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I PROJECT DESCRIPTIONI 

Please answer questions in space provided. Applicants should feel free to use photocopies of the application forms if needed. If possible, 
answers to all questions should be typed or written directly on the forms. If the forms are not used and answers are typed on a separate page, ~ I each answer must be preceded by the question to which it responds, and the length of each answer should be limited to the area provided 

I on the original form. 

I 
I 1. How has the project impacted the local community? 

I 
The adaptive reuse of Bridgemarket has taken a treasured landmark that for many decades was in aI 

I state of disuse, and returned it to the public realm. By doing so, the project repaired an urban gap that 
I existed in the lower 60s in Manhattan, where the uninviting site had served as a barrier rather than a 
I gateway between the residential community of Sutton Place to the south and the Upper East Side 
I communities to the north. By returning Bridgemarket to the public realm, the opportunity also was 
I presented of creating a public plaza and garden that would continue the greenway along 59th Street to 
I the East River and serve as a social commons for area residents and patrons alike. Overall, the 
I project creates a contemporary marketplace that functions as a hub for the community and spurs 
I revitalization of the surrounding commercial district. Its effect on the surrounding community already is 
I evident, less than a year after its opening. Area residents flock to the new Food Emporium food I 

market, which provides a much needed neighborhood amenity. New businesses and commercial I 
developments are sprouting up in the area, in particular Bridgemarket Place, a $100 million, 38-story I 
residential tower with a 90,000-square-foot retail space in its base (a Bed, Bath & Beyond home I 

I furnishing store). Real estate brokers have sited interest in the area from other home furnishing 
I companies as well as gourmet food stores, and it is expected that the project will give business 
I confidence to the neighborhood and transform a barren retail zone into a home furnishing mecca. 

tv 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 2. Describe the underlying values of the project. What, if any, signifcant trade-offs were required to implement the project? 
I 
I 

Bridgemarket brings back to life an urban amenity and architectural treasure that had been off limits for I 
I many decades to the public it was intended to serve. Reconceived as a contemporary marketplace, 
I Bridgemarket creates a neighborhood destination that unites rather than divides Sutton Place and the 
I Upper East Side. It provides needed amenities, such as the Food Emporium food market, as well as 
I transforms the Queensboro Bridge into a highly acclaimed city destination in keeping with its legendary 
I status as one of the city's major gateways. The public-private effort to revitalize Bridgemarket 
I demonstrates that groups with different interests can work together for a common good. Significant
I trade offs include the project's lengthy and sometimes contentious public review process. The initial plan 
I was a more ambitious proposal for a European-style marketplace with upward of 50 independent I 

vendors, a variety of restaurants and two independent farmer's market structures. By scaling back the I 
project to its final scheme of three major tenants, the project met community concerns of the original I 
scheme: that it would not contribute greatly to traffic and congestion to the area and would enhance, notI 

I overwhelm, the texture of neighborhood life. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTOD) 

3. Describe the key elements of the development process, including community participation where appropriate. 

Bridgemarket was initiated by the New York City Economic Development Corporation, a quasi-governmental 
agency that is charged with promoting economic growth. The restoration of Bridgemarket was proposed 
based on findings of a Queensboro Bridge Area Study in 1972. Developer Harley Baldwin submitted a 
proposal to create a European marketplace in 1977. After gaining the necessary approvals, the project was 
delayed as the lease with the city was renegotiated. In 1981, Baldwin formed a partnership with Sheldon 
Gordon called Bridgemarket Associates; and the contract with the city was finalized. A more ambitious plan 
was unveiled, which gained all necessary approvals, and broke ground in 1986. Seeking to block the 
enlarged project, Sutton Area Community, Inc. sued Bridgemarket Associates and halted construction. In 
1994, the case was dismissed, yet by this time leases with individual tenants had expired and the project was 
restructured to involve three tenants. A new iteration of the design was publicly reviewed and approved, and 
in 1998 construction ensued. The project opened in stages between December 1999 and March 2000. In the 
end, the public review process encompassed The Board of Estimate, The City Planning Commission, The City 
Art Commission, The Landmarks Preservation Commission, The Landmarks Conservancy, The Manhattan 
Borough Board, The State Legislature, Community Boards 6 and 8, and 19 city agencies, including Buildings, 
Highway and Traffic. 

4. Describe the financing of the project. Please include all funding sour ces and square foot costs where applicable. 

The project was accomplished through a combination of public and private funding. Since the 
project began and restarted after a decade-long delay, and the fact that the tenants will not 
publicly release the costs of their spaces, it is difficult to get exact figures and square foot costs, 
but the following is a rough estimate. The city invested approximately $7 million for the 
restoration of the exterior stonework, interior tile vaults and replacement of the industrial sash. 
The developer, Bridgemarket Associates, invested approximately $10 million to $12 million in the 
mid-1980s for initial excavation and construction work. The developer invested another $12 
million when the project resumed in the late 1990s. The tenants invested a combined total of 
approximately $25 to $30 million on the interior architecture of the tenant spaces. 

5. Is the project unique and/or does it address significant urban issues? Is the model adaptable to other urban settings? 

The project is unique in that a little-known but extremely significant architectural treasure has 
been returned to the public realm after nearly seventy years of disuse. The city recognized the 
value of restoring this abandoned space and adapting it to meet the needs of today's urban 
environment. The level of cooperation between public and private groups is unique, both to the 
extent in which government agencies and private developers worked together to get appropriate 
approvals to move the project forward, and the DOT's, developer's and tenants' design and 
construction teams working together to finalize the design and build the complex. This model of 
urban revitalization can be adaptable to other urban settings by demonstrating methods for 
identifying contemporary uses for historic structures; methods for modernizing historic structures 
that pose challenges due to the special nature of the structure (i.e., beneath a bridge); and 
methods for bringing commercial activity to an area to spur economic revitalization without 
overwhelming the quintessential nature of neighborhood life. 


