens:
Figure 39: Massing

The area is low rise with a broken street wall.
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Case study three: Model commercial corridor: Queens:
Figure 40: Hypothetical build-outs

The M and C districts in this study area are less than half the total study area.  This
means that the hypothetical build-out is relatively low.  Even so, the C and M districts
are underbuilt by nearly 50 percent with over 100,000 SF that could be hypothetically
built.  Much of this would go on vacant surface parking which would help restore the
street wall on the north side of the wide street.  
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Case study three: Model commercial corridor: Queens:
Figure 41: Potential development sites with rezoning 

The highlighted areas above show lots in the M and C8 zoning districts that do not
have existing noncomplying residential uses.  These are areas that would more likely
be developed with housing should the zoning allow such development.  Also highlight-
ed are vacant sites within existing R districts that might be developed under current
zoning.  


