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Introduction

Geography of Chinatown
Geographically speaking, Chinatown is amorphous. It can be defined
both by Chinese population and by Chinese-owned businesses. It overlaps with other neighborhoods, including the Lower East Side and Little
Italy. It meets the broadest possible definition of an ethnic enclave (see
sidebar), in that it includes residents from a certain ethnic group concentrated in a spatially defined area, and it includes businesses owned by
members of that ethnic group that serve the same ethnic group.

seen by transportation planners as “easy walking distance,” although
that may not be the case for the elderly, the disabled or those carrying
heavy loads. Seen from this angle, some areas in the southeastern section of the Lower East Side are not within “easy walking distance” of a
subway station.
Geography of Chinatown

Depending on the boundary used for the general Chinatown area, the
area of focus encompasses parts of Community Districts 1, 2 and 3, but
a vast majority of the focus area falls within Community District 3 (see
“Context Area” map). Zip code 10002 encompasses much of the Lower
East Side, excluding the Five Points neighborhood and Little Italy, both
of which have many Chinese residents and Chinese-owned businesses.
Zip code 10013 includes the Chinese-heavy Little Italy and Five Points
and extends all the way to the Hudson River to include Tribeca (see
“Zip Codes” map). Much of the data in this report is analyzed by Census
tracts (see the map below).
Census Tracts, 2010

As can be seen on the public transportation map on page 3, much of
the area is transit rich, with access to both subways and buses. The
“1/2 Mile from Subway Stations” map shows which areas are within half
a mile (or a 10 minute walk) of a subway station, a measure generally

What is an Ethnic Enclave?
Distinct immigrant neighborhoods are a well established phenomenon in many American cities, from Los Angeles’ Thai Town
to San Francisco’s Japantown to Philadelphia’s Chinatown.
Ethnic enclaves can be defined in several ways, including as a
concentration of businesses owned by members of the ethnic
group that serve either the ethnic group or the population at
large (Portes, 1981). Ethnic enclaves can also be defined as a
concentration of residents belonging to a single ethnic group
(Xie, Y., & Gough, M., 2011). Finally, they can contain both a
commercial and a residential element (Allen and Turner, 2005).
Either way, they require spatial concentration in one location. To
be successful and long-lasting, ethnic enclaves rely on certain
symbioses for success, where immigrants rely on informal internal networks to support each other (Xie, Y. & Gough, M., 2011).
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Methodology
For plans, studies, surveys and research conducted prior to 2003, the
team drew upon the Rebuild Chinatown Initiative Briefing Book, a comprehensive analysis of data and resources compiled in November 2003
by John Shapiro, of Philips Preiss Shapiro Associates, Inc., consultants
to Asian Americans for Equality (AAFE) on their Rebuild Chinatown Initiative.
For plans, studies and surveys of Chinatown and its surrounding areas
since 2003 the team pursued a broad range of resources, including:
government agencies such as the New York City Department of City
Planning and the New York City Economic Development Corporation;
non-profit institutions such New York University’s Furman Center for
Real Estate and Urban Policy, the Center for Urban Research at CUNY’s
Graduate Center, and The Center for an Urban Future; and private development proposals and studies. Particular attention was paid to studies pertaining to zoning and land use, affordable housing, economic development, arts and culture, and historic preservation. Many documents
were available online. Relevant newspaper articles and reports were
also retrieved online.
The rest of this chapter provides a brief description of reports, papers,
articles and other documents, listed by topic and broken down by title;
author; publisher; publication date; and online reference (URL). This list
is ongoing and will be continuously updated as new information is obtained. A final compilation will be included in the Pratt Center /Collective
Partnership’s final report to the Chinatown Working Group in November,
2013.

Demographics
Community Districts Needs, Manhattan, Fiscal Year 2013
Manhattan Community Boards
New York City Department of City Planning; Office of Management
and Budget
Spring, 2012
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/pdf/pub/mnneeds_2013.pdf
Statements of Community District Needs, prepared by New York
City's community boards, include current demographics and provide a context for development and assessment of their budget

priorities. Pursuant to Sections 230 and 231 of the New York City
Charter, annual expense and capital budget priorities submitted
by community boards must be considered by city agencies in the
preparation of their departmental budget estimates.
Economic Characteristics of Asian Americans in the New York
Metropolitan Area
Howard Shih, et al
The Asian American Federation of New York
11/10/2005
http://www.aafny.org/doc/EconCharacteristics.pdf
This report provides a first-of-its-kind economic profile of Asian
Americans in the New York Metropolitan Area, based on census
information. The document takes an unprecedented in-depth look
at the work, income and housing characteristics of the rapidlygrowing but under-examined Asian population in the New York region, in an effort to inform local employment practices and policymaking.
Information in this report is derived from analysis of Census 2000
long-form data on employment, work status, worker class, occupation, industry, earnings and income, poverty, home ownership,
housing values, mortgage costs, and owner costs. The long form
was sent to 1 in 6 Americans.
As the fastest-growing racial group in the New York metropolitan
area from 1990 to 2000, Asians played an important role in the local economy in the last decade and continue to do so. The Asian
population grew from 868,597 in 1990 to 1,587,782 in 2000 – an
83 percent increase. Also in that decade, Asians’ share of the total
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) population rose
from 4.6 percent to 7.5 percent.
This report presents economic statistics on two levels: 1) for the
region’s Asian population as a whole, and 2) for the six largest
Asian ethnic groups in the metropolitan area. As of the 2000 census, those ethnic group populations were: Chinese (524,507), Indians (453,896), Koreans (179,344), Filipinos (176,902), Japanese
(59,456), and Pakistanis (57,957).
4
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Asian Americans in New York City: A Decade of Dynamic Change,
2000-2010
Howard Shih, et al
The Asian American Federation of New York
April, 2012
http://www.aafny.org/pdf/AAF_nyc2010report.pdf
Asian Americans in New York City: A Decade of Dynamic Change
2000-2010 is a first detailed look at Asian New Yorkers based on
the recent data releases from the 2010 Census and the new American Community Survey. The report covers demographic changes
that have occurred in the past decade, using the 2000 and 2010
Census population counts to paint a detailed picture of the growth
and diversity of the Asian community in the city. The status of
Asian children and seniors is reviewed by examining changes in
poverty, language access, education and health insurance coverage. In addition, living situations and marital status for Asian seniors is reported. Civic engagement data for Asians is presented
on naturalization rates, language access, and voter registration
and participation. Finally, data on income, poverty, educational attainment, English ability, employment, industry and occupations
employing Asians, Asian-owned businesses, and the impact of the
Great Recession on Asian New Yorkers are presented.
Chinatown in the 21st Century: Proceedings of the AAARI Workshop Series on Chinatown: March 26, 2004 - June 25, 2004
Thomas Tam, Editor
Asian American / Asian Research Institute (AAARI)
2004
Transcripts from a series of 11 workshops focusing on issues
currently affecting Chinatown and considerations of Chinatown's
future. Provides good background on the history and culture of
Chinatown and understanding of the Asian American community.
Proceedings of the workshop are available on the website at www.
aaari.info

Economic Development
Renaissance Economic Development Corporation homepage
http://renaissance-ny.org/wordpress/
Renaissance was established in 1997 as a 501(c)3 nonprofit
community development financial institution (CDFI) and an affiliate of Asian Americans for Equality. Renaissance Economic Development Corporation is certified as a community development
financial institution through the U.S. Department of the Treasury’s
Community Development Financial Institutions Fund and has been
a recipient of multiple CDFI Fund grants. Renaissance is also a
Small Business Administration-approved Micro-lender. Renaissance provides direct financing and technical assistance services
to entrepreneurs throughout New York City. Renaissance focuses
on low-income, immigrant neighborhoods where the barriers of
language, culture and conventional loan underwriting have stymied the growth of small businesses. Underpinning all of Renaissance’s lending activities is a commitment to increase business
opportunities for low-income, minority, women, and immigrant entrepreneurs.
Revitalizing Chinatown Businesses: Challenges and Opportunities
Carol Peng, et al
Asian American Federation of New York
May, 2008
http://www.aafny.org/doc/RevitalizingChinatownBusinesses.pdf
As the Asian American Federation documented in two earlier research reports, the September 11, 2001 attacks dealt a devastating blow to Chinatown’s economy, exacerbating downward trends
already under way. Since then, government, community and philanthropic assistance has brought improvements.
However, it was clear several years later that the Chinatown economy had not regained its vibrancy or benefited fully from the economic revival and resurgence of tourism in New York City. There
was widespread concern that the small businesses that dominate
5
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Chinatown’s economy were continuing to struggle.
This study was conceived to investigate what has contributed to
Chinatown’s economic vulnerability and what needs to be done to
promote business growth and sustainability."
Working but Poor: Asian American Poverty in New York City
Asian American Federation of New York
October, 2008
http://www.aafny.org/doc/WorkingButPoor.pdf
This report, published in 2008, describes Asian American poverty
in New York City as a serious, growing issue that is largely unknown to the general public. The New York metropolitan area had
the highest Asian poverty rate among the 10 metro areas with the
most Asian residents, according to the 2006 Census. The number
of poor Asian New Yorkers is also increasing, as Asians are the
fastest-growing major race or ethnic group in the city.
To enhance understanding and encourage improvements, the
Asian American Federation provided the first detailed report on
Asian New Yorkers in poverty based on 2006 and 2000 U.S.
Census Bureau data. This report was designed to inform policy
discussions and create a foundation for tracking conditions of lowincome Asians in the city over time.
National Asian population statistics help cast Asians as the model
minority. According to the 2006 American Community Survey
(ACS), median household income for Asians nationwide was
$63,642, higher than $52,375 for non-Hispanic whites. However,
the poverty rate among Asians nationwide was almost 11 percent,
higher than the 9 percent for non-Hispanic whites. New York City
presents greater contrasts between Asians and non-Hispanic
whites.

Retail landlords cash in on Canal Street
Adam Pincus
The Real Deal
7/1/2012
http://therealdeal.com/issues_articles/cashing-in-on-canal/
Vacant storefronts and construction plywood has popped up on
the noisy, bustling seven-block stretch from West Broadway to
Centre Street. Much of the build-out is being done speculatively,
some by new owners like high-profile investor Vornado Realty
Trust, which recently picked up a small property there. But established owners on the street are also rehabbing storefronts and
looking to add to their holdings." Written from The Raw Deal's procommerce perspective, but recalls the same mid- and high- end
retailer land grab that occurred at the Fulton Mall in Downtown
Brooklyn. Makes you consider the fate of small retail storefronts in
Chinatown - see Revitalizing Chinatown Businesses published by
AAFNY, above.
Hester Street's Yin and Yang
C.J. Hughes
The Real Deal
1/3/2012
http://therealdeal.com/issues_articles/hester-street-s-yin-andyang/
A building-by-building breakdown of a block [Hester between Essex and Ludlow] where an immigrant past collides with a hipster
future." Profiles and brief histories of each of the buildings (both
commercial and residential) on the block's south side.

As Chinatown's Economy Changes, Residents Try to Keep Up
Christina DC Pastor
Next City
5/2/2012
http://nextcity.org/daily/entry/as-chinatowns-economy-changes6
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residents-try-to-keep-up
Brief discussion of economic, development, and cultural impacts
on Manhattan's Chinatown since 9-11

States, and their performance under the Community Reinvestment
Act (CRA), focusing on Manhattan Chinatown, Flushing, Queens
and Sunset Park, Brooklyn.

Consuming Authenticity
Sharon Zukin
Cultural Studies, 22-5, 724-748
2008

Flushing's Economy: Challenges and Opportunities. Community
Profile. May, 2013
One Flushing Community Economic Development Center. Asian
Americans for Equality (AAFE)
May 2013

Abstract: "Alternative consumption practices often lead to the
creation of entrepreneurial spaces like restaurants and bars, and
to the resurgence of farmers’ markets, offering urban consumers
a safe and comfortable place to ‘perform’ difference from mainstream norms. These spaces fabricate an aura of authenticity
based on the history of the area or the back story of their products, and capitalize on the tastes of their young, alternative clientele. This vision gradually attracts media attention and a broader
consumer base, followed by larger stores and real estate developers, leading to hip neighborhoods with luxury housing, aka gentrification. Whether the specific discourse of consumption is based on
distinction or inclusion, alternative consumers are not so innocent
agents of change. Their desire for alternative foods, both gourmet
and organic, and for ‘middle class’ shopping areas encourages a
dynamic of urban redevelopment that displaces working-class and
ethnic minority consumers."
Minority Banks in New York City: Is the Community Reinvestment
Act Relevant?
Tarry Hum, Ph.D.
Journal of Civil Rights and Economic Development, Symposium
Issue: The Fall of the Economy, How New York Can Rise to the
Challenge, St. John’s University School of Law, Spring, 25, 3:501524.
2011
A detailed examination of the lending practices and economic development activities of Chinese-owned banks based in the United

A report on Flushing's business community and major challenges
it faces, such as lack of parking and transit, street congestion, escalating rents, increased fines from regulators, and lack of assistance that threaten its future prosperity.
Neo-Bohemia: Art and Neighborhood Redevelopment in Chicago
Richard Lloyd
Journal of Urban Affairs, Vol 24, Number 5, pages 517-532
2002
Abstract: "Drawing on an extended case study of Chicago's Wicker Park neighborhood, this article develops the concept of neobohemia. Neo-bohemia suggests that traditions of cultural innovation in older city neighborhoods persist, but that these bohemian
traditions intersect with economic development in new ways in
the post-Fordist city. Neo-bohemia supports both residential gentrification and the concentration of entertainment and new media
enterprises, creating the context for the redevelopment of former
industrial spaces in Chicago. Neo-bohemia complicates contemporary urban theories that stress deconcentration, and theories of
urban tourism that overstate the regulated and hermetic nature of
consumption spaces."
Land Use and Zoning
There's A Long Road Ahead for Possible Chinatown Rezoning
Curbed
http://ny.curbed.com/archives/2012/12/21/theres_a_long_road_
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ahead_for_possible_chinatown_rezoning.php
Coverage of Chinatown rezoning plans.
Rezoning Campaign
CAAAV homepage
http://caaav.org/rezoning-campaign
CAAAV statement of need for a rezoning of Manhattan's Chinatown
Transferable Development Rights Programs: "Post" Zoning?
Vicki Been & John Infranca
New York University School of Law. Public Law & Legal Theory
Research Paper Series: Working Paper No. 12-50. Law & Economics Research Paper Series: Working Paper No. 12-31
12/1/2012
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2144808
Abstract: "This essay, written for the David G. Trager Public Policy
Symposium at Brooklyn Law School, examines the changing role
of transferable development rights (TDRs) in New York City. TDR
programs allow property owners to sell unused development capacity at their property and transfer it to another site, where it is
typically used to increase the permitted size of a development.
New York City’s original TDR programs served two central purposes. First, in the form of Zoning Lot Mergers, they operated as a
form of density zoning, allowing property owners to shift development capacity within a defined area. Second, they served to offset
the burdens imposed by restrictions on development, particularly
landmark preservation regulations. In recent years, TDRs have
been used in increasingly sophisticated ways. In reviewing these
newer TDR programs, we identify three common attributes: an
increased focus on directing the location and density at sites that
receive development rights; the use of TDRs as an integral component of more comprehensive rezoning initiatives; and the creation of regulatory incentives that strengthen the market for TDRs.
We conclude that TDRs in New York can no longer be understood
just as a creative mechanism to soften the effect of rigid zoning

restrictions, but should be recognized as well as a tool land use
decision makers can use in place of, or in tandem with, upzonings,
bonuses, and other devices for increasing density."
Proposal for A Chinatown/Lower East Side Special Zoning District
Hunter College Center for Community Planning & Development
Coalition to Protect Chinatown and the Lower East Side
2/9/2011
A community-based rezoning proposal, drafted by the Hunter
College Center for Community Planning and Development, for a
special zoning district in Chinatown and the Lower East Side that
would protect against out-of-scale and inappropriate development,
preserve affordability, and enhance the vibrant, diverse communities of these working-class, immigrant neighborhoods.
Reimagining Rezoning: A Chinatown for Residents is a Chinatown
for All
CAAAV and the Community Development Project of the Urban
Justice Center
CAAAV
12/1/2011
http://caaav.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Chinatown_Report_
FINAL.pdf
This report sets forth a number of rezoning principles aimed at
ensuring equitable development that benefits existing residents
and small businesses, promotes affordability, and involves community participation. Specific rezoning policies are proposed that
would fulfill these principles, including creation of a special zoning
district that includes strong anti-demolition, anti-harassment and
anti-eviction provisions as well as limits on the kinds of businesses
that can open in the neighborhood; mechanisms to create affordable housing; and limits on the height of new buildings.
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Chinatown: Then and Now. A Snapshot of New York's Chinatown
Bethany Y. Li
Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund (AALDEF)
2013
Part of a three-city study of Chinatowns in Boston, New York and
Philadelphia, by AALDEF, with mapping assistance provided by
the University of Pennsylvania's City Planning and Urban Studies
Department, highlighting the land use and demographic transformation of Chinatowns along the East Coast in the past three
decades. This snapshot of New York's Chinatown shows current
land uses as well as population, income, and housing data from
the 1990, 2000 and 2010 Census.
Downtown in the New American City
Eugénie L. Birch
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science.
Vol. 626 - The Shape of the New American City (Nov. 2009), pp.
134-153
2009
Historical discussion of the contents (and the changes these
contents have experienced) of the "downtown" areas in major
American cities - including both housing and commercial properties. Also discusses methodologies used to examine and measure
downtowns, and the various land-use regulations and zoning
mechanism that shape their construction.
Planning Change: Capital and Community Plans in Chinatown,
1929-2011
Sam Stein
Graduate Research Paper
5/3/2011

Chinatown, and efforts by groups such as AAFE and the Chinese
Staff Workers Association in the 1980s (with respect to the "Special Manhattan Bridge District") and the Coalition to Protect Chinatown and the Lower East Side (with respect to the East Village
/Lower East Side Rezoning in 2008), in combating gentrification
and residential and business displacement.
Article IX: Special Purpose Districts. Chapter 6: Special Clinton
District
New York City Planning Commission
Zoning Resolution of the City of New York
The Special Clinton District runs between West 41st and West
59th Streets west of Eighth Avenue. It was created to preserve
and strengthen the residential character of the neighborhood bordering Midtown, maintain a broad mix of incomes and ensure that
the community would not be adversely affected by new development. It contains specific anti-harassment provisions protecting
against residential displacement.
Analysis of Draft Environmental Impact Statement East Village.
Lower East Side Rezoning
Tom Angotti, Kate Ervin
Hunter College Center for Community Planning and Development
August 2008
This report, for the Coalition to Protect Chinatown and the Lower
East Side, provides a comprehensive analysis of the DEIS for the
New York City Department of City Planning's East Village/Lower
East Side Rezoning proposal. It contains an overview of the proposal itself and discusses fundamental flaws in the DEIS methodology, focusing on socioeconomic impacts and neighborhood
character.

An overview of various plans by government, private or non-profit
entities, dating back to Robert Moses' Lower Manhattan Expressway Plan in 1929, that have created gentrification pressures in
9
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America's Chinatown: A Community Plan
Phillips Preiss Shapiro Associates, Inc.
Asian Americans for Equality (AAFE)
April 2004
A comprehensive community plan, developed under the umbrella
of AAFE's Rebuild Chinatown Initiative, building on Chinatown's
assets as a vibrant live/work community and promoting a vision
of America's Chinatown, attracting people, capital and new ideas.
The Plan comprises eight initiatives: Historic Chinatown; Arts and
Architecture; Jobs; The Waterfront; Linkages; Affordable Housing;
Family Neighborhood; and Business Districts.
East Bowery Preservation Plan
Doris Dieter
Bowery Alliance of Neighbors
www.boweryalliance.org
Focuses on a 100' corridor along East Bowery, from Canal Street
to Stuyvesant Street, that was left out of the East Village/Lower
East Side Rezoning. Aimed at preserving the low-rise, historic
context of the entire Bowery, with height limits conforming to zoning along West Bowery and protections for buildings of special
significance.
Seward Park Urban Renewal Area
SPURA homepage
NYC EDC
Ongoing
http://www.nycedc.com/project/seward-park-mixed-use-development-project

Community Voices and the Future of the Seward Park Urban Renewal Area
Pratt Center for Community Development
2009
http://prattcenter.net/report/community-voices-and-future-sewardpark-urban-renewal-area
This report documents the findings from the SPURA Matters community engagement process, a yearlong initiative facilitated by
nonprofit community organizations, calling for a greater community
voice in the redevelopment of the Seward Park Urban Renewal
Area (SPURA) on the Lower East Side.
CB3 Makes History
The Low Down
January 2011
http://www.thelodownny.com/leslog/2011/01/cb3-committeemakes-history-votes-to-redevelop-spura.html
Detailed description of the Manhattan CB3 meeting which favorably voted on SPURA
Public Notice 1: SPURA
Jerome Chou
Open the City
2/11/2011
http://openthecity.org/?p=1739
Brief report on the mechanics of SPURA: map of the area, information on housing costs and breakdown of numbers of marketrate and affordable units.

Home page for all New York City Economic Development published sites on the Seward Park Urban Renewal Area, including
press releases.
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More Details Revealed About Forest-City Ratner's SPURA Plan
Curbed
5/13/2013
http://ny.curbed.com/archives/2013/05/13/more_details_revealed_
about_forest_city_ratners_spura_plan.php
Snapshot of details regarding Forest-City Ratner's plan for SPURA, with link to full article in the WSJ. City expects to select a plan
by the end of 2013.
Housing
State of New York City's Housing and Neighborhoods: 2011
Vicki Been, et al
The Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, New York
University
2011
A detailed analysis of housing and demographic trends in New
York City, focusing on the city's property tax system, the changing
racial and ethnic makeup of the city's neighborhoods, mortgage
lending, subsidized housing, and impacts of the economic recession.
Housing Assessment for Community District 3
The Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, New York
University
2011
http://furmancenter.org/files/sotc/MN_03_11.pdf
Detailed snapshot of housing stock, rental rates, sales rates, tenure, etc. for Community District 3. Available for all other community districts throughout the five boroughs.
State of New York's Subsidized Housing: 2011
Jaclene Begley, et al. Vicki Been, Ed
The Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, New York
University

2011
http://furmancenter.org/files/publications/SHIPReportFinal.pdf
This report presents the first detailed analysis of information collected in the Furman Center’s Subsidized Housing Information
Project (SHIP) database. This database maps and provides detailed information about the nearly 2,500 rental properties, containing nearly 235,000 units that have ever been financed in New York
City by various categories of subsidy programs.
Affordable Housing in Lower Manhattan
Affordable Housing Task Force, Manhattan Community Board 1
June 201
Comprehensive report on affordable housing in Manhattan Community District 1, including history, affordable housing programs
and developments, references and resources.
Rent Stabilization in New York City
The Furman Center for Real Estate & Urban Policy
2013
Housing and Vacancy Survey Rent Stabilization Fact Sheet. Brief
synopsis of the Rent Stabilization Program in New York City.
The $80-a-week, 60 square foot housing solution that's also totally
illegal: Reexamining the SRO
Mariana Ionova
Next City, Vol 1, Issue 60
2013
This article provides a historical overview of single room occupancy (SRO) housing in New York City and describes a pilot prototype
of very small apartments, promoted by Mayor Michael Bloomberg,
and currently being developed in the Kip's Bay neighborhood on
Manhattan's East Side. These "micro-units," ranging in size from
250 square feet to 320 square feet, are seen as a response to the
growing housing needs of single adults in New York City. Accord11
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ing to officials, 40% of the units will be rented below the standard
market rate. However, with rents ranging from $940 to $1,800 per
month, they can hardly be considered affordable. Some form of
creative financing and public subsidy would be essential for micro
unit development to meet affordable housing needs.

Mireya Navarro
NY Times
3/22/2013
http://cityroom.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/03/22/officials-releasedetails-of-plan-to-building-near-housing-projects/

NYCHA
NYCHA Land Lease Sites homepage
NYCHA

More background from the New York Times on NYCHA's plans for
the land-lease program in developments on the Lower East Side.

http://www.nyc.gov/html/nycha/html/preserving/leasing-land-sites.
shtml
Information on ALL NYCHA land lease sites. At least 4 (Baruch,
Meltzer, Smith and LaGuardia) are located on the Context Map for
the Study Area.
NYCHA Plans Luxury Housing Alongside 5 LES Public Housing
Projects
The Low Down
2/6/2013
http://www.thelodownny.com/leslog/2013/02/nycha-plans-luxuryhousing-alongside-five-les-public-housing-projects.html
The Low Down broke the news on NYCHA's plan to sell land to
private developers
Tenants Worried by Plans to Build Near City Projects
Mireya Navarro
NY Times
3/11/2013
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/03/12/nyregion/plan-to-lease-openland-at-housing-projects-stirs-concern.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0
Article focusing on NYCHA tenants' reactions to proposed landlease program.
Officials Release Details of Plans to Build Near Housing Projects

Climate Change and Resilience
Sandy's Effects on Housing in New York City
Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy; Moelis Institute
for Affordable Housing Policy. New York University
March 2013
Analysis of the impacts of Sandy's storm surge on residential
properties in New York City. Also, types of households impacted
by Sandy and seeking FEMA assistance.
Sandy Regional Assembly Recovery Agenda. Recovery from the
ground up: Strategies for community-based resiliency in New York
and New Jersey
Sandy Regional Assembly
April 2013
The Sandy Regional Assembly is an association of environmental
justice organizations, community-based groups, labor unions and
representatives from storm-impacted and vulnerable neighborhoods in New York City advocating for a grassroots-led recovery
to Superstorm Sandy that addresses the needs of low-income
people, communities of color, immigrants and workers. The Assembly’s Recovery Agenda identifies a number of goals and recommendations to ensure that the priorities of vulnerable communities are included in the Sandy recovery process. The Recovery
Agenda also recommends specific adaptation/resiliency capital
projects and planning strategies aimed at increasing disaster resiliency in waterfront areas.
12
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A Stronger, More Resilient New York: Chapter 18: Southern Manhattan
PLANYC. The City of New York, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg
June 2013
http://www.nyc.gov/html/sirr/html/report/report.shtml
Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg's recently released comprehensive
plan includes actionable recommendations both for rebuilding
communities impacted by Hurricane Sandy and increasing the resilience of infrastructure and buildings citywide.
East River Waterfront Esplanade
East River Waterfront Esplanade homepage
NYC EDC
http://www.nycedc.com/project/east-river-waterfront-esplanade
Official Website for the East River Waterfront Esplanade development; maintained and managed by NYC EDC; including all EDC
press releases
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Completed Actions

Lower East Side Rezoning

New Museum
Located at 235 Bowery between Stanton and Rivington, the New Museum was completed in 2007 as a new home for an existing contemporary
art museum whose prior location was 583 Broadway. The facility has
seven stories and 58,000 square feet in total. Its iconic architectural style
has netted both praise and criticism. The addition of a large-scale art
museum to the Bowery has stoked concerns about the increasing gentrification of the area and the potentially neighborhood-altering corollary
uses that emanate from a non-locally specific arts institution.

In November 2008, the City Council adopted a rezoning of 111 blocks
in the Lower East Side. The Department of City Planning stated that it
undertook the rezoning to limit out-of-scale, tower developments that
were significantly altering the character of the neighborhood. The rezoning featured contextual residential and commercial zoning districts with
height limits ranging between eight and twelve stories and some incentives for growth and affordable housing to be built along wide streets well
served by public transit.
Manhattan Community Board 3 members (after issuing an 11-point recommendation memo) approved the rezoning and representatives noted
the general responsiveness of City Planning to neighborhood needs.
Other groups and individuals, however, felt that the exclusion of Chinatown and the Bowery from the plan at best made the areas targets of
increased out of scale development and at worst intentionally excluded
ethnic and racial groups. Several groups banded to form the Coalition
to Protect Chinatown and the Lower East Side. Community Boards 1,
2, and 3 formed the Chinatown Working Group to provide a forum and
vehicle to respond to concerns voiced during the public review of the rezoning.

Proposed Actions
Dormitory Projects

Photo courtesy New Museum website

41 Cooper Square
41 Cooper Square was designed by Thom Mayne for the Cooper Union
for the Advancement of Science and Art in 2009. The nine-story, 175,000
square feet building houses engineering, humanities, art, architecture
departments, an auditorium for public events, and ground floor retail
space and replaced the two-story Hewitt Building. The building was part
of a larger campus expansion plan to capitalize on real estate assets
that drew criticism for projected impacts on neighborhood character and
was subject of a lawsuit that resulted in changes to the plan.

El Bohio Cultural and Community Center (CHARAS) at P.S. 64 on East
9th Street near Avenue B is now subject to plans for conversion to dormitory space, with schools including Cooper Union reportedly signing on
(DNA Info, May 13, 2013). The 120,000 square-foot building has been
vacant since 2001 when the community center was evicted, after the
sale at auction of the then city-owned property in 1998 for around $3
million. Current owner Gregg Singer plans to spend $40 million to convert the property into a dorm with 500 beds opening in fall of 2014 (Wall
Street Journal, April 14, 2013). Public outcry came swiftly from several
quarters including CHARAS founders, local activists, and local elected
officials.

Seward Park Mixed Use Development Project
The NYC Economic Development Corporation worked with a committee
14
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from Community Bard 3 to develop consensus-based principles for the
development of the remaining city-owned properties within the Seward
Park Urban Renewal Area. Development of the property had been held
up for decades due to lack of consensus on the disposition of the land,
the interpretation of the regulations governing the use of the URA, and
disputes among local groups and elected officials. The EDC released a
request for proposals based on these principles in May of 2013 for the
Seward Park Mixed Use Development Project.

air; that they consume vital open space and recreational space; that the
ratio of market rate to affordable (80/20) will further isolate and compartmentalize low-income residents in increasingly unaffordable neighborhoods; that additional hardscape in some of the city’s only remaining
open space in flood-zone areas makes existing buildings and residents
even more vulnerable to negative climate change impacts; and the proposals are sidestepping the City’s public review process.

Smith Houses
The project calls for 1,000 units of housing of which 50% will be permanently affordable to a range of incomes, and 50% will be market rate.
20% of the affordable units will be available for low income households,
10% for moderate income households, 10% for middle income households and 10% for senior housing. The RFP calls for a development that
is 60% residential and 40% commercial and encourages community facilities. The vision espouses newly-built publicly accessible open space,
streetscape improvements, diversity in retail and other commercial uses,
and a rebuilt Essex Street Market.

The NYCHA proposal for Smith Houses focuses on replacing an existing parking lot, a garbage compacting site, and paved ball fields with
1,065,000 square feet of residential development resulting in 1,151
apartments.

NYCHA Land Lease
With a maintenance backlog of 310,000 jobs (as of May, 2013) and a
$195 million budget deficit and no new money forthcoming from state
and federal sources, the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) is
looking for new sources of annual revenue, including allowing new buildings to be built on what is now open space within housing development
footprints. NYCHA plans to lease land within its holdings to private developers to allow the development of mixed-income, mixed-use development at eight in-fill sites in Manhattan south of 110th Street. NYCHA
states that no existing units will be demolished and that residents will
have new job opportunities, enhanced security, and emergency power
generation. Eighty percent of the units will be market rate; 20 percent of
the units will be affordable to those making up to 60 percent of area median income (which in the current year would be $51, 540 for a family of
four—AMI for New York City stands at $85,900 for a family of four).
Three of the sites lie within the study area: LaGuardia, Smith, and Baruch. Two additional sites: Meltzer and Campos—lie just outside the
study area. The proposals are being met with strong criticism on several
bases: that they were developed absent meaningful consultation from
NYCHA residents; that the proposed developments will block light and

Image courtesy NYCHA website

LaGuardia Houses
The NYCHA proposal for LaGuardia Houses focuses on replacing an
existing parking lot and a garbage compacting site with 255,000 square
feet of residential development resulting in 276 apartments.

Baruch Houses
The NYCHA proposal for Baruch Houses focuses on replacing an existing parking lot with 350,000 square feet of residential development resulting in 405 apartments.

15

Significant Neighborhood Development Projects

Strategic Initiative for Recovery and Resilience
Mayor Bloomberg’s proposal to protect the most vulnerable parts of the
city form climate change impacts includes a number of interventions for
the study area, notably, completion of the East River Waterfront Esplanade from Broad Street to just north of the Manhattan Bridge, retrofitting
of public housing units damaged by Sandy, and studying and implementing zoning changes that would encourage retrofits of existing buildings
and resilience measures for new buildings. Programmatic concepts
include EDC’s “Neighborhood Game Changer Competition RFP” to encourage local economic development in six Sandy-impacted zones, including Chinatown between East Broadway and Madison Street.

Projected/Speculated Development
Pathmark site: 250 South Street, 227 Cherry Street, 71-85 Pike
Street

Current fenced-in site; source: The Low-Down, May 13, 2012

affordable food.

In March 2013, Gary Barnett of Extell Development purchased this site.
Extell is known for constructing luxury high-rise developments. The current lot is approximately 95,000 square feet and the current zoning will
allow up to 1.1 million square feet with no height limits. The building(s)
could reach 50 or more stories. It is not yet known whether affordable
housing would be part of the new development nor is there specificity
about whether units would be market-rate rentals or sales. However,
Crain’s (February 6, 2013) reports the likelihood that it will be residential
rental with market-rate and (some) affordable housing units. Settlement
Housing Fund and Two Bridges Neighborhood Council own an adjacent
lot where they hope to build more affordable housing units.

Currently a 4,500-square foot lot with a one-story structure, the property
was purchased in 2007 for $22 million by 615 West 131st Street LLC
based in Long Island City, which is an investor that co-owns the property
with ABS Partners. Canal Street is seen as the now-gritty “next frontier”
for retail shopping drawn down the busy SoHo corridor, and ABS Partners is part of that interest/activity. (Real Estate Weekly, May 1, 2013)

The sale sparked concern among local residents. Community outrage
spilled over into “Save Pathmark”/anti-gentrification rallies in 2007 and
2012. Some feel that this development would be dramatically out of
scale with the neighborhood and would bring an influx of wealthy people
into an area dominated by low-income and elderly in public housing
projects. People were also anxious about the Pathmark closing, given
the dearth of fresh and affordable food options for the area. Neighbors
worried that any new grocery store developed on site in the future would
serve the tenants of the luxury tower only. (The Low-Down, October 6,
2012) Elected officials have recently extracted a promise from the developer to feature a ground-floor supermarket that would offer fresh and

Anecdotally there is fear among some local artists, residents and other
New Yorkers that Canal Street will be further developed to conform to
the chain store-dominant and high-end retail character of Soho, losing
the existing Chinatown neighborhood character.

Phoenix Mall Site 246-250 Canal Street or 111-115 Lafayette

According to an ABS Partners document, there will be a “retail repositioning” at 250 Canal and they are looking for tenants who wish to lease
in a proposed six-story glass building to be developed on site “once a
signature retail client is secured.” The building will be 8,000 or more
square feet and three stories of commercial/retail tenants.
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ants were argue that they were pushed out in order for the landlord to be
able to develop the property as a high-end, luxury building. The evicted
residents have worked with Chinatown Tenants Union (CTU)/CAAAV:
Organizing Asian Communities, a prominent anti-gentrification community group in the neighborhood. CTU has waged a very visible and
vocal fight against the landlord. CTU/CAAAV argues that the situation
at 11 Allen Street is similar to other properties across Chinatown and the
struggle over this property has become something of a flashpoint for anti-gentrification activists. They have teamed up with Urban Justice Center lawyers to contest the evictions. Prior to Fei Wang’s purchase, the
rents were considered affordable by tenants, who, according to sources
at CAAV, had verbal agreements as opposed to formal leases. Future
development plans for the building are not clear
Phoenix Mall site as it currently exists

77-79 Bowery
Concept diagram for future development on
Phoenix Mall site; source: Real Estate Weekly,
May 1, 2013

11 Allen Street
11 Allen Street is a relatively small building, approximately 7,800 square
feet, with maximum floor area of 13,000 square feet. The building was
purchased in early 2011 for $2.3 million by Fei Wang, who began eviction proceedings, arguing that the building was zoned for commercial
not residential use. Supporters of the evicted Chinese immigrant ten-

In December 2012, Keystone Equities along with an unnamed institutional investor purchased 77 Bowery (currently an eight-story building
stories and approximately 31,000 square feet which exceeds maximum
allowable FAR) for $20 million in an all-cash deal. A part of the negotiation, it was also agreed that East West Bank, a Chinese American financial institution that was selling the property, would stay on as a lessee.
No news about how this property will be developed although there is a
listing on the market (2013) for a prospective buyer to buy a retail condominium there for $13.1 million.
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which would double its sidewalk frontage.” This deal is notable because
it sets a commercial square foot record for the street at $815 per square
foot.
The marketing of the site for high-end, Soho-style chain store development has generally fueled concerns about the Bowery’s overdevelopment (and gentrification particularly for family-run restaurant supply businesses).

77-79 Bowery in its current condition

81 Bowery
Donald Lee and a partner purchased this 15,000 square feet property
in 2003. In March 2013, the Department of Buildings closed 81 Bowery
for safety reasons. It had been a cheap SRO housing mainly Chinese
immigrants in ceiling-less cubicles. In 2008, the tenants had similarly
been evicted for fire/safety reasons. As of June 2013, the landlord has
not made the requisite changes to allow tenants to return. CAAAV/CTU
has been active in protesting the landlord’s unwillingness to correct the
safety violations at this site for several years. This particular building
has received wide media attention over the years, including a March 17,
2013 New York Times photo essay featuring the tenants and a multi-column Village Voice story in 2009 entitled “The Strangest Landlord-Tenant
Relationship in Town?”

210 Bowery in its current condition

The stand-off between landlord and tenants has delayed development
and no proposed development has been announced. This property and
77-79 Bowery fall within the area that is the focus of a long and visible
campaign waged by the Bowery Alliance of Neighbors to protect and
preserve the historic character and affordable housing.

Lower East Side BID Expansion Plan

210 Bowery

Chinatown Partnership LDC

In December 2012, Acadia Realty Trust (a large commercial developer)
purchased the four-story 210 Bowery for $7.5 million which houses a
restaurant supply company. The 9,000 square foot property can support
a new development of up to 15,000 square feet. According to the NY
Post, “Sources said Acadia had its eye as well on 212 Bowery next door,

The Partnership, also known as the Chinatown BID, has a large service
target encompassing the area bounded roughly by Broadway to the
west, Worth and Madison to the south, Pike and Allen to the east, and
Broome to the north. While the Partnership’s mission is programmatic
as opposed to developmental, it is engaged in advocacy and promotion

The LES BID has proposed a boundary expansion that will triple its area,
expanding east, west, and south (to include a few blocks of Canal Street
between Ludlow and Allen and East Broadway between Jefferson and
Montgomery.
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initiatives that may eventually result in physical changes or developments, such as the proposed waterfront park. The Partnership’s focus
areas are neighborhood improvements (lighting, cleaning, wayfinding);
arts and culture (promoting major cultural events); district promotion (a
web-based information clearinghouse); economic development (including but not exclusively connecting entrepreneurs to start up assistance
and existing businesses to expansion opportunities and energy efficiency programs); and “looking toward tomorrow,” roughly characterized
as defining the role of Chinatown in a global capital while cultivating and
supporting its unique character and heritage. The Partnership’s board
comprises business leaders and owners, bankers, lawyers, representatives of immigrant organizations, utilities, the press, and neighborhood
housing developers.
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Zoning
Zoning Context
Lower Manhattan has witnessed a spate of rezonings and special districts in recent years. While areas within the Draft Study Area have remained largely untouched, multiple changes have occurred just outside
its borders. To the south, the Lower Manhattan and the Battery Park
City Special Districts cover the entire southern tip of Manhattan. The
Little Italy Special District falls partially within the Draft Study Area running just west of the Bowery and north of Canal. The Draft Study Area
also includes a Special Transit Land Use District. The South Street Seaport and the Seaport rezonings are located along the southern edge of
the Draft Study Area. The East Village/Lower East Side, Seward Park
Mixed-Use Development, Cooper Union GLSD, and the 3rd Avenue Corridor rezonings are located just outside of the Draft Study Area east of
the Bowery and to the north of Grand Street.
The East Village/LES re-zoning of 2008 resulted the rezoning of a broad
area ranging from 13th Street in the north, to Grand Street in the south.
One of the major outcomes of this rezoning was to implement contextual
residential and commercial zoning districts to ensure that new development would be in keeping with the scale and character of the East Village/Lower East Side. For example, R7-2 zoning, a residential zoning
designation with no height limits, was replaced with contextual districts
R7A, R7B, R8A, and R8B. In addition, many C6-1 commercial districts
were downzoned to C4-4a contextual zones. C6-2a zones were used
along major thoroughfares - areas where it was deemed appropriate to
allow greater density and types of commercial uses. The Seward Park
Mixed-Use Development rezoning was a smaller rezoning targeted to
support a mixed-use, mixed income development in the Seward Park
Urban Renewal Area that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
Special Districts provide a tool for communities to direct development
and preserve local character. They respond to the unique and distinctive
qualities in specific communities and include zoning requirements that
are tailored to the specific context. As just one example, the Little Italy
special district located to the west of the Bowery is an example of a local
effort to preserve an historic retail corridor along Mulberry, recognizing
historical and cultural character of the community while encouraging development that is consistent with the existing built form.
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Zoning Amendments and Special Districts
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Existing Zoning

Existing Zoning: All Districts

22

Zoning and Land Use

Residential Zoning Districts

see the Appendix.

Residential zoning within the draft study area is striking in its uniformity
– the vast majority of residentially zoned lots are zoned R7-2 for medium
density apartment buildings. R7-2 zoning is noteworthy in that there are
no height restrictions on development. The “tower in the park” development pattern seen in the NYCHA developments within the Draft Study
Area is a typical of R7-2 districts. In addition, educational facilities taking
advantage of the Community Facility FAR of 6.5 in R7-2 districts may result in large, out of context buildings. The only non-R7-2 zoned residential district within the Draft Study Area is limited to a small number of lots
bordering East Bowery that are zoned R8-X, a contextual district that
allows higher density development. There are also several lots with split
zoning along East Bowery that include R8 zones that do not technically
fall within the Draft Study Area.
The uniformity in residential zoning within the Draft Study Area provides a sharp contrast with the wider variety of residential zoning in the
neighboring areas. For example, the Residential Zoning districts in the
East Village/Lower East Side include a variety of contextual districts
that ensure development will be in keeping with the character of existing built form. Many of these districts were implemented after the 2008
East Village/LES re-zoning when R7-2 districts were replaced with R7A,
R7B, R8A, R8B, and R8X districts where height requirements apply. In
the East Village, R7A districts are now located along major north/south
avenues with a mix of commercial and residential uses. Higher density
R8A and R8B districts are concentrated on the east/west blocks where
residential uses predominate.
Commercial overlay districts allow for first and second floor commercial
uses, typically stores and restaurants within residentially zoned districts.
Within the Draft Study Area, in lots dominated by NYCHA housing, there
are no Commercial Overlay districts (C1-5 and C2-5) north of Delancey
Street – indicating that this area is primarily residential in character.
Delancey Street itself has several blocks with commercial overlays.
South of Delancey, multi-block commercial overlays are located along
East Broadway from Pike Street to Montgomery Street, as well as along
Catherine Street from Henry Street to Cherry Street. Smaller block long
overlays are found on Henry and Madison Streets and Saint James
Place.
For a complete list of residential zoning districts in the Draft Study Area,
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Existing Zoning: Residential & Commercial Overlays
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Existing Zoning: Residential Districts with Inclusionary Housing Overlays
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Commercial Zoning Districts
Commercial zoning within the Draft Study Area is predominantly C6, allowing for a wide range of dense, high-bulk commercial uses as well as
residential uses. C6 zoning districts permit a range of commercial uses
including corporate headquarters, large hotels, department stores and
entertainment facilities. Zoning designations that are specific to Chinatown include C6-1G and C6-2G – the “G” indicates that there are special
rules governing the conversion of non-residential to residential uses
such as lofts.
C6-1, C6-2, and C6-4 commercial zoning districts within the Draft Study
Area are clustered within Chinatown in the area bordered by East
Broadway, Grand Street, Baxter Street, Walker Street, Broadway, White
Street, Centre Street, the Brooklyn Bridge approach, Pearl Street, and
Pike Street. The majority of the Bowery (with the exception of a few
lots zoned R8-X) is also zoned for commercial use with a mix of C6-1
districts. A cluster of lots zoned for C6-4 is present in the Lower East
Side from Cherry to South Street between Pike Street and Montgomery
Street. C6-4 districts allow for medium bulk office buildings and are located in the southwest of the Draft Study Area, in the area that is closest
to the lower Manhattan financial district.
Finally, a small amount of C8-4 lots are found along the Manhattan
Bridge approach and border Pike Street between Monroe Street and
Henry Street. C8 zoning districts are designed to bridge industrial and
commercial uses. The small number of C8-4 lots located along the Manhattan Bridge approach fall into three categories: those owned by New
York City agencies and used for transportation and utility; lots used for
parking; and a smaller number of high-rise residential lots.
For a complete list of commercial zoning districts in the Draft Study
Area, see the Appendix.
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Existing Zoning: Commercial Districts
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Manufacturing Zoning Districts
Manufacturing zoning districts are located on the northern and southeastern boundaries of the Draft Study Area on lots bordering the East
River. Manufacturing districts are also found on the western boundary of
the Draft Study Area north of Walker Street and west of Baxter Street in
an area that falls within the heart of Chinatown and Little Italy.
The manufacturing zone to the north, bordered by the East River between 13th and 14th Street is zoned for M3-2. This zoning designation
permits heaving industrial use, including power-generating stations like
the Con Ed substation. It is generally recommended that M3 zones be
buffered from residential uses, which is not the case here. The manufacturing zones located in the other areas of the Draft Study Area are
zoned M1 for light manufacturing – this allows a variety of uses including
transportation and commercial uses. The lots zoned for light manufacturing within Little Italy and Chinatown are bordered by Broadway, Walker
Street, Center Street, and Howard Street. The light manufacturing zoning districts extend beyond the Draft Study Area north into Soho and
west into Tribeca. This zoning indicates both the legacy of the area as a
prominent center of garment manufacturing as well as the smaller clusters of manufacturing uses that exist in the area today.
For a complete list of manufacturing zoning districts in the Draft Study
Area, see the Appendix.
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Existing Zoning: Manufacturing Districts
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BSA Decisions: Variances, Special Permits, and Appeals
The Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA) issues decisions regarding zoning variances and special permits for changes in use or bulk that
are not permitted under current zoning. The BSA also reviews appeals
to decisions made by the Department of Buildings. An analysis of BSA
decisions issued since 1998 in Manhattan Community Districts 1, 2, and
3 (comprising the entire area South of 14th Street) indicates a relatively
small number of variances and special permits within the Draft Study
Area. Since 1998, the BSA has issued at total of 74 decisions on variances, special permits, and appeals in Manhattan Community Districts
1, 2, and 3. Of that number only seven fall within the draft study area.
Of the six variances within the Draft Study Area, four involve changes
in bulk and two involve changes in use. Only one special permit was issued within the Draft Study Area to extend C6-1 zoning into a residential
R7-2 district in order to allow a mixed-use transient hotel.
Outside of the Draft Study Area, and following the 2008 East Village /
Lower East Side Rezoning, 5 properties in newly created C4-4A districts
were granted extensions to complete construction or changes begun
under the previous C6-1 zoning. The vast majority of Special Permits
(19 out of 21 total) were issued to allow physical culture establishments
(e.g., Planet Fitness, SoulCycle, and New York Sports Club) in a range
of commercial, residential, and manufacturing districts. Approximately 23
variances or extensions of variances were issued for a range of bulk and
use changes. The remaining BSA decisions include appeals to Department of Buildings decisions, Multiple Dwelling Law rules, and miscellaneous decisions.
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BSA Decisions: Variances, Special Permits, and Appeals
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Land Use
Land Use by Lot
Residential land uses (including mixed residential and commercial lots)
within the Draft Study Area make up just over 50% of the total number of
lots and occupy approximately 43% of total lot area. Multi-family elevator buildings make up approximately 24.99% of the land area in the Draft
Study Area even though they account for only 3.44% of the total number
of lots – this may be attributed to the large square footage occupied
by NYCHA developments (which fall into this land use category) on a
relatively small number of lots. In contrast, the higher number of mixed
residential and commercial lots (approximately 40.33% of total lots in
the Draft Study Area) occupy a far smaller area accounting for roughly
16.38% of total square footage in the Draft Study Area. Mixed-use lots
are concentrated in Chinatown. There are very few 1-2 family buildings
and a small number of multi-family walk-ups occupying just over 1% of
the Draft Study Area.

One & Two Family Buildings

Draft Study Area Land Use
(% total square feet)

Multi - Family Walk- Up Buldings
Multi - Family Elevator Buildings
Mixed Residential & Commercial
Commercial & Office Buildings
Industrial & Manufacturing
Transportation & Utility
Public Facilities & Institutions
Open Space & Outdoor Recreation
Parking Facilities
Vacant Land
Unknown

The large percentage of square footage devoted to Open Space and
Outdoor Recreation uses may be somewhat misleading, as it includes
the East River Park – a large outdoor amenity that falls between the
FDR Drive and the East River. Public facilities and institutions comprise
the next largest land use category by both square footage (approximately 10.78%) and number of lots (9.17%).
Industrial and manufacturing uses maintain a significant presence, taking up approximately 8.60% of the total number of lots but occupying
only 2.25% of total lot area. This indicates that there are multiple smaller
industrial lots scattered throughout areas zoned for commercial use.
Note: The 11 broad land use categories are derived from a complete list
of Building Classifications identified by the City of New York.
For a complete list of Building Classes identified in the Draft Study Area
see the Appendix.

Land Use

One & Two Family Buildings
Mul - Family Walk- Up Buildings
Mul - Family Elevator Buildings
Mixed Residen al & Commercial
Commercial & Oﬃce Buildings
Industrial & Manufacturing
Transporta on & U lity
Public Facili es & Ins tu ons
Open Space & Outdoor Recrea on
Parking Facili es
Vacant Land
Unknown
Total

# of Lots % Total Lots

6
89
48
563
308
120
24
128
39
36
28
7
1,396

0.4%
6.4%
3.4%
40.3%
22.1%
8.6%
1.7%
9.2%
2.8%
2.6%
2.0%
0.5%

Lot Area
% Total
(square feet) Square Feet
9,692
265,832
5,133,298
3,365,275
1,479,419
461,599
1,704,421
2,213,674
4,163,557
140,996
1,514,528
87,675
20,539,966

0.0%
1.3%
25.0%
16.4%
7.2%
2.2%
8.3%
10.8%
20.3%
0.7%
7.4%
0.4%

Source: MapPLUTO copyrighted by NYC Department of
City Planning, 2011.
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Land Use
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Number of Floors
Buildings with 5-9 floors make up approximately 56.23% of the total
number of lots within the Draft Study Area and take up approximately
26.30% of total lot area. Taller buildings (above 10 floors) can be found
within the NYCHA developments as well as in blocks neighboring
NYCHA developments and occupied by higher density residential uses
along Henry, Madison, and Cherry Streets in the southeastern section of
the Draft Study Area. Finally, larger buildings used for commercial and
public facilities can be found south of Canal and west of Centre Street
along the southwestern border of the Draft Study Area. These commercial and public facilities mark a transition to the larger building heights
found south of the Brooklyn Bridge throughout lower Manhattan.

Draft Study Area Number of Floors
(excluding Parks and Open Space)
# of Floors # of Lots

0

Number of Floors (by total # of lots)
3%

2%

0%
6%
0
1-4
33%
5-9

56%

1-4
5-9
10-17
18-28
29-43
44-104
Total

82
441
763
47
21
3
n/a
1,357

Percent Lot Area (sq. Percent total
total
feet)
lot area
number of
lots

6.0%
32.5%
56.2%
3.5%
1.5%
0.2%

2,432,943
3,130,739
4,306,526
4,337,370
1,986,274
182,557
n/a
16,376,409

14.9%
19.1%
26.3%
26.5%
12.1%
1.1%

Source: MapPLUTO copyrighted by NYC Department of City Planning, 2011

10-17
18-28
29-43

Source: MapPLUTO copyrighted by NYC Department of City Planning, 2011.
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Number of Floors
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Bulk and Use Conformance with Zoning

like Hester, Forsyth, and Eldridge Streets. This being the case, there are
lots with higher FARs (above 6.0) interspersed throughout these areas.

Bulk (FAR) Conformance
Zoning allows the regulation of bulk by setting maximum limits on the
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in a given zoning district. FAR is defined as the
total square footage of a building divided by the total lot area on which
it is situated. All FAR data given in this section relies on PLUTO data released by the New York City Department of City Planning and guidelines
from the New York City Zoning Resolution. Within the Draft Study Area,
the predominant zoning districts, R7-2 residential districts and C6 commercial districts, allow dense development as-of-right. The maximum
FAR in R7-2 districts ranges from .87 to 3.44, however for buildings classified as community facilities the allowable FAR is as high as 6.5. The
residentially zoned lots to the north and along the East River, as well as
those south of East Broadway all fall into this category.

The map of Available FAR shows a concentration of built out lots in the
area between East Broadway and Cherry Street. Within the Five Points
area, as well as the lots north of Canal and south of Grand there are significant pockets of underbuilt lots where additional development is possible. Within the Draft Study Area as a whole, built out lots account for
roughly 20.69% of total square feet, with the remaining 79.31% underbuilt. Approximately 306 (22.85% of total) lots are out of compliance with
the zoning regulations for bulk, meaning that the existing FAR exceeds
the maximum allowable FAR. The analysis of available FAR excludes
lots with NYCHA housing and lots with parks and open space.

Higher density commercial zones within the Draft Study Area are found
in Chinatown and the Lower East Side’s C6 districts south of Grand
Street and north of East Broadway. In commercial C6-1 and C6-2 districts, the commercial FAR is 6.0, but may go as high as 6.5 for community facilities. C6-3 districts also have an allowable FAR of 6 for
commercial units, but the allowable FAR for community facilities is even
higher at 7.5. Finally, in C6-4 districts allowable FAR is equal to 10. The
potential for as-of-right high-density development within the Draft Study
Area makes it attractive to real estate developers and is of particular
relevance given the recent re-zoning in the East Village/Lower East Side
which provides for greater control over development via bulk and height
limits in re-zoned areas. Within the Draft Study Area, the highest FARs
are permitted to the south, between Cherry Street and the FDR Drive,
as well as along the southwestern border in lots dominated by New York
City courts.
Existing built FAR gives an indication of the current density within a
given neighborhood - when compared with maximum allowable FAR it
provides a measure of the potential for additional as-of-right development. Within Chinatown on streets like Mott, Pell, and Bayard, the FAR
tends to be lower than the C6 zoning permits, which is not surprising
given the number of old law tenements and the low-lying character of
the neighborhood. This low-lying, low-bulk development pattern is also
seen in the Two Bridges area on streets like Division and East Broadway
as well as in the lots south of Grand Street and north of Canal on streets
36

Zoning and Land Use

Built FAR
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Maximum Allowable FAR
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Available FAR (Lots that are not Built Out)
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Available FAR by Percent: Draft Study Area
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Out of Bulk Conformance (Lots that are Overbuilt)
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Use Conformance
Within the Draft Study Area the vast majority of land use is in conformance with existing zoning. This is not a surprise given the fact the wide
range of uses permitted in C6 commercial districts (the predominant
commercial zoning in the area). A variety of uses are also permitted in
R7-2 zones, the predominant residential district. Based on a comparison
of building classification codes and existing zoning for all lots within the
Draft Study Area, approximately 89% of lots conform to the uses permitted by zoning. Less than 2% of lots were evaluated to be in non-conformance. The most notable non-conforming uses included parking lots
in areas zoned for residential use between Monroe and Henry Street. A
large lot on Cherry Street is occupied by Con Ed, and includes a nonconforming use in a residential district. We were unable to determine the
use conformance for approximately 9% of lots – these lots are labeled
“Currently Unclear” on the “Out of Use Conformance” map and will require additional research during Task 3 of the project.
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Out of Use Conformance
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Sites for Zoning Analysis
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95 Baxter Street
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208 Hester Street
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53 Hester Street
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Population
For the purposes of gathering demographic data, a broad context area
was defined, as shown in aqua in the map below. It was structured to
contain all of the CWG and committees’ zoning proposals, as well as the
draft study area. It also includes all of Community District 3.
Context and Study Areas

Together, the three groups made up just over 86% of the context area
population.
The context area’s White population grew by 12% between 2000 and
2010, a clear measure of demographic change. Some Census tracts
with significant Chinese population saw dramatic changes. As the map
below shows, the area north of Grand Street and Little Italy saw an influx
of hundreds of Whites over 10 years. Overall though, the White population is relatively low in Chinatown and deep into the Lower East Side,
while forming the majority of the population in the East Village.
Change in White Population, 2000-2010

Starting in 2000, Census respondents were allowed to mark more than
one race category. As a result, Census 2000 race information is more
complicated than such data from previous Censuses, because it allows people the option of a single race or one or more races. For the
purposes of this study, Asian alone and Chinese alone were examined.
Also, starting in 2000, Chinese population numbers did not include the
Taiwanese population.
According to the 2010 Census, the total population of the context area
was 191,266. Of that population, three sub-groups stand out: Whites
composed 46% of the population, Chinese were 29% of the total population, and the Latino population made up 22% of the total population.

The Chinese population -- not surprisingly -- was concentrated in Census tracts in the neighborhood of Chinatown. The 2010 total Chinese
population in Census tracts that were over 30% Chinese was 40,097.
The Latino population is particularly concentrated in Lower East Side
Census tracts dominated by NYCHA public housing.
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White Population, 2010

Chinese Population, 2010

Latino Population, 2010
Black Population, 2010
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Changes in the Chinese Population in Manhattan’s Chinatown: What We Know and What We Don’t Know
Immigrants from China have been arriving to the U.S. since the 19th Century. After the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965, immigrants from China greatly increased, together with immigration from other Asian countries and Latin America (Pew, 2008). Reflecting this trend, New York City’s Chinese population has been growing consistently across all five boroughs since 1980. Today, New
York City has the most Chinese people of any city outside of Asia (Department of City Planning, 2013).
The only exception to the growth trend is in Manhattan where the Chinese population across the borough has remained fairly stable
since 2000. A main reason for this is the decline in Chinese population in the Census tracts that compose Chinatown. Here, Census
tracts with over 30% Chinese population lost as many as 10,000 Chinese between 2000 and 2010. However, these figures should
be interpreted with caution for a few reasons. It is possible, for example, that as real estate prices go up, overcrowding goes up.
Overcrowding may not be captured by Census data, because residents are loath to report housing situations that may be illegal.
Additionally, some claim that new Chinese immigrants are less likely to answer government questionnaires for cultural reasons. In
general, it is fairly accepted that Chinese immigrants have been undercounted in the U.S. Census (de la Puente, Manuel, 1993), as
have been other immigrant groups.
Change in Manhattan’s Chinese Population
(in Census Tracts with Over 30% Chinese),
2000-2010
Change in Chinese Population by Borough, 1980-2010

50

Demographics

Age

Median Age in Context Area, 2010

Another view of demographics in the context area is provided via population pyramids. One thing that’s noticeable is how short the age bands
under 19 are, compared to the age bands between ages 25 to 59, suggesting relatively few children in comparison with U.S. general trends.
By far, the largest age cohort is 25 to 29 years old.
Age of Total Population in Context Area, 2010

Looking at the Asian-American population in Census tracts with over
30% Chinese population, we see a similar pattern, although the 45 to 49
age band is the largest (see the population pyramids on the next page).
This observation bares out when mapping similar data: the median age
per Census tract is higher in Census tracts with higher Chinese population. Examining the population pyramid for the Chinese population in
2000, we see that the widest age band was ages 35 to 39, suggesting
that the population has grown older
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Age of Asian-American Population in Census
Tracts with over 30% Chinese Population, 2000

Age of Asian-American Population in Census
Tracts with over 30% Chinese Population, 2010
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Household Size
This map shows the average household size in the context area. In
general, the larger household sizes are found in Census tracts heavy in
either Chinese or Latino population.

Average Household Size in Context Area, 2010
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Housing Overcrowding
The percentage of housing units that is severely overcrowded (over 1.51
people per room) in many of the Chinese-concentrated Census tracts
is several times higher than Manhattan in general. Manhattan itself has
higher rates of both overcrowding and severe overcrowding than the nation overall, and it has higher rates of severe overcrowding than the rest
of the New York Metropolitan Statistical Area. However, severe overcrowding in the Chinatown area has fallen since 2000. There are several
ways to interpret this data. It might be a result of gentrification, whereby
large immigrant households are replaced by smaller professional households. It might also result from the relatively high margins of error for the
American Community Survey (ACS) or the fact that the ACS and the
Census are different surveys.

Severely Overcrowded Housing Units, 2000

Severely Overcrowded Housing Units, 2007-2011

Occupants Per Room, United States, NY MSA & Manhattan
United States
1.00 person per room or less

96.90%

1.01 to 1.50 persons per room (over2.20%
crowded)
1.51 or more persons per room (severely
0.90%
overcrowded)
Source: 2007-2011 ACS
* NYC’s five boroughs and Nassau & Suffolk counties

New York
MSA*
95.40%

Manhattan
94.40%

3.10%

3.10%

1.50%

2.60%
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Income, Poverty, and Unemployment
Several things stand out in the map of median household income: the
areas with the lowest Median Household Income ($15,000 to $20,000
range) are located in Census tracts with NYCHA developments, while
those in the second lowest range are concentrated both in the NYCHA
developments and Census tracts with a heavy concentration of Chinese
residents.

Median Household Income, 2007-1011

Interestingly, when looking at unemployment rates, the pattern is more
complicated. While certain Census tracts with NYCHA housing show really high rates of unemployment, the same clear pattern found in income
data is not present, suggesting that perhaps the challenge for Chinatown
residents is not lack of employment but level of compensation. The
same somewhat mixed pattern is seen when looking at levels of poverty.
Unemployment, 2007-2011

Poverty, 2007-2011

55

Housing

Vacancy and Occupancy

Basic Indicators
Number of Housing Units
There were approximately 89,973 housing units in the Context Area as
of the 2010 Census. Between 2000 and 2010 the number of units in the
Context Area increased by 5.43%, an increase comparable to the overall
increase in housing units in NYC of 5.30%. Within the Draft Study Area,
Census tracts bordering the East River (and home to large NYCHA developments) saw limited change either positive or negative in the total
number of housing units. South of 14th Street, the Financial District saw
some of the greatest increases in housing units between 2000 and 2010.
Within the Context Area the greatest increases in housing units from
2000-2010 can be seen in tracts just south of 14th Street, in the East Village, and along the southern border.

The 2010 vacancy rate within the Context Area equals 5.62%, an increase from 4.7% in 2000. This rate is substantially lower than Manhattan (9.83%) and NYC overall (7.75%). The lowest vacancy rates (5% or
less) within the Context Area also fall within the Draft Study Area, including nearly all the Census tracts along the East River. This suggests a
greater demand for housing within the Draft Study Area relative to the
rest of the Context Area.
Vacant Housing Units, 2010

Change in Number of Housing Units, 2000
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Renter-Occupied Housing Units, 2010

Housing Density
Housing density within the Context Area is approximately 41,180 Housing Units per Square mile, with the highest densities found in the East
Village and in Little Italy.
Housing Density, 2010

Tenure (Renters and Owners)
The Context Area is striking in its high percentage of renter-occupied
units – 84.5% as compared with 77.2% in Manhattan and 69.0% in
NYC overall. The large percentage of renters indicates that measures to
protect affordability should focus on renters. The Census tracts bordering the East River within the Draft Study Area, where the majority of the
public housing is located contains some of the highest percentages of
renter-occupied units. However, significant concentrations of renters are
also found in Little Italy and in the areas of the Lower East Side just outside of the Draft Study Area.
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Seasonal Housing Units
Among vacant housing units within the Context Area, approximately
19.67% are for Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional use. This is slightly higher that the rate of 15.23% for NYC as a whole, but much lower
than the rate of 33.86% in Manhattan.
Seasonal (Recreational & Occasional) Housing Units, 2010
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Median Contract Rent, 2006-2010

Housing Costs
Introduction
Housing costs in Chinatown and the Lower East Side are subject to the
same market pressures driving up rents and mortgages across Manhattan. However, the high concentration of public housing units and other
forms of government-subsidized housing have ensured that low- and
moderate- income renters maintain a significant presence in the area despite the threat of displacement. In light of the fact that the vast majority
of housing units in the Context Area are renter-occupied, this section will
focus on housing prices impacting renters followed by a brief examination of recent sale prices for multi-family buildings.

Rental Values (Median Contract Rent)
Median contract rents vary widely throughout the Context Area. As
seen in the map of Median contract rents using ACS data from 20062010, the Census tracts where NYCHA housing predominates (located
for the most part along the East River) tend to have the lowest median contract rents – ranging from $300-$500 per month. The Median
contract rent for Manhattan for the same time period was $1,150 per
month. For New York City as a whole, the median contract was approximately $1,004 per month, according to the Office of the NYC Comptroller, following an analysis of 2010 Census and ACS data.
Within the Draft Study Area, median contract rents range from $300$500 per month in Census tracts along the East River with high concentrations of public housing. Higher median contract rents, falling
between $501-$1,000 per month, are found in Census tracts in Chinatown and the Lower East Side south of Grand Street. The highest median contract rents, comparable to those found in NYC and Manhattan,
are found on the northern and western portions of the Context Area as
well as in Census tracts intersecting the Bowery.

Rent Burdened Households
Rent burdened households pay more than 30% of income for rent – the
margin for what is considered affordable. In New York City as a whole,
rent burdened households are quite high, equaled approximately 50%
of all renter occupied households in 2010. Of all the boroughs, Manhattan has the lowest percentage of rent-burdened households – at
approximately 43%. Within the Draft Study Area, Census tracts with
NYCHA housing and other subsidized housing show lower percentages of rent burdened households – likely due to government subsidized
ensuring that renters pay no more than 30% of monthly income in rent.
In Census tracts within the Chinatown core, the percentage of rentburdened households falls above 56% - an indicator of low affordability
in the area.
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Rent-Burdened Households, 2007-2011 of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). As of 2013, according to
NYCHA’s website, the average family income for public housing residents was $22,994 and the average monthly rent was $436. The proposed flat rent schedule applies to the relatively small percentage of
NYCHA households currently paying less than 30% of income in rent
and is designed to ensure equitable distribution of rents while maintaining affordability. For example, the flat rent recommended for a 2-person
household earning between $39,851 and $53,150 is $704/month for
a 1-bedroom apartment. The flat rent recommended for a 3-person
household earning between $58,801 and $74,700 is $896/month for a
1-bedroom apartment. Both NYCHA flat rents for 1-bedrooms fall well
below the minimum rent for a 1-bedroom apartment of $1,200/month
found in the review of online rental prices.

Local Rental Market
In order to assess the local rental market, we looked at rental prices for
market rate apartments listed online (in May 2013) as well as the 2013
rental guidelines published for NYCHA housing. As the map of market
rate rental prices shows, the prices for 1-bedroom apartments in the
Context Area ranged from $1,200 to as high as $9,850. Of the examples
shown, a 1-bedroom apartment in the area of Pitt and Stanton Street,
and located not far from NYCHA’s Gompers, Lavanburg, and La Guardia Houses, recorded an asking rental price of $2,750 – well out of the
range affordable to low- and moderate- income renters. In the area of
Market Street and Madison Street, in the Two Bridges area, we recorded
and asking price of $3,395 for a 1-bedroom apartment.

Rental prices were collected using the real estate search platform, Zillow. Zillow is an online real estate database that allows users to search
for apartments for rent. For the purposes of this analysis, we focused on
the following typologies: studios as well as 1, 2, and 3 bedroom apartments. Rent data was collected from May 29-31, 2013. Listed rental
prices for approximately 1,050 unique apartments within the Context
Area were recorded. Rental prices from all apartments located within
the boundary of the Draft Study Area were sorted by typology to create
a range of available rental prices within this geography. Those developments containing each typology were mapped, based on location given,
and representative prices per typology were listed to illustrate costs.
Rental guidelines for NYCHA developments rely on data from the 2013
Proposed Flat Rate Rent Schedule published by NYCHA.

In contrast, NYCHA’s recently approved proposed flat rent schedule
for 2013 shows the rental prices affordable to a range of income levels. NYCHA residents pay no more than 30% of their income in rent,
with the remainder of the funding subsidized by the U.S. Department
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Market Rental Prices, 2013
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Sample Rent Levels for NYCHA Housing, 2013
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Housing Sales
The analysis of sales data for Chinatown and the Lower East Side looks
at multi-year trends at the Community District level released via the Furman Center Data Search Tool as well as 2012 sales data for rental properties released by the New York City Department of Finance.
The median sale price per unit of existing 5+ family buildings rose
steadily in Chinatown and the Lower East Side (in Community District 3)
between 2000 and 2008, dipped between 2008 and 2009, and then returned to rise steadily through 2011 when the median sale price per unit
was approximately $250,000. As seen in the chart below, median sale
prices in Community District 3 stayed above prices in New York City as
a whole, which remained relatively flat, and close to prices in Manhattan. In contrast, during the same period median sale prices for 5+ family
buildings in neighboring Community 2 (Greenwich Village/Soho) were
well above the median for both Manhattan and New York City as a whole
and also showed greater fluctuation.

clustered in Little Italy, the East Village, and in the Lower East Side outside of the Draft Study Area. 2012 Sale prices for rental properties within
the Draft Study Area tended to range between 7.5 and 9 million. It is
important to note that differences in sale prices may be attributed to the
fact that housing within the Draft Study Area is characterized by smaller
multi-family buildings with lower prices than larger elevator buildings.
Sales Prices of Rental Properties, 2012

The median sale price for existing condos also rose steadily in Chinatown and the Lower East Side, from approximately $186,000 in 2000
to just over $1 million in 2011. As seen in the next chart, median condo
prices in Community District 3 stayed just above prices in New York
City and slightly below prices in Manhattan. Once again, median condo
prices in neighboring Greenwich Village/Soho (Community District) were
far higher, rising to just under $2 million by 2011.
Recent sales records for rental properties in 2012, as seen in the map
on this page suggest that within the Context Area higher sale prices are
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Affordable and Subsidized Housing

residential units are estimates based on publicly available data, in others
they have been reported by the organizations.

Introduction
Chinatown and the Lower East Side are home to a vibrant mix of low-,
moderate-, and middle- income residents. As rental and condo prices
have skyrocketed in Manhattan, affordable housing in Chinatown and
the Lower East Side has been threatened by increased development,
market pressures, and the expiration of long-term affordable housing
programs. However, affordable housing has remained available in the
area due to a unique mix of NYCHA housing; HUD subsidized affordable
coops and rentals; affordable units built through tax incentive programs;
and local non-profit managed housing.
The vast majority of households in Chinatown and the Lower East Side
are renter-occupied, and efforts to preserve and expand affordable
housing options focus on low- and moderate-income renters. However,
there are also significant pockets moderate- and middle- income homeowners in Coops throughout the area. This overview of affordable housing in Chinatown and the Lower East Side will examine how a variety of
affordable housing program contribute to affordability in Chinatown and
the Lower East Side.

NYCHA
NYCHA housing makes a powerful contribution to long-term affordable
housing in Chinatown and the Lower East Side providing options for lowand moderate- income residents. NYCHA residents pay no more than
30% of their income in rent, with the remainder of the funding subsidized
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). As
of 2013, according to NYCHA’s website, the average family income for
public housing residents was $22,994 and the average monthly rent was
$436. NYCHA also administers the Section 8 voucher program for applicants within NYCHA developments.
NYCHA Housing in Draft Study Area

Data Sources
The analysis of HUD subsidized housing relies on data from the Furman
Center Subsidized Housing Information Project (SHIP), which provides
a wealth of information about housing in New York City. Furman SHIP
data is current as of 2010. Information on rent stabilized buildings Chinatown and the Lower East Side uses publicly released data from the
2011 New York City Housing and Vacancy Survey – much of which has
also been reported by the Furman Center. The NYC HVS is released
every three years and designed to capture rich information on New York
City’s housing stock. The J-51 and 421-a tax incentive analysis uses the
most recent available data released by the New York City Department
of Finance and is informed by research previously conducted by both
Tenants and Neighbors and the Community Service Society. The New
York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) releases information on individual
developments the NYCHA Development Data Book. Finally, the inventory of local non-profit affordable housing developers and managers was
compiled with a combination of internet research and follow-up conversations with individual organizations. In some cases, the number of

As the map of NYCHA developments shows, there are 13 NYCHA developments within the Draft Study Area. Cumulatively, these developments
account for 12,256 residential units, according to data from the 2012
NYCHA Development Data Book 2012. These developments are located
in close proximity to the waterfront, either bordering the FDR Drive and
the East River Park or located just few blocks away. As the aftermath
of Hurricane Sandy showed, public housing in the Lower East Side is
vulnerable to hurricane impacts and climate change. Real estate development pressures are also a threat to public housing in the area. Recent proposals by the City of New York City for infill projects on NYCHA
property include three developments within the Draft Study Area: Smith
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What Is Affordable Housing?
“Affordable” as it applies to housing has a very specific meaning. The government makes decisions, reflected in policy, about income
eligibility to live in certain housing developments and about which developers qualify to receive government subsidies for construction and rehabilitation of housing. Housing is considered affordable as long as a family spends no more than 30 percent of their gross
income to pay for it. Affordability in this sense is restricted to spending on housing regardless of the cost of other goods and services
and cost of living generally in any specific area.
Income limits for affordable housing developments are calculated on the basis of area median income (AMI), the exact midpoint in
the distribution of family income in a given area. AMI is generally calculated for a family of four. The current 2013 AMI in the New
York City region is $85,900. This sounds remarkably high, considering the AMI in many NYC neighborhoods, including Chinatown.
Housing costs vary from place to place, so the federal government divides the country into about 1,000 different areas, sometimes
amalgamating metropolitan areas such as Stamford-Norwalk, Connecticut, and New York City. NYC’s area includes all five boroughs
and Putnam County to the north. Incomes in Staten Island and most of Manhattan are generally higher than for the other boroughs,
which affects the mid-point of the income distribution here. Additionally, the federal government (the Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD]) recognizes that housing costs in NYC are higher than elsewhere in the country; therefore, the government
actually adjusts the AMI to be higher than the actual mid-point so that more families can qualify for affordable housing programs, and
more developers can apply for affordable housing subsidies. HUD income guidelines are calculated every year, and therefore subject
to change.
Each development that receives government subsidies has its own specific income requirements. The income categories used to determine eligibility are:
Extremely low income: 0% to 30% AMI
Very low income: 30% to 50% AMI
Low income: 50% to 80% AMI
Moderate income: 80% to 100% AMI
Middle income: 120% to 250% AMI
High income: 250% AMI and up
The most common types of affordable housing developments and income eligibility according to household size are listed below.

Low-income Programs: Low-income Affordable Marketplace Program (LAMP)
This program is for individuals or households with a combined annual income of up to 60% of AMI. The maximum incomes (adjusted
for family size) are as follows:
60% of AMI
$51,540- Family of four
$46,440- Family of three
$41,280- Family of two
$36,120- Individual
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What Is Affordable Housing? (continued from previous page)
80/20 Program, Mixed-Income Program
These programs are for individuals or households with a combined annual income of up to 40% or 50% of AMI. The maximum incomes (adjusted for family size) are as follows:
40% of AMI
$34,360- Family of four
$30,960- Family of three
$27,520- Family of two
$24,080- Individual

50% of AMI
$42,950- Family of four
$38,700- Family of three
$34,400- Family of two
$30,100- Individual

Moderate to Middle-Income Programs:
New Housing Opportunities Program (New HOP), Mixed-income Program, Taxable 80/20, and Coop Housing Program
These programs are for individuals or households with a combined annual income of up to 100%, or 130%, or 175% of AMI. The
maximum incomes (adjusted for family size) are as follows:
100% of AMI
$85,900- Family of four
$77,400- Family of three
$68,800- Family of two
$60,200- Individual

130% of AMI
$111,670- Family of four
$100,620- Family of three
$89,440- Family of two
$78,260- Individual

175% of AMI
$150,325- Family of four
$135,450- Family of three
$120,400- Family of two
$105,350- Individual

Sources:
Center for Urban Pedagogy, What is Affordable Housing?. Envisioning Development, Guide No. 1, New York City, 2009.
New York City Housing Development Corporation, Income Eligibility, http://www.nychdc.com/pages/Income-Eligibility.html
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Houses, La Guardia Houses, and Baruch Houses. The potential for market rate development on valuable open space presents a new challenge
for affordable housing advocated and NYCHA residents.

Mitchell-Lama
Mitchell-Lama rentals and cooperatives make a significant contribution
to moderate- and middle-income affordable housing in Chinatown and
the Lower East Side. Within the Context Area, there were over 6,000
residential units in 32 Mitchell-Lama buildings as of 2010 – including
neighborhood landmarks like Confucius Plaza and Masaryk Towers. This
is despite that fact that, as reported in a 2011 Furman Center report on
Subsidized Housing, no new Mitchell-Lama developments have been
created in over 30 years. While Mitchell-Lama will not be a source of
new affordable housing, preserving existing units as they become eligible to opt out is a key means to preserve affordable housing in Chinatown and the Lower East Side.

Low-Income Housing Tax Credits 9% and 4%
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits have been a significant source of funding for new affordable units since the 1980s, financing a total of 80,400
units in NYC as of 2010, according to the Furman Center. As the accompanying map shows, within the Context Area projects funded with
9% LIHTC tend to be smaller in size and, for the most part, fall north
Mitchell-Lama Housing

The Mitchell-Lama Program has been a long-term, stable source of affordable housing for moderate- and middle-income residents since it was
founded in 1955. Mitchell-Lama developments target residents earning
80%-130% of AMI and may take the form of cooperative or rental buildings. In return for restrictions on rents developers receive property tax
abatements and subsidized mortgages. Owners may opt out of the program after 20 years and charge market rates. Alternatively, after Mitchell-Lama developments become eligible to opt out they may restructure
their loans through the NYC Housing Development Corporation (HDC)
and extend the period of affordability for another 15 years minimum, with
an option to remain in the program for an additional 30 years total.
There are four Mitchell-Lama developments within the Draft Study Area,
all Cooperatives, comprising 14 buildings and accounting for a total
of over 3,000 of residential units. Within the Context Area, the eight
Mitchell-Lama developments comprise 32 buildings and a total of 6,194
residential units. Of this number, the two rental developments are far
smaller in size totaling just over 200 residential units. As of 2010, four
developments within the Context Area were eligible to opt out, by 2020
another two will be eligible to opt out, with the final two reaching eligibility by 2038.
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of Delancey. Projects funded with 4% LIHTC tend to larger in size and
are located, for the most part, west of 2nd Avenue. Seventeen properties
within the Context Area are already eligible to leave the LIHTC, and of
the remaining 10 properties, all will be eligible to leave by 2023.
Developments financed with Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC)
provide affordable units for low-income households earning 50%-60% of
AMI. Projects funded with LIHTC may leave the program after the first
15 years (with the potential to stay in the program for a total of 30 years)
and convert to market rate. LIHTC developments may be “20/50,” with
20% of units reserved for households earning 50% of AMI or less, or
“40/60,” with 40% of units reserved for households earning 60% of AMI
or less.
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits

the median year built for 9% LIHTC is 1920, while the Median year each
property was placed in the LIHTC is 1997 – suggesting that many of
these Low-Income Housing Tax Credits were used to fund rehabilitations
rather than new developments. As the map above indicates, properties
funded with 9% LIHTC (and without tax-exempt bonds) tend to be smaller in size, with a median assessed value of approximately 1.6 million.

4% LIHTC
Projects funded with 4% tax credits include rehabilitation or new construction and are paired with financing through tax-exempt bonds. As of
2010, nine properties (with a total of 1,545 residential units) within the
Context Area were receiving 4% LIHTC. Of that number, only one (with a
total of 109 residential units) falls within the Draft Study Area. Within the
Context Area, the median year built for 4% LIHTC is 2003 and the median year placed in LIHTC is 2006. This suggests that 4% LIHTC, paired
with tax-exempt bonds, are more recent and more likely to result in new
construction. Properties funded with 4% LIHTC (and paired with taxexempt bonds) also tend to be larger in size, with a median assessed
value of approximately 11.1 million.

HUD Project Rental Assistance & Section 202/811
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides direct rental subsidies to specific housing developments via the
Project-based Section 8 program and Project Rental Assistance Contracts (PRACs) – both rental subsidies contribute to affordable housing
in Chinatown and the Lower East Side. When paired with HUD financing

9% LIHTC
Projects funded with 9% LIHTC include new construction, acquisition,
and rehabilitation that does not include tax-exempt bond financing. Within the Context Area, 27 properties (with a total of 1,347 residential units)
are receiving 9% LIHTC. Of those, 3 properties (with a total of 347 residential units) fall within the Draft Study Area. Within the Context Area,
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for Section 202/811 housing for the elderly and disabled – these rental
subsidies provide strong affordable housing options for vulnerable populations.
HUD Project Rental Assistance & Section 202/811

Like the Mitchell-Lama housing, Project-based Section 8 funding is no
longer being used to create new affordable housing – but as the accompanying map shows, existing developments, while small in number make
a big impact on affordable housing in Chinatown and the Lower East
Side. In 2010 there were 8 Project-based Section 8 developments within
the Context Area accounting for close to 4,000 units of affordable housing. Project-based Section 8 rental subsidies ensure that tenants pay no
more than 30% of income in rent, with HUD paying the remainder to the
owners. Project-based section 8 developments target households making less than 80% of AMI. While Project-based Section 8 funding for new
developments ended in the 1980s, existing developments may continue
to renew their contracts with HUD. Renewing HUD contracts is dependent on available federal funding and continues to be a key means for
preserving affordable housing options in Chinatown and the Lower East
Side. Although the majority of the Project-based Section 8 subsidized
housing is located outside of the Draft Study Area (with only 3 develop-

ments and total of 289 residential units as of 2010), there are significant
clusters located within blocks of the study area including four large developments on Grand Street.
Project Rental Assistance Contracts are used to help subsidize rents
for very low-income tenants (those making 60% of AMI or less) in Section 202/811 Housing for the Elderly and Disabled. Unlike Project-based
Section 8, PRAC rental subsidies are available for new developments
and existing developments may renew their contracts with HUD after
3 years. There are no PRAC subsidized developments within the Draft
Study Area, but PRAC subsidizes 356 units of Section 202/811 housing
within the Context Area.
HUD helps fund rental housing for the low-income elderly and disabled
through the Section 202 and 811 Programs. Both programs provide
non-profits with grants or loans to develop affordable housing and may
be paired with HUD Project Rental Assistance subsidies through Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC) program. Section 202 housing
is designated for low-income elderly residents while Section 811 helps
fund housing for the disabled. Within the Context Area, ten Section
202/811 developments take advantage of Project-based Section 8 rental
subsidies and 8 developments take advantage of PRAC subsidies – accounting for 1,330 residential units in total. Within the Draft Study Area,
there are only three Section 202/811 developments taking advantage of
Project-based Section 8 subsidies and there were no PRAC subsidized
developments as of 2010.

Rent Regulated Housing
According to the Furman Center’s 2011 report on New York City housing, rent regulated units made up 48% of rental units in Chinatown and
the Lower East Side in 2011, and 47% of rental units in New York City as
a whole. Of the 1,025,214 rent-regulated units citywide, only 38,000 are
rent controlled, the vast majority of rent-regulated units are rent stabilized. The Furman Center analysis relies on data from the NYC Housing
and Vacancy Survey and the most recent available data is from 2011.
Estimates from the NYC Housing and Vacancy Survey are released for
sub-borough areas – the Chinatown/Lower East Side sub-borough area
is roughly equivalent to Community District 3.
While rent regulation is an important tool to provide predictable and stable rent increases, it does not guarantee meaningful affordable housing
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options for low- and moderate-income tenants. The current cap for rent
stabilized units is $2,500 a month, an amount that can not be considered
affordable for low-income residents in Chinatown and the Lower East
Side. Chinatown / Lower East Side is among the top ten neighborhoods
in New York City with the most regulated units, according to a Furman
Rent Stabilized Housing

stabilized units may increase when Mitchell-Lama buildings and other
subsidized households age out and convert to market rate.

J-51 and 421-a Tax Abatements and Exemptions
New York City uses J-51 and 421-a tax incentives to encourage both
the rehabilitation of existing housing and new housing development. According to a report released by the Community Service Society in 2012,
New York City funding for the 421-a program equaled $912 million and
city funding for the J-51 program equaled $257 million in 2012. Both programs have funded many residential units throughout Chinatown and the
Lower East Side, as can be seen in the maps below, but their contribution to promoting affordable housing remains an open question.
J-51Tax Exemption and Abatements
There were 4,837 residential units receiving J-51 benefits in the Draft
Study Area and 13,347 in the Context Area according to data released
by the NYC Department of Finance for 2012-2013. The J-51 program
provides tax incentives to encourage residential rehabilitation, major
capital improvements, and loft conversion to multiple dwellings. J-51 tax
benefits are as-of-right and may last for either 14 years or for up to 34
years. While the tax benefits are in effect all residential units in rental
buildings are rent stabilized or rent controlled.

Center Fact Brief. In 2011, the median rent for rent-regulated units in
Chinatown / Lower East Side was $1,205, less than half of the median
rent for market rate units at $2,680. The Chinatown / Lower East Side
neighborhood had 30,351 rent-regulated units comprising 48% of all
rental units in 2011. Despite the large percentage of rent regulated units
in the area, between, 2002 and 2008, Chinatown and the Lower East
Side lost over 9,000 rent regulated units. This downward trend in the
number of rent regulated units mirrors citywide trends. It is inadvisable
to compare 2011 Housing and Vacancy Survey data with previous years
due to changes in Census geographies and population estimates, however it is worth noting that according to data released by the Association
for Neighborhood Housing and Development (ANHD), Chinatown and
the Lower East Side saw a net increase of 5,564 rent stabilized units
between 2008 and 2011. Increases in stabilized units do not necessarily indicate increases in affordability. For example, the number of rent-

Coops, condos, and rentals in Manhattan south of Harlem must provide 30% affordable units or be assessed at a very low value in order to
qualify for J-51 tax exemptions – thus properties receiving J-51 benefits
that are located in Chinatown and the Lower East Side may be more
likely to provide affordable housing than in other areas of the city outside
of Manhattan that are not subject to these rules. However, properties
may qualify for J-51 tax abatements (as distinct from exemptions) for a
number of other reasons. In both the Draft Study Area and the Context
Area the majority of residential units receiving J-51 benefits are coops,
at 89% and 70% respectively. In keeping with insights from a Community
Service Society Report on J-51 Benefits, these high percentages may be
attributed to the fact that coops are eligible for J-51 tax abatements for 3
years after converting.
While a smaller percentage of residential units receiving J-51 benefits
belong to rental properties within the Draft Study Area (10%) and Context Area (29%), it is notable that of these rentals the vast majority (88%
and 82% respectively) are walkup apartments as opposed to apartments
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in elevator buildings or in rentals with 4-10 units. This suggests the J-51
tax benefits may be making a contribution to affordability in the tenement
housing that is typical of Chinatown.
J-51 Tax Abatements and Exemptions

Side are considered to be inside of the 421-a Geographic Exclusion
Area (GEA) – this means that 20% of units must be affordable and must
be built on-site in order for the property to receive the 421-a exemption. Prior to 2008, the Geographic Exclusion Area (GEA) was smaller in
scope and did not include Chinatown and the Lower East Side.
Just over 50% of residential units receiving 421-a benefits within the
Draft Study Area and the Context Area are rental units. Of those rental
units, the overwhelming majority is in elevator buildings (99% and 98%
respectively). Thus unlike with J-51 benefits it appears that 421-a are
less likely to serve the smaller, old law tenements that are typical of Chinatown. Condos make up most of the remaining residential units receiving 421-a benefits in the Draft Study Area and the Context Area (48%
and 26% respectively).
421-aTax Abatements and Exemptions

421-a Tax Abatements
421-a tax abatements are designed to promote housing development
on underused and underutilized lots. Properties in the 421-a program
with no affordable housing on-site receive tax exemptions for 10 years,
after which taxes rise. Properties with affordable housing on-site receive
tax exemptions for a longer period, lasting up to 35 years. The 421-a
program has been criticized because while it is designed to help fund
additional affordable housing, it may contribute to displacement in neighborhoods where market rate units are created without requiring on-site
affordable units.
Prior to 2008, market rate developments in Chinatown and the Lower
East Side were eligible to receive 421-a abatements without being required to build affordable housing on-site. However, as of 2008, all properties in Manhattan, including those in Chinatown and the Lower East
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Local Non-Profit Affordable Housing
In Chinatown and the Lower East Side, local non-profits play a significant role in both preserving and developing affordable housing for
local residents. Local non-profits are sensitive to the unique needs of
residents in the area and may tailor housing options that target very
low-income residents making less than 60% of AMI – many of whom
are not served by federal, state, and city guidelines for affordable housing. Historically, local non-profits have also served the different range of
immigrant populations that have made Chinatown and the Lower East
Side home. In addition to developing, managing, and/or maintaining
ownership interest in affordable housing developments, many of these
organizations also engage in housing advocacy and provide services to
local residents. An inventory on the following pages gives a sense of the
range of local non-profits working on these issues in Chinatown and the
Lower East Side as well as the different types of residents (ranging from
seniors, formerly homeless, to very low-income) who are served.
In addition to the range of housing subsidies and tax benefits mentioned
in this section, local non-profits in Chinatown and the Lower East Side
have also been able to take advantage of funding that directly targets
the area. After 9/11 the Chinatown/Lower East Side Acquisition Program
was created to preserve affordable housing in collaboration with local
non-profits working in the area. With approximately $16 million in funding
from HUD, the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) and
the New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) have worked with local non-profits like AAFE to preserve affordable units in Chinatown and the Lower East Side.
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Chinatown & Lower East Side
Non-Profit Housing Providers & Advocacy Organiza ons
Local Non-Profits that Develop, Manage, or Own Aﬀordable Housing
In addi on to housing services and/or advocacy the following local non-profit organiza ons develop,
manage, or own aﬀordable housing in Chinatown / Lower East Side

Asian Americans for Equality
(AAFE)

Develops/manages/and/or owns over 550 units in over 35
buildings (es mated) in Chinatown and the Lower East Side. AAFE
has developed aﬀordable units in collabora on with Downtown
Manha an CDC & with funding/support via the LMDC & NYC HPD’s
Chinatown/Lower East Side Acquisi on program. While specific
aﬀordability guidelines vary from development to development, a
typical aﬀordable housing project developed by AAFE targets lowincome residents with 70% of units set aside for those making less
than 60% of AMI, and a certain percentage set aside for homeless
referrals.

Two Bridges

Developed & has ownership interest in 2 buildings (senior housing
and an aﬀordable apartment building) with over 300 units
(es mated) total.

Cooper Square Commi ee

Develops aﬀordable housing in the following catchment area: 14th
to Delancey Streets, and Bowery to the East River. Currently involved
with two sites: 53 unit building with suppor ve housing services &
housing for 12-18 LGBT youth. CSC Founded Cooper Square MHA (see
below) as part of the Cooper Square Urban Renewal Plan; their work
has led to renova on of 331 low income units in tenements and over
530 new low income units.

Provides long-term aﬀordable housing and rehabilitates vacant mul family buildings in partnership with NYC HPD. Manages or provides
services in roughly 39 buildings, all located on the Lower East Side.
LESPMHA (Lower East Side People’s According to their site, lespmha.org, “Since 1990 the Associa on has
Mutual Housing Assc)
fully renovated, own, and manages twenty four (24) vacant buildings,
construct one new 30 unit building, and provide management and
maintenance services to other private for-profit, and not-for profit
housing units.”
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Local Non-Profits that Develop, Manage, or Own Aﬀordable Housing
In addi on to housing services and/or advocacy the following local non-profit organiza ons develop,
manage, or own aﬀordable housing in Chinatown / Lower East Side
Chinese Planning Council (CPC)
with the Asian American Housing
Management Corp. (AAHMC)

Cooper Square Mutual Housing
Assc
Lower East Side Coali on Housing
and Development (LESCHD)
United Jewish Council of the East
Side
JASA (Jewish Associa on Serving
the Aging)

Community Access

Via the housing subsidiary AAHMC, manages two buildings housing
300 low-income seniors (Hong Ning Senior Ci zen Apt Building & 384
Grand Street Building), also has management responsibility for HPD
7a Buildings
Founded by Cooper Square Commi ee in 1991, Cooper Square MHA
currently manages approximately 400 residen al units. Of those 400
units, roughly 328 are part of a single mul -building sca er site coop
that Cooper Square MHA founded in 2012.
Currently manages aﬀordable housing assets in the East Village
including 9 projects, 19 buildings, and 397 units. Has worked in the
past to develop low-income housing.
Provides a range of housing services and manages the Henry Street
Residence, Suppor ve SRO at 219 Henry.
JASA provides low-income housing for seniors, their Lower East
Side loca ons include: Evelyn and Louis Green Residence at Cooper
Square 200 East 5th Street; Harry & Jeane e Weinberg Residence 310
East 3rd Street.
Developed and currently manages approximately 359 units in 8
buildings in Chinatown & Lower East Side (including Gouverneur
Court on Water Street). Many of their developments target
transi onal residents, formerly homeless, and people with psychiatric
disabili es.

Se lement Houses
Grand Street Se lement

Grand Street Se lement Senior Housing - 74 units

Henry Street Se lement

Transi onal & suppor ve housing at 5 buildings & 15 sca er site apartments

Educa onal Alliance

Senior housing at Harry and Jeane e Weinberg Apartments, located on Avenue
A, and the David L. Podell House

University Se lement

Suppor ve housing for youth at 133 Pi Street
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Housing Advocacy and/or Service Providers
Chinese Staﬀ & Workers Associa on (CSWA)
Na onal Mobiliza on Against Sweat Shops
CAAAV
GOLES (Good Old Lower East Side)
Funding & Development Partners
This list is not a complete list of City partners, but of programs targe ng LES/Chinatown
Downtown Manha an CDC
Lower Manha an Development
Corpora on (LMDC)
HPD Chinatown Lower East Side
Acquisi on Program

Develops aﬀordable housing in partnership with AAFE & LESCHD in
Chinatown/LES (see AAFE & LESCHD entries)
Post-9/11 Funding to support aﬀordable housing in LES/Chinatown
HPD administers this program in partnership with LMDC, other City
Agencies, and local non-profits
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Business Trends
The County Business Pattern data shows changes in the number of
businesses and number of employees per business type, going back as
far as 1998. However, the smallest geography available is the zip code.
For the purposes of this section, we focused on zip code 10002, which
covers most of Chinatown and the Lower East Side. It also largely overlaps with the draft study area and the context area. Since the number of
employees was provided as a range (as opposed to a fixed number), the
midpoint of each range was calculated in order to estimate the number
of employees. For the range of 1,000 and Over, the number 1,500 was
used (only one or two companies had this many employees). The number of employees was estimated in order to provide a better sense of the
size of businesses, although the characteristics of employees are discussed in further detail below.

Zip Code 10002: Employees by Industry Sector,
1998 and 2011

County Business Patterns data provides an overview by industry sector for the number of businesses and employees in zip code 10002
from 1998 to 2011. Overall, in 1998 there were 2,002 businesses with
an estimated 18,814 employees, while by 2011 there were 2,911 businesses with an estimated 24,459 employees, a substantial increase in
both businesses and employees. However, business size has changed.
While in 1998 there were on average 9.4 employees per business, by
2011 businesses were smaller, with an average of 8.4 employees each.
The pie charts to the right show the breakdown by number of employees
by industry sector for 1998 and 2011. As can be seen, the manufacturing
sector lost over 2,000, or 75% of its jobs, with the information sector losing about 70% of its jobs. More than making up for that was the growth
in the accommodation and food services sector and the retail trade
sector, growing by 3,618 and 1,615 employees respectively. The health
services sector retained its important share and grew by an estimated of
624 jobs..

76

Business and Employment

Chinatown Businesses Today

Manhattan’s Chinese-Owned Businesses vs. All Businesses

Chinese-Owned Businesses
Since there is widespread interest in preserving businesses in Chinatown that are owned by Chinese people, it makes sense to examine
some basic categories of Chinese-owned businesses. The 2007 Survey of Business Owners includes a break down of business owners by
ethnicity, including Chinese. While the latest survey conducted was in
2012, it hasn’t been released yet, so this report relies on 2007 data. The
survey data does not tell us how many of Chinese business owners actually live in Manhattan because business owners do not necessarily live
where their company is headquartered.
However, it is possible to examine Chinese business owners across
other measures. For example, Chinese business owners had sales per
firm in 2007 that were nearly one-tenth of those for all business owners
in Manhattan ($1.25 mm annually vs. $11.66 mm annually for all business owners). As the bar charts to the right show, Chinese business
owners are over represented in certain business sectors in Manhattan.
There are more than twice as many Chinese business owners in wholesale trade compared to all business owners, over three times as many
Chinese business owners in retail trade compared to all business owners and four times as many Chinese business owners in manufacturing
compared to all business owners. When it comes to accommodation
and food services -- which includes restaurants -- Chinese business
owners are over represented by a factor of six.

Commercial Corridors
Data Source
The business corridors data is taken from ReferenceUSA. This data is
an accumulation of information gathered over several years. There are
several challenges with such data. Of the nearly 8,000 businesses compiled, the status of about a third has not been verified. Informal businesses, such as street vendors, are not typically included. Furthermore,
each business was assigned only one NAICS code, describing but that
creates the potential to miss out on other functions the business provides. For example, an appliance wholesaler might also sell retail, and a
jewelry manufacturer might also be a wholesaler.

Business Sectors
Food and Accommodations
The Food & Accommodation map on the next page reveals, not surprisingly, that just as in many other commercial areas in Manhattan, there
are plenty of restaurants all over Chinatown. However, there seem to be
relatively few along Canal street. The map shows that hotels are largely
concentrated on Bowery between Canal and Grand streets. Interestingly, the data shows very few bars in the area.
Personal Services
The Personal Services map shows beauty salons and other services.
While they well dispersed out, there appears to be a particular concentration of beauty salons along Elizabeth Street between Bayard and
Grand.
Retail
The Retail map shows the main retail businesses in Chinatown. There
is a dense concentration of jewelry stores along Canal and Bowery, with
a slightly less dense one along East Broadway. There is also a concentration of furniture stores along Bowery between Hester and Delancey.
Mott Street south of Canal has a concentration of gift and souvenir
stores, and Orchard Street between Canal and Grand has a concentration of art galleries. There is also a relative concentration of grocery on
and between Grand and Hester street.
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Wholesale
The Wholesale map shows key wholesalers in Chinatown. Just like with
jewelry retailers, there is a noticeable concentration of jewelry wholesalers along Bowery and to a lesser extent along Canal. There is also a
very noticeable concentration of commercial equipment and appliances
along Bowery.

Personal Services

Manufacturing
The Manufacturing map shows key manufacturers in Chinatown. Just
like with jewelry retailers and wholesalers, there is a noticeable concentration of jewelry manufacturers along Bowery and to a lesser extent
along Canal. Bakeries, a category of food production, are scattered all
over Chinatown. There is also a concentration of furniture manufacturing along Bowery. Apparel manufacturing is fairly well dispersed, with a
concentration on Broadway. Printing and signage are also fairly well dispersed, with a slight concentration located east of Bowery.
Food and Accommodations
Retail
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Wholesale

Manufacturing

Business Interviews
29 businesses in Chinatown were interviewed on June 19th and 20th, 2013. The interview questions covered key challenges facing the businesses as well as what resources businesses use for assistance,
with a focus on financial assistance. In terms of challenges, most of the businesses said that they were
losing customers; parking was often cited often as a reason, although a few businesses mentioned
people moving out, and a reduction in out-of-state buses stopping in Chinatown. North of Canal Street,
in the areas adjacent to Little Italy and the Lower East Side, many businesses cited increasing rent as
another key challenge. Very few businesses reported that they took advantage of available business
services, and many were even aware of them. In the few instances in which a business reported taking
advantage of business services it was to take out a loan. In general though, the majority of businesses
relied either on themselves or on friends and family for financing.
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Workers
People who Work in the Context Area
Data on number of employees is also available through labor statistics,
rather than through the lens of businesses. Examining the breakdown of
people who work in the context area (i.e. their places of employment are
in the context area), as many as 46% were employed in Public Administration in 2011, likely driven by the presence of the civic center in the
context area (see the bar graphs on the next page). Like in the data for
the 10002 zip code, between 2002 and 2011 there was a trend of fewer
business sectors taking on a larger share of the overall employment
(i.e., a reduction in employment diversity).
Another trend was a large increase in the share of higher wages, with
those earning over $3,333 per month taking 60.2 % of the share from
36.4% in 2002 (see the table to the right).

Salaries of Employees Working in Context Area, 2002 to 2011
2011
2002
Count

Share

Count

Share

203,567 100.0% 140,464
100.0%
Total Jobs
29,750
14.6%
33,852
24.1%
$15,000 or less annually
51,276
25.2%
55,420
39.5%
$15,012 to $39,996 annually
More than $39,996 annu122,541
60.2%
51,192
36.4%
ally
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, 2013

People who Live in the Context Area
Looking at employees who live in the context area, similar trends of
fewer business sectors taking on a larger share of overall employment
and an increase in the share of higher wages continued (see table on
this page and the bar graphs on the next page). There are substantial
differences, however, in the sectors in which those who live in the context area work. Most dramatically, only 4% of employees who live in the
context area work in public administration.

Salaries of Employees Living in Context Area, 2002 to 2011
2011
2002
Count

Share

Count

Share

72,833 100.0% 64,483
100.0%
Total Jobs
$15,000 or less an14,464
19.9% 19,575
30.4%
nually
$15,012 to $39,996
19,376
26.6% 22,167
34.4%
annually
More than $39,996
38,993
53.5% 22,741
35.3%
annually
Source: U.S.Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, 2013
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Workers who Work in Context Area by Business Sector,
2011 and 2002

Workers who Live in Context Area by Business Sector,
2011 and 2002
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Residents who Walk to Work
Not surprisingly, many residents report walking to their place of employment. The overall rate of walking to work in Manhattan is about 22%,
(according to the 2007-2011 American Community Survey). Looking at
the Context Area, some of the Census tracts with the highest numbers of
Chinese residents also have walk-to-work rates that are double those of
Manhattan.
Residents who Walk to Work, 2007-2011
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Research Methodology
While the banking industry has fairly rigorous reporting standards, there
are various challenges faced by community based organizations who want
to understand how banking activities impact their organizations, whether
it relates to affordable housing, mortgages or small business loans. To
begin with, not all banks are required to report on their lending activities; depending on size, some may not be required to report. Secondly,
the data released is typically released in aggregate. For example, it is
possible to get data on small business loans for all of New York County
(Manhattan), but not for the Census tracts that comprise Manhattan’s Chinatown. So while it is possible to assess bank lending in the aggregate,
a small community may find it hard to use publically available data to assess whether there is sufficient lending in the community.

Lower Manhattan Bank Branches by Deposit Size, 2012

To fill this gap, this report relied on several data sources. First of all,
FDIC data was used to map Manhattan’s Chinatown’s banking sector and
compare it to other geographical area. The data was also used to better
understand the different players in Manhattan’s Chinatown. Additionally,
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency’s Community Reinvestment
Act performance evaluations for reviewed banks. This data was supplemented by a series of interviews with businesses, bankers, real estate
owners and other relevant parties.

Bank Deposits in Manhattan’s Chinatown
Ethnic enclaves often exhibit a concentration of certain types of businesses catering to members of a specific group. In the case of Manhattan’s Chinatown, there is a noticeable concentration of banks. The map
to the right shows the distribution of bank branches in lower Manhattan
by size of bank deposits. It is noticeable that while there is an obvious
(and expected) concentration in the Financial District, there is also a large
concentration in Manhattan’s Chinatown. Maps on the next page help illustrate the extent to which this concentration is tied to the Asian community residing in Chinatown. One shows the branches of banks owned by
Asians (as self-declared to the FDIC & OCC). There is a clear concentration of Asian-Owned banks in Manhattan’s Chinatown. The concentration
is pronounced along Canal Street, and to a lesser extent along Bowery
and East Broadway.

Key Fair Lending Legislation
The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA), a federal law enacted in
1997, aims to encourage banks to meet the needs of borrowers in
all segments of their communities, including low- and moderateincome neighborhoods. The act was passed to end the practice
known as redlining, discrimination against low income neighborhoods. The Equal Credit Opportunity Act (ECOA), a federal law
enacted in 1974, that makes it unlawful for any creditor to discriminate against any applicant, with respect to any aspect of a credit
transaction, on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin,
sex, marital status, or age. The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
(HMDA) was passed in 1975. It requires financial institutions to
maintain and annually disclose data about home purchases, home
purchase pre-approvals, home improvement, and refinance applications involving 1 to 4 unit and multifamily dwellings. It also
requires branches and loan centers to display a HMDA poster
(Marsico, 2001).
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Lower Manhattan’s Bank Branches by Ownership, 2012

Chinatown Bank Branches by Deposit Size, 2012
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The table to the right shows the list of deposits by bank branch, within half
a mile of the corner of Bowery and Canal. Within that area, a total of 7.689
billion USD of deposits is held. As is typical of the banking industry in the
U.S., the local banking industry is still dominated by the large US banks
who compose 64% of the bank branches in the rest of Manhattan, lead
by Citibank and JPMorgan Chase (see the pie chart on the next page).
HSBC, a UK based bank, but subjected to the same rules and regulations as American banks, also holds over a billion USD in assets. These
banks, while not Asian-owned, have various relations with the Chinese
community. Both HSBC and Citibank have a strong consumer banking
presence in China and all offer Chinese-language services in their Chinatown branches. None withstanding the dominance of large non-Asian
owned banks, Asian-owned banks play an important role in Chinatown,
with 15% of total deposits in Chinatown (1.17 billion USD). Furthermore,
for most of the Asian-owned banks, Manhattan’s Chinatown accounts for
an important share of their overall business, as demonstrated by their
ratio of Chinatown deposits to total assets. For five of the banks, the ratio
is 0.48 or more, suggesting that their fate is directly tied to the future of
Chinatown.
The map on page 87 shows the distribution of bank branches in much of
Manhattan, Brooklyn and Queens. One-half mile radius areas in Manhattan’s Chinatown, in Sunset Park’s Chinatown and in Downtown Flushing’s
Chinatown are highlighted. The concentration of deposits in Downtown
Flushing is clear in this map, although it is somewhat smaller than Flushing’s Chinatown. Table X contains the total amount of deposits in the
three Chinatowns. As can be seen, Flushing’s Chinatown, while possessing a significant concentration of deposits of 2.562 billion USD, still
pales in comparison with Manhattan’s Chinatown, with 7.689 billion USD
in deposits. Sunset Park’s banking industry is even smaller, with 831
million USD in deposits. Unlike other market segments, where by certain
measures Flushing’s Chinatown has overtaken Manhattan’s Chinatown,
the strength of Manhattan Chinatown’s banking sector is unique.

Deposits and Assets by Bank Branch, 2012

Bank Name

Total US Bank
Assets

Total Deposits
in Chinatown

Chinatown
Deposits
to Assets
Ratio

No. of
Branches
in Chinatown

Ownership or
Board

Citibank

1,347,841,000

1,614,461

0.00

4

US (non-Asian)

JPMorgan Chase Bank

1,812,837,000

1,393,988

0.00

7

US (non-Asian)

793,538

779,472

0.98

2

US (non-Asian)

The Bank of East Asia (USA)
Bank of America

1,445,093,160

381,464

0.00

4

US (non-Asian)

Capital One

158,240,417

239,579

0.00

2

US (non-Asian)

TD Bank

195,942,864

231,281

0.00

2

US (non-Asian)

15,998,419

186,768

0.01

3

US (non-Asian)

Valley National Bank
Sovereign Bank

80,394,971

66,427

0.00

1

US (non-Asian)

Wells Fargo Bank

1,180,190,000

65,814

0.00

1

US (non-Asian)

HSBC Bank USA

193,995,328

1,384,907

0.01

4

UK

Bank of China

-

175,128

-

1

China

East West Bank

21,515,633

267,388

0.01

4

Asian-American

Cathay Bank
Abacus Federal Savings
Bank
First American International
Bank

10,645,335

209,205

0.02

3

Asian-American

262,907

140,902

0.54

2

Asian-American

529,380

120,234

0.23

3

Asian-American

Eastbank

186,531

111,157

0.60

1

Asian-American

Global Bank

124,344

109,923

0.88

1

Asian-American

94,812

79,699

0.84

2

Asian-American

United Orient Bank
Chinatown Federal Savings
Bank

158,984

76,686

0.48

1

Asian-American

Asia Bank

465,615

55,342

0.12

1

Asian-American

Source: FDIC 2012
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Chinatown Bank Deposits by Bank, 2012
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Manhattan and Outerborough Chinatown Deposits by Bank Branch, 2012
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Implications for Chinatown
There are several ways in which banks can typically play a role in community development, and which policy makers usually focus on. At a most
basic level, they can provide checking and savings accounts to community members. Additionally, banks can play a critical role in home ownership, both by issuing mortgages and by financing the construction of
affordable housing. Finally, they can support the community by issuing
small business loans. Generally speaking, the Fair Lending legislation
(see sidebar) enacted to make sure low-income communities have access to banking services, focuses primarily on housing, and especially
home ownership.
The Chinese community is perceived to have high banking (having a bank
account) and savings rates (see for example, Balla’s 2007 article in the
New York Sun). In many ways, this perception is true, and the Chinatown
community is very well served by the banking industry, simply with the
existence of many bank branches (which will be explained in more detail
below). Additionally, with regard to personal banking, there is an overall
banking rate of over 95% among the Chinese community in NYC (according to the New York City Department of Consumer Affairs, 2013). The
high savings rate is to a certain extent confirmed by existing research
(Statman, Wang, 2010).
The data available makes it hard to assess whether the Chinatown community is well served when it comes to access to mortgages. While the
availability of mortgages is probably the key focus of banking legislation
that aims to guarantee fair lending (see sidebar), it is less relevant to
the unique real estate in Manhattan, where there is a high rate of renters, particularly of low income renters. More relevant for Manhattan (and
NYC in general) is examining the level of affordable housing finance (vs.
market rate residential development finance), however, as discussed in
the methodology section, data at the geographic level of Chinatown is not
available. The general lack of new affordable housing developments in
Chinatown suggests that local banks have not been financing such developments. That is despite the fact that many Asian-owned banks (Hum,
2011) (and NYC banks in general), derive a significant part of their local
(NYC-centered) business by issuing loans related to real estate development. There is no indication, however, that financing specifically serve as
the key bottleneck preventing more affordable housing. In fact, an examination of the latest available CRA performance evaluations reveals that
many of the banks servicing Chinatown have spent as much as billions

of USD on Community Development loans, the majority of which went to
finance affordable housing.
However, while these numbers are significant, they are but a small portion of the overall value of the NYC real estate market, estimated by the
NYC Department of Finance to be worth 847 billion USD, according to the
tentative property assessment roll for fiscal year 2014.
As for business lending, CRA performance evaluations suggest that the
banks present in Chinatown meet their overall CRA obligations in terms
of lending to small businesses. In order to find alternative ways to assess
whether business lending meets community needs, over 20 businesses
were interviewed about their sources of funding and financial needs. The
results suggest strong resistance among businesses to borrowing from
banks. In general, business owners and managers indicated that they
financed their businesses using their own personal savings, and in some
cases, savings from friends and family. Only one business owner ever
attempted to apply for a bank loan. Some interviewees suggested that
cultural reasons, rather than lack of access to banking resources, lay at
the source of this resistance.
Community Development Loans by Bank, 2008-2011
Bank

Community Development
Loans in Assessment Period
Asia Bank
0
BoA
$197 million
Capital One
$1 billion
Citibank
$1.3 billion
East Asia
$18.6 million
EastBank
0
HSBC
$342 million
JPMorgan Chase
$1.7 billion
Sovereign
$391 million
TD
$127 million
Source: CRA Performance Evaluations, FFIEC

Assessment
Period
2008-2011
2007-2009
2008-2011
2007-2010
2007-2010
2007-2010
2003-2006
2007-2010
2007-2010
2008-2011
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Chinese Population
While Manhattan’s Chinatown is New York City’s oldest, other Chinatowns have developed over the years in Sunset Park, Brooklyn and
Downtown Flushing, Queens. There are links between the Chinatowns:
cultural, physical, and in terms of businesses. While each Chinatown
has a slightly different ethnic mix, they all have a distinctly Chinese character and population, share some of the same Chinese businesses and
there is even a van service connecting them.
The map below shows the population density of Chinese people across
most of New York City. The densities in Manhattan’s Chinatown and
Sunset Park and Bensonhurst, Brooklyn are very pronounced, and there
is relative concentration of Chinese people in Flushing and Jackson
Heights, Queens.

Chinese Population Density in NYC, 2010
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The maps to the left allow us to zoom in a little more into the City’s three
main Chinatowns. Manhattan’s Chinatown is in some ways the most
concentrated, as it is the only Chinese ethnic enclave with a Census
tract where over 80% of the population is Chinese. In Sunset Park,
Brooklyn, there are several Census tracts where over 70% of the population is Chinese. Here, too, there is a clear pattern of geographic concentration. In Flushing, Queens, the picture is a little more complicated,
with the Chinese population more diffuse.

Change in Chinese Population
The table below shows the population totals of Chinese in 2000 and
2010 and the overall change, in Census tracts with over 30% Chinese.
Change in Chinese
Population of the Three
Chinatowns (Census
Tracts with Over 30%
Chinese in 2010), 2000 to
2010
2000

2010

% Change

Chinatown, Manhattan

49,441

40,097

-18.9%

Sunset Park, Brooklyn

27,357

46,463

69.8%

Flushing, Queens

14,353

26,744

86.3%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 &
2010

Using this method of defining “Chinese” Census tracts, we can see
that by 2010 Sunset Park’s Chinese population eclipsed Manhattan’s
Chinatown Chinese population by over 6,000 people. In fact, while the
Chinese population in the selected Census tracts increased by very
high rates in Flushing and Sunset Park, Manhattan’s Chinatown saw an
overall drop.
The table on the next page looks at migration patterns as a way to explain what may be underlying these changes. Because this data is only
available for the racial category of “Asian,” the table pulls out Census
tracts where Chinese are over 80% of the Asian population. It should be
noted that this decision excludes several of the Flushing Census tracts.
As we can see, contrary to Manhattan Chinatown’s historical reputation
as an entry place for immigrants from China, it has the highest levels
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of stability, and the lowest levels of people moving from abroad. These
numbers hold true even when Manhattan’s Chinatown is compared with
Asian-Americans across all of Manhattan.

Asian Americans Migration Patterns in the Previous Year, 2007-2011

In Census Tracts Where Over 30% of Population Chinese-American and Over 80%
of Asians are Chinese-American
Asian persons lived in
same house
1 year ago

Chinatown,
Manhattan
93.2%
Sunset
Park,
Brooklyn
86.6%
Flushing,
Queens
83.2%
Source: 2007-2011 ACS

Asian persons moved
from diff cnty
w/in NY State

Asian persons moved
from different
state

4.1%

1.2%

0.4%

1.1%

6.9%

1.2%

1.7%

3.5%

10.9%

2.7%

1.2%

2.0%

Asian persons moved
within same
county

Asian persons moved
from abroad

Asian Americans Migration Patterns in the Previous Year, 2007-2011
Asian persons lived in
same house
1 year ago

Asian persons moved
within same
county

Asian persons moved
from diff cnty
w/in NY State

Asian persons moved
from different
state

Asian persons moved
from abroad

Bronx

86.9%

7.2%

2.9%

0.9%

2.0%

Brooklyn

90.0%

5.4%

1.3%

1.1%

2.2%

Manhattan

80.0%

9.4%

2.2%

4.6%

3.8%

Queens
Staten Island

88.3%

7.1%

1.3%

1.1%

2.2%

94.0%

2.1%

1.8%

0.7%

1.4%
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Change in Chinese Population, 2000-2010 (in Census tracts with over 30% Chinese)
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Retail Leakage
Methodology
It is generally a challenge to compare business sales data vs. household
expenditure data for specific geographies in NYC because the city is
composed of neighborhoods and districts with very different population
and business densities. Nonetheless, a retail leakage analysis can be
useful for understanding the extent to which an area draws customers
from outside or whether customers within the area must leave in order to
shop. Another important thing to note is while the existing businesses in
any given area might be well able to provide the needs of all the households in the area, in reality many customers may leave the area to shop.
Therefore, any surplus sales estimate can be seen as a minimalistic estimate of how many customers from outside an area can draw.

Jewelry was another significant contributor to the surplus sales in Manhattan’s Chinatown in absolute terms, with over $70 million in surplus
sales, or 15 times larger than the local household expenditures on jewelry. There was also a significant surplus of jewelry sales in Flushing, but
that was not the case in Sunset Park.

In order to compare the geographies on which business sales vs. household expenditure is analyzed in a consistent way, a midpoint was selected for each neighborhood, as seen in the table below.
Neighborhood
Chinatown, Manhattan
Flushing, Queens
Sunset Park, Brooklyn

Address

City

State

48 Bowery

New York

NY

Zip
10013

40-06 Main Street

New York

NY

11354

5503 8th Avenue

New York

NY

11220

Around each midpoint a half-a mile buffer was drawn, as seen in the
map to the right.

Business Sales vs. Household Expenditures
As the tables on the next page show, overall, Manhattan’s Chinatown
saw the largest retail sales in 2012, both relatively and absolutely. Over
half of those sales were estimated to be surplus sales, serving customers outside the area. In Flushing, Queens, under 2% of sales were surplus sales, and in Sunset Park, Brooklyn, the data suggested there was
business leakage in the tens of millions of dollars.
Health and personal care was a significant contributor to the surplus
sales in Manhattan’s Chinatown in absolute terms, with over $115 million in surplus sales, as the tables on the next page shows. In relative
terms, the sale of health and personal care services was also significant
in Flushing and Sunset Park.

The final table on the next shows the total food and drink sales for the
three areas compared. Again, overall Manhattan’s Chinatown had the
largest food and drink sales in 2012, both relatively and absolutely. Total
sales were 4.5 times larger than local household expenditures. In Flushing, Queens, just over 5% of sales were surplus sales, and in Sunset
Park, Brooklyn, the data suggested there was business leakage in the
tens of millions of dollars.
In general, within the geographic boundaries described above, Manhattan’s Chinatown had far larger sales, both in relative and in absolute
terms, compared to both Flushing, Queens and Sunset Park, Brooklyn.
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Total Retail Sales
Sales Category
Chinatown, Manhattan
Flushing, Queens
Sunset Park, Brooklyn

Household Expenditures
$536,096,709
$340,026,677
$310,959,983

Retail Sales

Surplus Sales

$1,125,325,942
$345,146,553
$248,008,829

$589,229,232
$5,119,875
-$62,951,154

Retail Sales
$158,089,512
$48,371,301
$50,679,923

Surplus Sales
$115,109,673
$20,610,114
$25,517,831

Retail Sales
$75,900,944
$24,804,593
$1,898,262

Surplus Sales
$70,979,094
$21,824,950
-$810,264

Retail Sales
$282,018,994
$42,335,231
$21,442,811

Surplus Sales
$218,488,769
$2,279,490
-$15,457,187

Source: ESRI BAO 2012

Total Health and Personal Care Sales
Sales Category
Chinatown, Manhattan
Flushing, Queens
Sunset Park, Brooklyn

Household Expenditures
$42,979,839
$27,761,186
$25,162,092

Source: ESRI BAO 2012

Total Jewelry Sales
Sales Category
Chinatown, Manhattan
Flushing, Queens
Sunset Park, Brooklyn

Household Expenditures
$4,921,850
$2,979,643
$2,708,526

Source: ESRI BAO 2012

Total Food and Drink Sales
Sales Category
Chinatown, Manhattan
Flushing, Queens
Sunset Park, Brooklyn

Household Expenditures
$63,530,225
$40,055,742
$36,899,997

Source: ESRI BAO 2012
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Cultural/Historical Context
An abbreviated history of Chinese in America is usually encapsulated by
the following essential timelines and critical points1:
 The Chinese around 1849 sailed thousands of miles across the
Pacific to California seeking to mine its gold and return home rich
and prosperous.
 But as the harsh frontier/political realities proved otherwise, many
ended up working in abandoned mines or in various “domestic”
occupations such as cooking, laundry and other menial services.
 As the Gold Rush passed in the mid-late 1850’s the Chinese
found work as farmers reclaiming much of California’s swamp
land into fertile farmland and developed significant portions of the
fishing industry all along the West Coast of the United States.
 With limited employment opportunities, in spite of the grueling
and dangerous conditions, 12,000-14,000 Chinese had worked
in the western portion of the Transcontinental Railroad and other
railroads from 1860’s -1870’s.
 Anti- Chinese sentiment and violence on the West Coast (where
most Chinese reside) continues to escalate unabated culminating
in the passage of the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 prohibiting
Chinese laborers from entering the US or to become naturalized citizens. The intense hostilities before, during and after the
Exclusion Act forced many to migrate across the country, many
landing in major urban centers such as Chicago, Boston, Philadelphia and New York City, where fledging Chinatowns were beginning to take shape.
 The Exclusion Act remained the law of the land until 1943 when
the US allied with China in the war against Japan. However, the
repeal allowed only 105 persons per year to enter the US until
1965 when the immigrations quotas were finally normalized with
other nations at 20,000 per year.
 Chinatowns across the United States have been changing dramatically in the past 48 years, reflecting the neighborhood’s,
City’s, region’s, national, and international demographic, social,
cultural, language, economic, environmental, infrastructural, and
political shifts. Communities that mainly served a smaller group
of bachelor men of the Exclusion era have been struggling in
their efforts to adapt to and meet the burgeoning needs of the
1 For a more comprehensive history, please consult the many scholarly works on Asian
American and Chinese American history. Locally, a visit to the Museum of Chinese in
America’s permanent exhibition could also provide additional insight on the history.

newer working class immigrants, families, and entrepreneurs.

New York Chinatown
Although the history of Chinese in America is heavily attributed to and
influenced by the “California” experience and its subsequent eastward
migration, the very nature of New York City, as a key seaport, economic
engine and immigrant portal of the early United States, played a significant role in how the Chinese community has developed.
The China trades, operating through New York harbor in the late 1700’s,
has actually created a small Chinese presence in Lower Manhattan
since 18082. Since many were seamen or sea merchants, they were
very much part of the thriving port culture of the South Street Seaport
area, the slums of Five Points and the entertainment/theater district of
the Bowery. By the 1870’s, migrants from the West Coast along with
area hand laundry workers and operators, merchants and seamen have
grown large enough to support other Chinese businesses.
The opening of Wo Kee, the first Chinese general merchandise store in
NYC in 1878 on Cherry Street and later moved to 8 Mott Street, began
the formation of the historic core of today’s Chinatown. The establishment of family and civic associations (e.g. CCBA, 1882) in addition to
other businesses around Mott, Pell and Doyers Street created a social
and commercial district that serves the region’s predominately male Chinese American community (primarily laundry workers in various parts
of the New York, Newark, Jersey City, and Belleville, NJ). The civic associations and businesses became a vital link for the “bachelor” men to
their homeland and to each other: they function as post offices, letter
writers, remittance offices (surrogate banks), employment networks and
referrals, recreational centers, social gathering places, information and
news headquarters, health and professional services providers, food
and medicines, social service and housing providers, among others, and
most importantly, dispute arbitrators. Taken altogether, Chinatown businesses and its civic organizations became a de-facto government for the
Chinese populace.
Despite the fact that Chinatown (and its internal governance structure)
was created to provide a measure of protection from the extraordinarily
hostile and oppressive American social, economic and political environ2 John Kuo Wei Tchen, New York before Chinatown: Orientalism and the Shaping of
American Culture, 1776-1882. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999.
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ment, system and structure, it was never isolated. Chinese restaurants
and the theater/entertainment district on the Bowery not only provide
economic benefits to the community (tourism), it also enabled significant
cultural interactions between people of all races and backgrounds in
the diverse Lower East Side. Unfortunately, prejudice and discrimination often perpetuate a stereotypical image of a community of exoticism,
foreignness, inscrutability to the vast majority of Americans – a situation
that continues to haunt the community today.
The prohibition of Chinese workers (except US citizens, merchants, and
students) from immigrating into the US effectively prevented the community from growing. Chinatown, comprised of mostly men, very few
women and rarely any children, remained relatively small until 1943.
Families began to increase as Chinese American GI’s (War Brides Act of
1945) were finally able to bring their wives over into the US. As a result,
the gender imbalance was changing from 8:1 male-female ratio in 1920
to 2:1 in 1950. Nonetheless, even as children’s sounds are more commonplace, the community grew very little until the immigration quotas
went through a complete overhaul in 1965.

of the Lower East Side and Little Italy moved out of the area, enabling
the newly arrived a reasonably inexpensive neighborhood to move into,
live in and begin a new start. The declining garment industry with its
low investment capital requirements created openings for the monolingual Chinese speaker and entrepreneur to start garment shops and job
opportunities for low skill workers. Restaurants and other small businesses start-ups also followed the pattern. With fits and starts, the community’s various sectors worked independently and sometimes in collaboration or in intense competition created a regional hub for the Chinese
American community. Chinatown soon became a center for cultural,
economic, professional, and service activity.
Throughout its history, Chinese American communities are inextricably
linked to national and global events. For example, on the immigration side, the conclusion of the Vietnam War allowed 130,000 refugees
(many of whom are ethnic Chinese) entry into the US; and in preparation for the US-China Normalization in 1979, China and Taiwan each
has receive separate quotas. However, capital investments from East
Asia/Southeast Asia into the US and NYC Chinatown also increased
significantly, when many of the middle-class ethnic Chinese left Vietnam;
Taiwan’s fear of US abandonment due to normalization; Hong Kong and
the region’s concern of the 1997 Hong Kong turnover back to China. In
addition to increasing social and cultural diversity, the above sample
remarkable events brought game-changing human and financial investments that further amplified the changes in NYC’s Chinese American
community.

With nearly 20,000 new immigrants being allowed to enter the US annually (with a significant percentage coming into NYC’s Chinatown), the
community was literally changing from a small village into a bustling metropolis overnight. Thousands of Cantonese speaking (Hong Kong) immigrant families overwhelmed the entire social, cultural, economic and
physical fabric and infrastructure of a community that typically served
the village-dialect speaking and predominately Toishan-speaking “oldtimers.” As the establishment civic and family associations struggled
to meet the needs of the new arrivals, a new generation of American
educated Chinese American social service workers began to fill the
need gap. In the process, they changed the “insular, self-sufficient, selfgoverning,” dynamic of how Chinatown relates to the City at large, by
creating a host of organizations to meet the social welfare, health, language, legal, arts and cultural, housing, employment, religious and faith,
economic and political, etc. needs of the growing community.

The garment industry resuscitated by Chinese immigrants from the mid
60’s through the 80’s began to find insurmountable competitive pressure
from lower wage regions in the South and successively from Latin America, China, Southeast Asia and India. The frozen security zone resulting from the September 11th attacks, created a sudden and precipitous
closure of a majority of garment shops that were already on the decline,
effectively shifted the economic foundations of the community and significantly altering the live-work paradigm of Chinatown.

The huge influx of immigrants at a time when the City was undergoing
significant economic decline, non-existent infrastructure investment and
wholesale housing abandonment, insufficient social/educational investment, high crime and lack of safety (1965-1980) provided difficult challenges and opportunities for the community. Many long-time residents

After decades of stabilization and revitalization by LES and Chinatown
residents, workers, entrepreneurs and investors, the area is ripe for
accelerated investment and development. As the City’s economic fortunes have also changed, abandonment has been replaced by speculation and gentrification.
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Change has always been a constant. The pace of development, however, has been moving ever faster with each passing year and decade.
The old Chinese Theatre on Doyers Street closed in 1911. Stores that
operated since the late 1880’s and early 1900’s meeting the needs
of the earliest generation of residents were replaced with glass and
brush aluminum clad facades of new businesses and construction in
the 1970’s and 1980’s. The Port Arthur Restaurant (1897-1982) was
replaced by the Kam Kuo Supermarket and itself was replaced by a
professional office building in 2009. The Sun Sing Theater (1942-1993)
on East Broadway was a community mainstay showing Chinese movies
and Cantonese Opera became a mall and restaurant. Pagoda Theater
closed in 1992 and became a bank. The last movie theater, Music Palace (1942-1993) became a hotel.
Chinatown and its residents, workers, and businesses have invested
some 150 years in making this neighborhood into a thriving and living
hub that is rich in Chinese and American history and culture. Chinatown needs to be able to continue to serve and meet the varied needs
of the complex and multi-layered immigrant and 4th generation Chinese
American community in the region. The strengthening of this unique and
distinctive community without displacing its residents, the community’s
most important asset, would only fortify our country as a nation of immigrants and New York City as its beacon.
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Overview

Sea and Land Church

Because of the neighborhood’s rich history, large sections of the Draft
Study Area are recognized for their historic importance. The map shown
above outlines both designated and identified historic resources in and
around the Draft Study Area. An accompanying spreadsheet (see the
Appendix) provides more detail about designated and identified properties.
There are two types of formal historic designation, New York City landmarks and the National Register of Historic Places.

Local NYC Landmarks
Shown in the “Historic Resources” map on the next page in pink, these
sites are designated and regulated by the New York City Landmarks
Preservation Commission (LPC). Local landmarks must be at least 30
years old and must possess, “a special character or special historical
or aesthetic interest or value as part of the development, heritage, or
cultural characteristics of the city, state, or nation.” Historically, the LPC
has focused on architectural significance when designating properties,
but will also consider properties that have cultural, but not architectural,
significance.

The Sea and Land Church (formerly the Northeast Dutch Reformed
Church), corner of Henry and Market Streets. Built in 1819, it is the
second-oldest church building in NYC.

Jewish Daily Forward Building

Any proposed alterations to a landmarked building must be reviewed
and approved by LPC, and significant changes require a public hearing. Individuals or groups can submit a Request for Evaluation to LPC
for specific properties and/or historic districts. Some grant opportunities
are available for owners of landmarks properties from the LPC and local
organizations.
Historic districts include a group of structures that meet the above
qualifications and have a unique “sense of place.” There are currently
no local historic districts within the Draft Study Area, but there are some
nearby, shown above in yellow.
Examples of NYC landmarks located in the Draft Study Area include:

The Jewish Daily Forward
Building, East Broadway
between Rutgers and Jefferson Streets. Built in 1912 as
the home of a Jewish socialist
newspaper, the façade features
bas-relief portraits of Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels (authors
of the Communist Manifesto).
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(SHPO). Owner approval is necessary for designation. Once designated, properties do not need approval to be altered, unless Federal money
is involved (Federal involvement triggers Section 106 review of proposed
alterations, which involves a public consultation process). Designated
properties are also eligible for tax credits for historically appropriate restoration work.
The boundaries of four National Register Historic Districts intersect with
the Draft Study Area. They are:

The Chinatown & Little Italy Historic District
Roughly bounded by Baxter Street, Center Street, Cleveland Place and
Lafayette Street to the west, Jersey Street and East Hudson to the north;
Elizabeth Street to the east and Worth Street to the south.
Henry Street Settlement, Henry Street between Montgomery and Grand
Streets. These rowhouses, built around 1830, were home to one of the
country’s first settlement houses, formed to meet the needs of immigrants
living in poor conditions in the neighborhood.

National Register of Historic Places
Shown on the “Historic Resources” map (see page 81) in orange are
both individual structures and historic districts that are listed on the
National Register of Historic Places. Properties can be eligible for the
National Register if they:
a) Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or
b) Are associated with the lives of significant persons in or past; or
c) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity
whose components may lack individual distinction; or

Pell Street, in the Chinatown & Little Italy Historic District

d) Have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in history
or prehistory.
National Register nominations can be made by individuals or groups,
and are reviewed and approved by the State Historic Preservation Office
100
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The Bowery Historic District
Just listed on the National Register this year, this district includes the
Bowery from Chatham Square to Cooper Square.

Bowery, facing north

The Two Bridges Historic District
Roughly bounded by East Broadway, Market Street, Cherry Street, Catherine Street, Madison Street, and St. James Place.

The Lower East Side Historic District
Roughly bounded by East Houston Street, Allen Street, Essex Street,
Eldridge Street, East Broadway, Henry Street, and including the NYCHA
properties between Gouvernor Street, Water Street, and the FDR Drive.

Orchard Street looking south from Delancey Street

There are also a number of individually listed National Register properties within the Draft Study area, as indicated on the map above. As
shown, these often overlap with local NYC landmarks; however that is
not always the case.
In addition to formally designated properties, the “Historic Resources”
map on page 81 also shows two types of suggested, but not designated
properties (except in some cases, as shown on the map, there is overlap
between these suggested sites and previously designated sites).

Henry Street
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Place Matters Census of Places that Matter
In the interest of including a broad range of historic resources (including architectural and cultural, as well as eligible and ineligible for designation), we have included properties identified on the Place Matters
Census of Places that Matter. Place Matters is a joint project of City
Lore and the Municipal Art Society that is based in the Lower East Side
and promotes the connections between the past and the present. They
conduct the citywide Census of Places that Matter, in which hundreds of
New Yorkers nominate properties that, “evoke associations with history,
memory, and tradition.” The Census can be found in a searchable map
form at http://placematters.net/ESRImap/index.html. Some of the sites
within the Draft Study Area identified in the Census of Places that Matter
include:
Former home of the Chinese
Benevolent Association, 62
Mott Street. It was nominated
for being ,“the first genuine
Chinese building in New
York, because it was entirely
constructed by Chinese carpenters, engineers, masons
and woodworkers.” Image via
PlaceMatters.

Nom Wah Tea Parlor, NYC’s
oldest dim sum restaurant,
opened at 13 Doyers Street in
1920. Image via PlaceMatters.

Not all sites on the Census are
buildings; Columbus Park was
nominated for its historical importance as an early NYC park,
as well as its importance in labor
history, and its contemporary
importance as a gathering place
for the Chinatown community.
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Chinatown Working Group CAPZ Team
The Chinatown Working Group’s CAPZ Team has thoroughly studied the area. It should be noted that their recommendations have not
been approved by the full Chinatown Working Group. Still, they have
recommended an Historic District and Special Purpose Zoning district,
the boundary of which is shown on the map in a red hashed line (note
that there is an area that they recommend be excluded from this zone,
shown on the map in a black hashed line). Within this area, the CAPZ
team has identified five sub-areas, shown here:

In addition, the CAPZ team conducted a block-by-block architectural survey of the three sub-areas. Using the spreadsheets provided, properties
that were noted by the CAPZ team as potential landmarks are shown
on the Historic Resources map in blue. These properties were primarily
identified for their architectural significance and the fact that they have
experienced minimal alterations over time. Note that the majority of
these properties are located within the Five Points sub-district, which is
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Introduction
When studying an area, it is useful to observe the urban design features
of that area, which include the elements of the public realm that define
the place and affect how people relate to their surroundings. The Pratt
Center/Collective Partnership conducted an observational mapping exercise within the Draft Study Area and its immediate surroundings. The
observations from this exercise cover a few categories: building fabric,

Building Fabric
The Draft Study Area contains three main building types: historic tenements, public housing, and infill development. Of course other building
types exist (including institutional infrastructure such as religious structures, bank buildings and schools, as well as larger historic residential
buildings). A high level of detail can be found in the CAPZ team’s blockby-block survey, so the purpose of this overview is to describe the building fabric that defines Chinatown.

Architectural features include decorative ironwork on fire escapes and
distinctly Chinese features such as lanterns, shown here on Bayard
Street

characteristics of these buildings tend to be decorative ironwork fire escapes, and in some cases, Chinese elements such as lanterns, pagodalike facades, and red awnings and paint (red is good luck in Chinese
culture), which have been added more recently. Much more detail about
the architectural features and integrity of this building type in particular
can be found in the CAPZ survey.
New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) developments define the
southern and eastern portions of the Draft Study Area. These “towers
in the park” buildings are distinctive for their breaking of the street grid,
their height, and their iconic orange brick.
The view from Canal Street looking south onto Mott Street shows the
historic tenement fabric that defines the neighborhood

The historic, 5-6-story tenement buildings with retail ground floors and
residential above are the most numerous in the Draft Study Area. Concentrations of this building type are found primarily in the Five Points
and Lower East Side sub-areas. These demonstrate varied degrees of
architectural integrity, from intact details to heavy alterations. Defining

Infill development is scattered throughout the Draft Study Area. This
new development tends to be out-of-context and out-of-scale with its
surroundings, and tends to feature glass curtain walls or sheer brick/
stone facades. Many of these new buildings are very modern in their
design, and seem to be primarily residential and/or hotels. Participants
in the observational mapping exercise generally found the contrast between the infill development and the historic fabric jarring.

104

Urban Design and Open Space

Public Housing defines the Draft Study Area to the southeast

Infill development, such as the Wyndham Garden hotel at
Bowery and Hester Street, tends to be non-contextual and
out of scale

A panoramic view of Bowery at Doyers Street demonstrates how this mix of building types exists side by side.
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Parks and Open Space
The Draft Study Area contains a number of small parks and plazas that
serve as public gathering spaces. The most prominent of these are
Sara D. Roosevelt and Columbus Parks, both of which are very well
utilized by local residents. Both have features used by different sets of
users and age groups; Benches and tables tend to be used by small
groups of elderly as places to sit, read, hang out, or play games. Some
seniors and middle-aged people engage in tai chi, martial arts, or dance
in the early mornings. The ball courts tend to be taken over by teens/
youth, and playgrounds are dominated by young children and their caretakers. Columbus Park, unlike Sara D. Roosevelt, sees a fair number of
tourists, especially when the weather is fair, drawn to it by the density of
elderly Chinese and the traditional musicians who play at the northern
end of the park.

Public plazas are also a defining feature of the area - clusters of locals
and tourists tend to sit and take photographs around the Lin Zexu statue
on Chatham Square, and locals sometimes take a break in the shade
around the statues of Confucius Plaza.
Notably, the waterfront is physically separated from the neighborhood by
the FDR overpass, which creates a sense of isolation. Yet there are a
number of Chinese immigrant waterfront users of space, such as elderly
sitting, fishing, or strolling. It is not at all, however, currently connected
to Chinatown’s economic activity—none of the markets, vendors, or
businesses have a presence there.

Musicians in Columbus Park

Interestingly, the Allen Street Pedestrian Mall, which seems to be intended as a public/park-like space, tends to be used exclusively for transportation, rather than as gathering space. It is possible that this is due
to recent reconstruction of the space and the lack of vibrant life along
the surrounding sidewalks, including many closed businesses/inactive
ground floors, which may prevent pedestrians from exploring some of
the local shops that border the Mall.

Elderly in Columbus Park
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Chatham Square

Confucius Plaza

Allen Street Pedestrian Mall
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Streets and Sidewalks
The Draft Study Area includes a mix of large arterial, and smaller, more
pedestrian-scale side streets. The major arteries, such as Bowery,
Chrystie/Forsyth, Allen, Essex, and Canal Streets have a distinctively
larger scale than other streets in the study area. Car traffic moves fast
on these streets. Interior streets are much smaller and more pedestrianfriendly than these large boulevards, but do not necessarily share a
single unifying feature.
The elderly and the young (teen/youth) tend to have a strong presence
on the streets, particularly in the Five Points sub-area. For example,
teens gather on a stretch of lower Mott Street, which they appear to be

streets wherever they choose if they see little/no car traffic, but
on bigger streets, there is a significant amount of anxiety to cross
safely. Hence, people wait and/or cross in large groups.
Another defining feature of the Draft Study Area’s streets is the large
amount of industrial machine/load-lifting/hand-truck activity serving
the local businesses. These machines are often parked in parking spaces or bike lanes, or are being used to transport materials
locally. In other words, parking spots tend to be taken up not by
cars or trucks, but by these loading machines, which workers drive
around the neighborhood. The bike lanes along Grand and Allen
Streets are almost never used by bike riders, and instead are used
by these workers as a convenient path in order to stay out of the
way of pedestrian and car traffic.

A group of pedestrians gathers at a crosswalk

drawn to because of the businesses there and the relative lack of (vocal)
harassment from residents and property owners. The elderly are everywhere in the neighborhood, often sitting on whatever they can—empty
stalls, buildings, sidewalks, benches, and stoops.
A crossing guard assists pedestrians crossing Bowery

Many elderly walk with assistance (walkers, canes, wheelchairs or
people such as home health aides or relatives), particularly in the Five
Points sub-area. The result is a clash between fast car and truck traffic
and slow-moving pedestrians. In general, people cut across on smaller
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The street layout of East Broadway

Pedestrians walk in the street on Doyers Street.
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Retail and Signage
Perhaps the most defining features of Chinatown’s streets are the street
vendors and merchants whose stores spill out onto the sidewalk, found
primarily along Canal, Catherine, Henry, East Broadway, Mulberry, Orchard, and Grand Streets.

A typical food shop storefront spills out onto the sidewalk

office workers), the limited sidewalk space, and the different rhythms of
street users (tourists tend to linger and stop whereas residents tend to
be intentional in their walking), can lead to difficulty navigating the area.
Along with the mix of retail and services in the neighborhood comes
a variety of signage, a cultural feature that helps define the feel of the
area. This signage tends to be brightly colored and hang vertically off
the side of a building, with text in Chinese. Brightly colored awnings with
large text also add to the vibrancy of the street. A concentration of both
can be found in the Five Points sub-area, particularly on Pell, Doyers,
and Mott Streets. This signage becomes less prevalent as one moves
north and east of the historic core.
In addition, both the Chinatown BID and the Museum of Chinese in
America (MOCA) have “placemaking” signs scattered around the Draft
Study Area, and these organizations undertake other efforts to define the
feel of Chinatown, as well. For example, around the Lunar New Year,
the BID puts up lanterns along East Broadway from Chatham Square
east that become a very public statement that “this is Chinatown.” Similarly, NYC the information kiosk on Canal Street serves as a gateway
that lets people know they are entering Chinatown.

The main types of retail are seafood and produce markets, toys and
trinkets, toiletries and kitchen supply items, flowers, clothes, and dry
goods. The retail that gets the most attention from tourists and children
are the tchotchkes, toys, and souvenirs, especially along Canal and Mott
Streets. Locals seem to focus on the foodstuffs. They slow down and
size up the inventory and may or may not stop accordingly, and often
chat with the merchants at length. With the exception of the souvenir
shops that attract tourists, customers of almost all sidewalk retail appear
to be Chinese or Asian, either local or regional. The fresh seafood and
produce, especially in the Five Points sub-area, tends to also have a
significant number of non-Chinese regional customers of South Asian,
African American or Afro-Caribbean background (perhaps immigrants
from other parts of the city stopping by Chinatown on their way home
from work, for instance).
Sidewalk retail tends to take up almost half the sidewalk on small
streets, less on large streets (such as the Bowery). This does not appear to be a problem for sidewalk congestion on most of the smaller
streets and/or outside the Five Points sub-area. However in core Chinatown, the sheer density and diversity of populations (tourists, locals,

Chinese signage on Pell Street
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An outdoor market underneath the Manhattan Bridge overpass
A street vendor sells jewelry on Canal Street

Pell and Doyers Streets show a mixture of typical signage types
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Mitchell-Lama Housing (within the Context Area)
Property Name

CONFUCIUS PLAZA*
GOUVERNEUR GARDENS*
VILLAGE EAST TOWERS*
MASARYK TOWERS*
SOUTHBRIDGE TOWERS
TANYA TOWERS
BEEKMAN HOSP STAFF RES
VILLAGE VIEW

# of
Units

762
782
434
1105
1651
138
90
1232

# of Assessed Value Eligible to
Bldgs
(DOF)
Opt-out
MitchellLama
1
6
3
4
9
1
1
7

$72,900,000
$36,980,100
$37,503,000
$112,572,000
$73,249,949
$5,581,800
$4,833,900
$121,317,300

Rental/
Coop

2020Coop
2018Coop
2038Coop
2009Coop
2004Coop
2024Rental
1992Rental
1984Coop

* indicates property is within the Draft Study Area
Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

Mitchell-Lama Housing

Draft Study Area
# of Units
# of Buildings
Median Year Built
Average Assessed Value
Median Assessed Value

3,083
14
1965
$64,988,775
$55,201,500

Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

Context Area
6,194
32
1969
$58,117,256
$55,201,500

Year
Built

1977
1964
1950
1966
1971
1973
1973
1964

Start
MitchellLama
1975
1967
1968
1967
1970
1973
1972
1964
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Low-Income Housing Tax Credits 9%
Property Name

GOUVERNEUR COURT*
219 Henry St.*
TWO BRIDGES TOWERS*
ELDRIDGE STREET LP
Round II
Round II
107-09 Ave. D
El Couqui Apartments
H.E.L.P. 14TH STREET
Peoples Mutual Housing
93 Pitt Street SRO Community Housing
Round VI - Phase 1
Round VI - Phase 2
El Caribe - Phase 1
Round VII
The Glass Factory
NORFOLK APARTMENTS
El Caribe - Phase 2
LESC HOUSE HDFC
UNITED MUTUAL HOUSES
NORFOLK APARTMENTS II
ISLA NENA APARTMENTS
CAROL L. WATSON HOUSE/BITMAN RIVAS
HOUSE
Cooper Square Supportive Housing
LESMHA
258-266 EAST 4TH
Permanence Houses

# of Units Year
Built
126
23
198
60
42
48
47
41
94
30
35
38
7
36
27
45
24
13
40
30
52
48
60
54
48
51
30

Assessed
Placed in Eligible
End
Value (Dept of LIHTC
to leave LIHTC
Finance)
LIHTC
1901
$3,227,850
1993
2007
2022
1900
$343,170
1992
2007
2022
1995
$10,733,400
1997
2011
2026
1920
$1,668,600
1990
2004
2018
1910
$4,619,700
1991
2006
2021
1920
$1,576,860
1991
2006
2021
1900
$473,040
1992
2007
2022
1920
$1,796,036
1993
2008
2023
1994
$6,771,600
1995
2009
2024
1900
$1,252,980
1995
2010
2025
1920
$674,190
1995
2010
2025
1900
$1,646,411
1997
2012
2027
1997
$319,410
1997
2012
2027
1920
$867,810
1998
2013
2028
1920
$1,064,331
1999
2014
2029
1920
$583,200
1999
2014
2029
1997
$1,863,900
1999
2013
2030
1900
$359,370
2000
2015
2030
1900
$720,900
2001
2015
2030
2000
$1,742,400
1999
2014
2032
2003
$2,761,470
2003
2017
2035
2004
$1,120,852
2005
2019
2037
2003
$6,437,430
2004
2019
2038
2003
1900
1992
1900

* indicates property is within the Draft Study Area
Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

$1,089,000
$1,759,500
$2,105,100
$100,335

2002
1992
1993
2008

2023
2008
2006
2023

2078
2091
2092
2098
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Low-Income Housing Tax Credits 4%
Property Name

Two Bridges Senior Apartments*
Village East Apartments
Gethsemane Apartments
101-117 Worth Street
Avalon Bowery Place I
Avalon Chrystie Place I
Extra Place Apartments
188 Ludlow Street
Avalon Bowery Place II

# of Units Year
Built
109
86
79
330
206
361
42
242
90

Assessed
Placed in Eligible
End
Value (Dept of LIHTC
to leave LIHTC
Finance)
LIHTC
1987
$3,780,900
2005
2020
2035
1996
$6,444,000
1997
2012
2027
2001
$0
2002
2017
2032
2001
$31,545,000
2003
2018
2033
2005
$19,555,739
2006
2021
2036
2003
$37,467,000
2006
2021
2036
2005
$3,909,800
2006
2021
2036
2006
$19,371,600
2007
2022
2037
2007
$11,092,500
2007
2022
2037

* indicates property is within the Draft Study Area
Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

Low-Income Housing Tax Credits

# of Properties
# of Units
Average # of Units per property
Median Year Built
Average Assessed Value (NYC DOF)
Median Assessed Value (NYC DOF)
Median Year Placed in LIHTC

LIHTC 9%
LIHTC 4%
Total LIHTC
Draft Study Context
Draft Study Context Area Draft Study
Area
Area
Area
Area
3
27
1
9
4
347
1,347
109
1,545
456
116
50
109
172
114
1901
1920
1987
2003
1944
$4,768,140 $2,136,254 $3,780,900 $14,796,282 $4,521,330
$3,227,850 $1,576,860 $3,780,900 $11,092,500 $3,504,375
1993
1997
2005
2006
1995

Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

Context
Area
36
2,892
80
1990
$5,301,261
$1,750,950
1999
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HUD Project Rental Assistance & Section 202/811
Property Name

CHUNG PAK*
COOPER SQUARE ELDERLY HOUSING*
DAVID PODELL*
158-160 STANTON STREET
80-92 RIDGE STREET HOUSING
ACCESS HOUSE
ARTISTS HOUSING
BRIDGE H0USE #4
BRIDGE HOUSE #5
CAMPOS PLAZA
COOPER SQUARE ASSOCIATES
GRAND STREET GUILD NORTH
GRAND STREET GUILD SOUTH EAST
GRAND STREET GUILD SOUTH WEST
HAVEN PLAZA
LANDS END II*
LITTLE ITALY RESTORATION
APARTMENTS
LOWER EAST SIDE I
LOWER EAST SIDE II
OPEN DOOR SENIOR CITIZENS
APARTMENT
PUEBLO NUEVO SITE I
ST. MARGARETS HOUSE
TWO BRIDGES SENIOR APARTMENTS*
UJC BIALYSTOKER SYNAGOGUE
HOUSES
ALLIANCE APTS FOR THE ELDERLY
BRIDGE HOUSE #6
CASA VICTORIA HOUSING FOR THE
ELDERLY
GRAND STREET SENIOR HOUSING
INDEPENDENCE HOUSE
NYSD FORSYTH ST II
POSITIVELY 3RD STREET
TANYA TOWERS II

# of Bldgs # of Units

Year Built

Projectbased
Section 8

1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
3
2
1

88
151
50
20
100
16
384
18
16
269
146
200
200
200
371
490
152

1991
1985
1967
1920
1991
1900
1926
1900
1900
1979
1900
1972
1976
1972
1966
1979
1982

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

5
4
2

152
91
156

1900
1910
1982

x
x
x

1
1
1
1

172
251
109
128

1983
1981
1987
1982

x
x
x
x

1
1
1

52
16
80

1998
1920
1996

1
1
1
1
1

74
21
20
53
40

2004
1996
2001
2007
1993

* indicates property is within the Draft Study Area
Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

PRAC

Section
202/811

x
x
x

Assessed
End HUD
Value (Dept of ProjectFinance)
Based
Rental
Assistance
Contract**
$5,296,500
$3,932,100
$4,060,350
$727,608
$6,607,980
$343,530
$12,312,000
$518,130
$339,840
$18,423,200
$5,489,998
$5,193,000
$2,407,500
$4,859,100
$13,430,700
$38,612,000
$9,963,000

2012
2020
2014
2015
2012
2011
2029
2030
2012
2014
2015
2030
2030
2030
2031
2013
2023

$7,527,598
$4,929,000
$3,612,600

2011
2013
2012

x

$7,272,000
$11,018,160
$3,780,900
$2,557,800

2019
2011
2012
2011

x
x
x

x
x
x

$2,207,700
$349,830
$8,313,120

2012
2014
2017

x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x

$4,859,550
$1,528,200
$434,970
$5,678,640
$2,576,610

2011
2017
2011
2011
2014

x
x
x
x

x
x
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Project Rental Assistance via HUD
Project-based
Section 8
Draft Study Area Context Area

# of Developments
# of Units
# Section 202/811
Average # of Units per property
Median Year Built
Median Assessed Value (NYC DOF)

3
289
3
96
1985
$4,060,350

24
3,930
7
159
1974
$5,061,000

PRAC
Draft
Study
Area

Context
Area

0
8
0
356
0
8
n/a
45
n/a
1997
n/a $2,392,155

Total Project Rental
Assistance
Draft Study Area

3
289
3
96
1985
$4,060,350

Context Area

32
4,286
15
134
1980
$4,859,325

Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

Section 202/811
Property Name

CHUNG PAK*
COOPER SQUARE ELDERLY HOUSING*
DAVID PODELL*
80-92 RIDGE STREET HOUSING
ACCESS HOUSE
ALLIANCE APTS FOR THE ELDERLY
BRIDGE H0USE #4
BRIDGE HOUSE #5
BRIDGE HOUSE #6
CASA VICTORIA HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY
GRAND STREET SENIOR HOUSING
INDEPENDENCE HOUSE
NYSD FORSYTH ST II
OPEN DOOR SENIOR CITIZENS APARTMENT
POSITIVELY 3RD STREET
ST. MARGARETS HOUSE
TANYA TOWERS II
UJC BIALYSTOKER SYNAGOGUE HOUSES

# of
Units

88
151
50
100
16
52
18
16
16
80
74
21
20
156
53
251
40
128

Year
Built

1991
1985
1967
1991
1900
1998
1900
1900
1920
1996
2004
1996
2001
1982
2007
1981
1993
1982

* indicates property is within the Draft Study Area
**absent other restrictions (contracts may be renewed)
Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

Assessed Value
(Dept of Finance)

HUD Project-Based Rental Assistance
Contract

$5,296,500Project-Based Section 8
$3,932,100Project-Based Section 8
$4,060,350Project-Based Section 8
$6,607,980Project-Based Section 8
$343,530Project-Based Section 8
$2,207,700Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
$518,130Project-Based Section 8
$339,840Project-Based Section 8
$349,830Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
$8,313,120Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
$4,859,550Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
$1,528,200Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
$434,970Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
$3,612,600Project-Based Section 8
$5,678,640Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
$11,018,160Project-Based Section 8
$2,576,610Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
$2,557,800Project-Based Section 8

End HUD ProjectBased Rental
Assistance
Contract**
2012
2020
2014
2012
2011
2012
2030
2012
2014
2017
2011
2017
2011
2012
2011
2011
2014
2011

End HUD
Financing
2033
2025
2015
2033
2028
2040
2030
2032
2034
2035
2044
2037
2040
2023
2044
2021
2034
2023

Appendix

Section 202/811

# of Units
Median Year Built
# with Project-based Section 8
# with Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC)
Average Assessed Value (NYC DOF)
Median Assessed Value (NYC DOF)

Draft Study Context Area
Area
289
1,330
1985
1988
3
10
0
8
$4,429,650
$3,568,645
$4,060,350
$3,094,605

Source: Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project, 2010

