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KNORR, KROEHLING, LIANG AND TRIEBSWETTER: PIER 40

Three and a half million square feet
of Manhattan's West Side are the site
for the IFCCA PRIZE COMPETITION
FOR THE DESIGN OF CITIES
sponsored by the International
Foundation for the Canadian Centre
for Architecture. This international
competition calls for ideas to trans-
form the isolated, half-urbanized
area bound by 30th Street on the
south, the Hudson River on the west,
34th Street on the north, and 8th
Avenue on the east. Blocks from the
heart of the city, the site is just
south of the Jacob Javits Convention
Center and includes residential
buildings, railyards as well as other
depots and service amenities.

After more than 100 nominations
were received, five teams were
selected as finalists: Ben van Berkel
and Caroline Bos, Amsterdam; Peter
Eisenman, New York; Thom Mayne,
Santa Monica; Cedric Price, London;

The competition will be the first
of a series of IFCCA-sponsored com-
petitions to be held every three years
in cities around the world. New York
gives IFCCA a seemingly intractable
challenge — provoking change in a
city which since the skyscraper era
has never found an architectural
identity to match its ambition.

The organizers of the competition,
led by CCA Chair Phyllis Lambert and
the director of the competition, Ralph
Lerner, Dean, School of Architecture,
Princeton University, have assiduous-
ly assembled a group of nine sponsors
and eight jurors with strong New York
ties and international reputations.
The sponsorship includes developers
such as The Durst Organization and
non-profits such as the William
Randolph Hearst Foundation, as well
as media and investment leaders
including Barry Diller, and Marie-
Josée and Henry Kravis.

For the jury, there is a worldwide

Gary Hack, Arata Isozaki, Philip
Johnson, Phyllis Lambert and José
Rafael Moneo. In addition, the jury
includes two public sector shapers of
New York's built environment:
Joseph B. Rose, Chairman, City
Planning Commission, and Charles
A. Gargano, Chairman and
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o and Jesse Reiser and Nanako
= Umemoto, New York.

roster of architects and designers:
Elizabeth Diller, Frank O. Gehry,

Tangle of uses at the site of the IFCCA competition.




Commissioner, Empire State
Development Corporation.

This summer the finalists — who
each will receive $50,000 — will
present their entries to the jury,
which will award $100,000 to a
single winner. An exhibition of
projects at Grand Central Terminal
is scheduled for October 1999.

While “the public" is invoked
several times in the competition
brief, the booklet and jury composi-
tion do not emphasize “community"
as it is often described. The required
one-point perspective, calling for
a view from about half-way across
the Hudson, implies a big picture
approach which often leads to
designs at odds with community
agendas. In fact, the program's
scrupulously assembled chart of zon-
ing and use shows there are many
residents in these blocks, however
empty they seem. It will be worth
observing how the competition
entrants manage to be both boldly
speculative and simultaneously

grounded in the political realities of
a time when governments are loathe
to raze entire districts. ra

New York's “other river,” the East
River, is no weak sister anymore.
The Institute’s EAST RIVER
PROJECT continues to provoke debate
among those with a vested interest in
the waterfront. In addition to a
design competition, the project has
included numerous public forums,

walking tours and a website. A book
and an international conference are
planned for next year.

Last fall, the final votes were
tallied for the Van Alen-sponsored
competition, “Design ldeas for New
York's East River.” First prize went to
landscape architects Victoria
Marshall and Steven Tupu of New
York for their project, Till. Their entry
illustrates how solid waste can be
used to build new landscapes on the

Butierfly pier complex at South Streel Seaport, site detail of East River Corridor, Reiser + Umemoto.

DAVID HEALD/THE SOLOMBN R. GUGGENHEIM FOUNBATION:

GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM, BILBAO SPAIN

waterfront, a timely idea on the cusp
of the 2001 closure of the Fresh
Kills landfill, the city's main dump.

Second Prize went to Michael
Jacobs and Aaron Neubert of
Brooklyn, NY for their entry, Tida/
Landscapes, which proposed creat-
ing an occupiable path which would
span the expanse of the river. Third
Prize went to Dirk Bertuleit and the
Dagmar Richter Studio in Berlin for
their project which used a gabion-
like stone construction to rebuild
piers in Greenpoint, Brooklyn.

The two runners up were Michael
Laviano of Berkeley, CA for his
Connecting the East River Waterfront
and the Brooklyn Architects
Collective for their Making Fabric.
Both entries tackled Brooklyn's very
practical need for public access to
the waterfront and the question of
how communities that have been
traditionally cut off from the river
by an industrial zone can now be
reintegrated. These winning entries
will be on exhibition in the

Institute's gallery until March 13
and can also be seen on the web-
site. All entries will be on view from
March 1 through March 6 when
there will be a presentation of
selected entries.

East River Corridor, a design
study developed by the Institute’s
first Van Alen Fellows in Public
Architecture, Reiser + Umemoto,
shares the gallery replete with a
25-foot model. The team was invited
by the Institute to study a site of
their choosing anywhere on the East
River. In contrast to the majority of
the competition entrants who elect-
ed to focus on Brooklyn and Queens
where there are great swaths of land
up for grabs, the team, led by firm
principals Jesse Reiser and Nanako
Umemoto, chose Manhattan.

R + U presents a mega-project
which evokes Robert Moses. Their
project calls for a continuous and
highly-programmed park. Grappling
with the complexities of the FDR
Drive by submerging it in places and

Is New York a
“retrograde city”?
Is there little that
is daring or
imaginative?

creating a secondary access road,
the project allows for a significant

increase in pedestrian public access.

In November, Jesse Reiser
presented the project at a panel
discussion opposite a competition
finalist with a radically different
vision for the waterfront, a project
reflective of the move to consider the
environmental concerns related to
riparian design. On behalf of
Bone/Levine Architects, Kevin Bone
presented Transfiguration, a scheme
which calls for the natural regrowth
of wetlands on Brooklyn and Queens’
post-industrial waterfront. ss

The New York City Council, led

by Lower Manhattan representative
Kathryn Freed, is seeking a
BILLBOARD BAN to limit these
large signs that have overtaken the
city’s skyline in recent years.
Councilmember Freed —fearing a
"“nightmarish sci-fi cityscape right
out of 'Blade Runner,"” — asked the
Department of Buildings and the
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In the end, while most of the entries were not reminiscent of a City Beautiful park, many pro-
vided the green space and open space that the community so vociferously wants. Rather than one-
liners many entrants provided design solutions that attempted to tackle the divergent needs of the
community, offering provocative mixed-use alternatives. Likewise, in addition to proposing hybrid
solutions in terms of program, a number offered ways of preserving at least part of the extant pier,
thus creating structural hybrids as well.

“There's a major building there and the community wants a park,” said juror Glenn Smith, a
Boston-based urban designer and landscape architect. "Some mediation is the solution.”

“The two ‘camps’ were those who kept portions of the structure and those who proposed total
demolition. None of them did a complete job of solving the problem,” commented fellow juror and
landscape architect Judith Heintz, seconding the notion that a middle ground should be found and
lauding those entries that attempted this.

FALGE VERSUS BUILT SPAGE

What makes a park — and if such a "park" is possible while saving any part of the pier's mammoth

structure — was at the crux of the debate spurred by the competition. Juror Kevin Bone, also an

architect, educator and editor of The New York Waterfront (The Monacelli Press, 1997), adamant-

ly argued for many projects that proposed to use all or part of the existing structure.
“Environmentally speaking, the demolition of the structure would itself be a bold act,” said

Bone. “We would be ignoring the embodied energy of that structure. It was a monumental engi-

neering undertaking.”

Juror Hugh Hardy, principal, Hardy Holzman Pfeiffer Associates, agrees. He finds the idea of
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destroying the structure extremely wasteful. “Only in America could we imagine disposing of this!
It was the largest pre-cast structure in the world when it was built,” Hardy pointed out.

Structural engineer and juror Leroy Callendar believes the pier can be reduced to an elegant
frame rather simply. “Leaving the frame as a pergola was a lovely — and doable - solution. We [the
juryl were pleased with the effect you could get by leaving the frame up and the shadows that
would be cast on a grassy area underneath,” said Callendar. “And from a structural point of view, it
is thoroughly sound.”

The New York City architecture firm Deamer + Phillips created one of the winning entries,
proposing a Hudson River Aquatic Park, providing a pool, ice rink, beach, boathouse as well as a
“window” onto the river below. They chose to keep parts of the structure intact, in part because of
the vast expense of demolition, but also to create a new experience. In an honorable mention win-
ning scheme that also retained the structure, New York architect Robert James envisioned this
existing structure as serving as an “icon of modern architecture” that could also accommodate
many kinds of recreation.

But for juror John Edminster, longtime community resident and designer, none of the solutions
served the community with what he believes it has always known it needs most — a traditional park.
“Where are the playgrounds?” he asked.

While Edminster was initially a staunch advocate for removing the structure entirely and
installing a traditional green park, he came to see some merit and variety in the schemes. “This
process has opened my mind to some new ideas about the structure. The north wall of the struc-
ture, for instance, could have value as protection from the wind that would allow increased use of

the park,” he said.

Planning Commission to work

with the City Council to help mixed-
used manufacturing districts like
SoHo, NoHo and TriBeCa escape
excessive signage.

In 1987, when the Department of
City Planning rewrote the zoning
regulations for Times Square, they
pinned their hopes on signage. In the
first half of the century, the bright
lights of advertising had made Times
Square a landmark of 20th-century
urban culture. The reformers, includ-
ing architects and designers, hoped
it could do so again - and it did. But
the explosion of signage re-energizing
Times Square has moved beyond
Broadway and Seventh Avenue,
spreading out across the city and
down the avenues thanks to innova-
tions in printing technology. Today
large-scale signage can be run off
quickly and inexpensively on enor-
mous laser printers.

While advertisers and outdoor
media companies aggressively seek
out new territory, community resi-

dents and neighborhood groups are
engaged in fighting their advances.
Having spent much of the [ast year
battling the red neon Travelers logo,
residents downtown are eager to end
the “selling” of their neighborhoods.
Billboards and corporate logos, they
argue, do little to improve the city's
appearance and even less to foster a
sense of community.

Houston Street has become the
front line of the battle. Bordered for
much of its length by blank walls and
side lots, the street's southern edge
has become a backdrop for an assort-
ment of multi-story signs advertising
nationally familiar brands. Since last
fall, three appiications have been
filed for new billboards, adding still
more signage to the street. While
permits for two have been denied,
one has been constructed. Rising five
stories above the car wash at
Houston and Crosby, the superstruc-
ture offers its advertiser 900-square-
feet of flood-lit display space.

While no draft of the legislation
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Signage energizing commercial Tines Sguare.

has been released yet, Freed has
presented her case to the Council's
Subcommittee on Zoning.

“The sign regulations do not
address the problems caused to
residents from the bright lights
and blocked sightlines, nor do they
address how these billboards ruin
the physical and architectural char-
acter of the neighborhoods,” Freed
testified. She hopes to extend the
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signage protections already in place
for residential districts to these
mixed-use zones. ¢i

Sited on one of the murkiest water-
ways in Greater New York, where just
a few years ago it was said police
divers couldn't see their hands in
front of them, the unsightly and odor-
iferous NEWTOWN CREEK WATER
POLLUTION CONTROL PLANT in
Greenpoint, Brooklyn is getting a
facelift and more. Redesigned by
Polshek Partnership Architects this

community’s stinky albatross may

become a model public amenity on
a creek traditionally considered a
bastion of toxins.

When completed its gleaming
stainless-steel egg-shaped digesters
will evoke the industrial glamour of
the days of photographer Margaret
Bourke-White and painter Charles
Sheeler. In compliance with the
Clean Water Act, the existing
25.4-acre sewage treatment plant is
being upgraded at the cost of almost

$2 billion to become a 53-acre
state-of-the-art complex. The design
attempts to ingratiate the plant to
the community by using bold forms,
continuing the surrounding street
grid, but perhaps most fundamental-
ly by accommodating public access
into the compound.

To that end, the Department
of Environmental Protection in
collaboration with the Department
of Cultural Affairs’ Percent for Art
Program has commissioned two
public art installations that will give
the visitors access to the plant, and
in addition, will provide access to
the waterfront at Newtown Creek, a
vital issue in this waterfront commu-
nity which remains landlocked.

“One way to make the plant more
acceptable is to give the community
something back by cleaning up the
waterfront,” said Charlotte Cohen,
Director of Percent for Art.

At the confluence of Newtown
Creek and Whale Creek, artist
George Trakas was selected to design

a 735-foot waterfront walkway.
According to Trakas, people will be
able to enjoy the wildlife which is
gradually returning to the creek with
the decline of heavy industry and
commercial shipping.

Artist Vito Acconci, known inter-
nationally for his provocative public
art, nods to architecture parlfante in
his project at the plant. Acconci's
scheme takes the business of the
plant — water — and uses it as a
theme throughout. A pond flows
from outside into the visitors center,
while the sinuous perimeter fence
that will enclose the plant is itself
filled with water.

Tony Snachkus, neighborhood
activist and member of the Newtown
Creek Monitoring Committee, notes
that the plant may still face unsight-
ly neighbors, including an operative
car recycling plant, but he hopes the
projects will spur others to clean up
the rest of the creek. 8s
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Majid Jelveh and Christian Joiris' winning entry proposes that the pier host severa! “bands of
function,” including an exhibition and administration area, sports, aquarium research, a man-
made beach and a green buffer. This “collage of all that we are,” as they call it, is an attempt to
meet the community’s numerous needs.

The community board will soon have to face the prickly issue of the pier's parking function.
According to the Environmental Impact Statement, destruction of the 2,000 long-term parking
spots would require significant mitigation. A new and nearby parking garage to park that many
cars, if a site could be found, would likely cost at least $50 million.

“The board’s position for a long time has been to remove parking from the pier,” Gerson said. "If
we cannot find other space, then we will have to think more seriously about hybrid solutions.” But
even park purists admit that finding space and funds for such a large garage seems highly unlikely.

State Assemblymember Deborah Glick was a park purist until late October, when she herself
submitted a written proposal for an intermediate solution that suggests eliminating all trucks and
buses, the worst polluting vehicles now using the site. She further suggests removing the top two
levels and creating a roof over the open courtyard in the middle. The first floor could be used for
fong-term car parking and the 14-acre roof would then become the “open green park for which this
community has fought for so long,"” argued Glick.

As director of the Pier, Park and Playground Association, Tobi Bergman sees promise in such
hybrid solutions as well. He has worked to get temporary athletic fields installed at the pier and
spends a great deal of time on site, managing the batting cages and soccer fields.

“As long as people are not dogmatic, we can merge the interests and desires for the pier,” he
said. “Some people are fixated on the idea of an open green park and nothing else, but if you think

about this history of the waterfront, a passive commercial use blended with some recreational uses
starts to sound like a really good mix,” he said.

Elizabeth Meyer, competition juror and chair of the Department of Landscape Architecture at
the University of Virginia, likewise feels the pier's own complex history should be a jumping off
point for designers. “The Pier 40 site has so many associations and systems,” explained Meyer.
“By building on and re-interpreting those, a designer can guide the community to build a memo-
rable and meaningful new civic space for Manhattan’s waterfront.”

One competition entry acknowledged the pier’s diverse history by attempting to reconcile the
need for parking while meeting the public needs for recreation space as well. On behalf of New
York University, Polshek Partnership Architects offered an interesting solution that would save up
to 700 long-term parking spaces on the site.

This scheme included a benefactor; NYU was offering to build a series of much needed sports
and athletics facilities that they would use perhaps 30 percent of the time and which would
be open to the public the rest of the time. They would build and maintain the entire facility, solv-
ing one of their own problems while giving something back to the community. “We couldn't just
flood the neighborhood with 2,000 cars,” explained Todd Schliemann, who designed the project
for Polshek.

However the plan called for demolishing the existing structure. The environmental and finan-
cial costs of removing one structure and erecting another — and the idea that this facility would not
have been 100 percent public — influenced the jurors’ decision to pass on this scheme. But the
notion that NYU was - at least on paper — willing to fund the project and that the designers had rec-
ognized the need for parking gave it a realistic appeal.
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DESIGN BY GOLLAGE

SOUNDBYTES

Van Alen periodically poses

public and pri
the light of

questions to our listserve and

posts responses on our website

(www.vanalen.org). To join

please send an e-mail to

vanalen@vanalen.org. Here is a

sampling of recent feedback.

WHERE DOES THE PRIVATE REALM
END AND THE PUBLIC REALM BEGIN?

one cannol

In the most priv

and priv
the
Haupth Timat

River

WHAT IS THE GREATEST CHALLENGE
FOR PUBLIC ARCHITECTURE - FROM
SIDEWALKS TO SCHOOLS - IN THE

ing c red NEXT 25 YEARS?

The i of injectinc public

- -Ed Wein

ult

- have

of the

k516

PIER 40 COMPETITION ENTRY

DEAMER + PHILLIPS

IN NEW YORK, 20-STORY ADS NOW
TOWER OVER THE CITY. IN THE
POST-WARHOL AGE, DO THESE SIGNS
SUBTRACT FROM THE EXPERIENCE OF
THE PUBLIC REALM OR OFFER AN
ADDITIONAL DIMENSION?

> While we pore over this ques-
tion, do graphic designers of
magazin equally worry about
the effec of advertising on
the experience of reading their
publications, and televigion
programming producers the

same? On the other hand, why
are there sign ordinances

that allow new signs to be

no larger than a peanut where
the signs would have more
urban and esthet merit than
their buildings?

Signs signify a presence of
our common culture and a freedom
to express. They are comfort
informative, invigorating. A
city would feel naked without

signs. Can you imagine a web

page without any graphi
- -CGregory Glaz

Gregglaz@aol .com

DO LANDMARKED BUILDINGS AND
HISTORIC DISTRICTS HELP OR
HINDER THE CREATION OF A
CONTEMPORARY PUBLIC REALM?

> There is an intelle
struggle goi on right now
between those who see the
future as a part of the past,
and those who say the former
are scared of the future.
Disneyland v. Running Man.

Without getting into this

debate (I personally would not

want to live in either Seaside
or a Rem Koolhaas ng with
sloping floors), I think that
it is natural for a society to
want to mark and remember its
history. For example, most
western German towns (where

I currently live) have made

efforts to pr

protect their Medieval
sections. I suggest that this
is because many older
sections were blown to bits
during WWII, so they know what
they lost. In the former Eac
many of these bombed sections
were rebuilt under the precepts
of “modern” architectural plan-
he differences are
especially when one
is window sho tting
at an outdoor café on a narrow,
ng street opposed to
a 10-lane boulevard to nowhere.
As the past had a more
pedestrian scale (r
livable) than what has been
presented as a “modern” urban
design of the last 50 years
preservation makes sense. To
me it is not an intellectual
question of style or fear of
the future, it is about where
one wants to drink one’s latte.
hael King

mkingse@cityweb.de




How can a city like New York get the best
public architecture possible while fully engaging
the community in the process?

THE DESIGN PROFESSION must connect with the
public. If it doesn’t, then | think it is the profession’s
fault, because architects often use a private visual
and verbal language containing rhetoric only they
understand. This is inadmissible.

At the same time, the public is frequently guilty
of assuming any change is for the worst. That outlook
is a challenge to professionals, because it ultimately
puts us out of business. When new projects are
proposed communities often can't get beyond legiti-
mate issues of increased garbage or congestion and
they conclude any new construction will make the city
less habitable. But to survive New York must be con-
stantly renewed. | think professionals have the
responsibility of making planning issues and proce-
dures clear to the public, because | think communities
always understand how it is possible to positively
transform areas of the city — large or small.

The preservation movement did not begin with
architects; it was the public that forced the profes-
sionals into preservation. Architects followed in the
wake of public pressure. Although neighborhood
groups can be criticized for their stodginess, the other
side of the coin is that as a result of the public's advo-
cacy of preservation architects today accept it as just
another aspect of design.

| don’t think design professionals should believe
they can hoodwink the general population because it
is uneducated and doesn’t understand architecture or
planning. On the contrary, the public’s instincts about
design are often accurate, if conservative.

Sadly, though, the word “public” has become
pejorative in this society. in the 19th century the
“public good” really meant something. Public schools
offered first-rate education. Public transportation was
amazingly efficient. Now, all facets of the public
realm have been debased. That is a startling state
of affairs in the history of American democracy.
Obviously, architects and the public must work togeth-
er to achieve improvement.

— HUGH HARDY

Hugh Hardy is principal of Hardy Holzman Pfeiffer
Associates.

IT IS A LONG WALK from Stuyvesant High School to
Battery Park but most walkers don't find it a problem,
they drop down to the esplanade and saunter through
a continuous water’s edge of lights, benches and con-
sciously designed parks. Taking this walk from the
point of view of what form this area will take in the
next decade, there is an immediate visceral under-
standing of the problems facing the neighborhood.

It is a place being built out, with the buildings
changing places with parks to become the dominant
presence of Battery Park City. Clearly this is an
informed, affluent community, a community where
there has been considerable interest in design. But as
of yet this image was created without the sustained
input of the larger community, except in rare cases.

In my experience designing public spaces at The
Battery and Battery Park City, this happened in two
ways. One with and one without a direct link to the
larger community planning process. In designing Pier
A Plaza, the perseverance of a dynamic civic leader —
Warrie Price - allowed us to engage the community in
a fruitful dialogue. Alas, despite this happy union, the
project was stopped as the cement trucks were
rolling, hecause of lack of commitment on the part of
the developer to using the plaza as a public space.

However, working nearby at the Museum of
Jewish Heritage Visitors Center no public process was
required, but because of our work with the community
we were familiar with the site context and some of the
concerns people had ahout accessing the park.
Through previous analyses of the pedestrian fiow, we
could read how the pathways and vantage points
would interact and this informed the design of this
intersection of trapezoids that sits in the shadow of
Wall St. If not for the fortuitousness of our previous
experience with the Pier A Plaza, we would have been
designing in a void.

— CLAIRE WEISZ

Claire Weisz Architect and Mark Yoes designed the 1,300-
square-foot Museum of Jewish Heritage Visitors Center
completed in 1998.

ROBERT MOSES’ GENIUS was not his:city planning
vision but his ability to get things done. Fortunately,
the days of top-down decision making are over. The
dilemma that planners and politicians face today is
how do we involve many diverse communities in a
decision-making process for projects that often times
will have a negative impact on the immediate neigh-
borhood, but are needed for the rest of the city. Have
we reached the point where development in the city is
impossible without a Mosesesque process?

No, we haven't. The solution lies in the tools that
we use to accomplish planning and development.
These tools must establish a framework for develop-
ment to oceur in the context of a community plan.

Planning is no longer just zoning, and design is
no'longer just architecture. Yet, the City of New York
has failed to fully create a process for community
planning. The City's 197-a process begins to apply a
“bottom-up" approach to planning. However, the tools
of implementation are missing, and in the Moses lega-
cy this is preferred. In Red Hook, which recently went
through a highly debated 197-a process, the commu-
nity plan included provisions to prevent new waste
transfer stations. The City vetoed those provisions and
now we may be forced to endure tractor-trailers full of
putrescible waste barreling down local streets, idling
on our corners, waiting to enter the waste transfer
station. This is an example of community planning but
with no means of implementation.

Likewise, just north, the Old Brooklyn Waterfront
Alliance (a coalition of community groups concerned
with the waterfront), has outlined planning principles
for waterfront development in the neighborhood. Yet,
in DUMBO (Down Under the Marihattan Bridge
Overpass), one developer is ignoring the community
plan and is proposing a mall, a cineplex and a parking
garage on the waterfront.

Communities need a pro-active, bottom-up
program that yields, not necessarily a development
plan, but an outline of a variety of development tools
that guide development. Such tools include: design
guidelines; linkage fees for projects that do have a
negative impact on local neighborhoods; density
honuses for projects in underdeveloped areas; and
progressive zoning.

— ASSEMBLYMEMBER JOAN MILLMAN

New York State Assemblymember Joan Millman represents
the 52nd district, which stretches fram Brooklyn Heights to
Bay Ridge, Brooklyn.

| RECALL AN OLD TALE that suggests the answer
to this question.

Once upon a time, there was a wise and much
heloved King who, towards the end of his life, desirous
of ensuring his reputation for future generations,
asked advice of the wisest councilors in his realm.

The first was a city planner, who pointed to a
neglected patch of land on the East River. “Imagine
a grand 30-story hotel right on the riverfront,” he
said. "It will serve travelers arriving in the city by
helicopter, and it will enrich the treasury for years
to come.” The King, frowning, turned to a specialist
in economic development, who pointed to the nearby
Queenshoro Bridge. “You can cause a great market
to be built in and around its piers,"” he told the King.
The people will enjoy all manner of fancy food and
house fittings, and the public treasury will grow."
The ruler scowled and put the matter to his expert
in parks and public spaces, who pointed to yet
another close-by parcel. *“We can rent this to a tennis
operator. Rich people will remember you, and the
public coffers will swell.” The old King - looking
quite sick — asked his traffic engineer about the
wistlom of such cumulative developments. Hardly
reassured by the claim that a simple adjustment
of traffic-light timing could resolve the ensuing
congestion, noise and auto exhaust problems, the
wise old monarch pondered the matter.

After some time had passed, the King asked a
delegation of neighborhood people and do-good orga-
nizations to speak their minds. “Create an open-space
plan that will link these publicly-owned parcels and
others contiguous with them,” they entreated him.
“You could build an East River Waterfront Gateway
having a destination park at the waterfront, a continu-
ous pathway with greenery and amenities leading
inland, new development at a scale and pace that we
can accept, order and beauty in our neighborhood.
The entire city will benefit.” The King commanded that
it he done.

A waterfront pavilion, adorned with visionary
artwork, replaced the proposed hotel at 60th Street.
The market was constructed with a lovely south-
facing garden and tennis bubbles are up half of the
year. But the King died before the Gateway plan could
he made into law. And to this day, no one remembers
his name.

- CAROLE RIFKIND

Carole Rifkind is president of the East River Waterfront
Conservancy. Her most recent book is A Field Guide to
Contemporary American Architecture.




! The Institute is
currenlly acceptmg submtss:ons
ety DINKELOD FELLC HE
faunded to honor archntect John
Dinkeloa's contribution to the figld
of architecture. As one of the
founding partners of Kevin Roche
John Dinkeloo & Associates,
Dinkeloo (1918-1981) consistent-
ly expressed and applied his belief
in the crucial link between archi-
tectural design and technology.
The fellowship competition
calls for portfolio submissions
that demonstrate an understand-
ing that contemporary architectur-
al design, in concert with technol-
ogy, can be environmentally
conscious. In addition, the
competition challenges entrants
to address how this “green”
consciousness and conscience
can improve the public realm.
The fellowship consists of a
7,000 award to be applied to a
twe maonth stay at the American
Academy in Rome and a month of
additional travel. The award will be
based on the competition jury's
review of the entrant's portfolio, pro-
ject proposal and letters of recom-
mendation. The fellowship is open
to U.S. citizens who are recent or
| prospective graduates of LS. archi-
tecture and related degree programs
from May 1990 to Seplember 1999.
The jury for the competition is
comprised of a diverse group of
designers including Diana Balrmor,
Balmori Associates, Inc.,
Landscape and Urban Design;
Keller Easterling, School of
Architecture, Yale University;
Michael Manfredi, Weiss/Manfredi
Architects; Karen Van Lengen,
Pepartment of Architecture and
Environmental Design, Parsans
- School of Design; and James
‘Wings, SITE Environmental Design.
Potential entrants shauld call,
| write or e-miail Van Alen Institite
for a detailed competition packet.
The registration fee is $30. The
deadline for submissions is May 7
at 6 RM.

As part of the East River Project,
the Institute has held a number of
public forums, providing a venie
to discuss the issues that chal-
lenge this artery vital to four of the
city's five boroughs. 1n November,
Van Alen Fellow Jesse Reiser pre-
sented Relser + Umemoto's East
River Corricor and Cooper Union
professor Kevin Bone discussed
Bone/Levine Architects'
Transfiguration at the forum

2, The panel was
comprised'of: Sylvia Lavin, Chair,
Department of Architecture,
UCLA; Wilbur Woods, Director of
Waterfront Flanning, New York
City Department of City Planning;
ancl Charles Reiss; The Trump
Organization.

M a Fehruary forum eniltled

Jeffrey Klgms, pmﬁmor of archr-

| tecture at Ohio State University
moderated 2 discussion led off by
Jesse Reiser's presentation of

' East River Corridor. Kipnis and

| panelists Gary Hack, Dean,

| Graduate School of Fine Arts,

| Llnwersltyuf Pennsylvania and
Harry Spence, Deputy Chancellor

' for Operations, NYC Board of
‘Education debated whether it
is possitile totlay to construct large

| Infrastructural projects on the scale

af the Reiser + Umernoto proposal.
|

Also in February, the Instltute
pianned A
, & forum focused on
the ecology of the river.
Representing Community Board 6,
Manhattan, Joy Garland presented
her community's plan for an enyi-
ronmental center. Tom Paino
discussed the Hunter's Point
Cammunity Coalition proposal for
habitat restoration. An expert panel
was comprised of: John Waldman,
Hudson River Foundation; John St.
John, engineer, Hydrogual, Inc:;
and Mark A. Matsil, Chief, Natural
Resources Group, NYC Parks
Department.

Community forums
have also presented a yital arena
for those who live on the East
River. On March 8, POINT
Brooklyn will discuss issugs con-
fronting their neighborhood at the
Institute. Presenters will include:
Keith Rodan, producer of the
Greenpoint Video Project; Tony
Snachkus, community activist; Vito
Acconci, artist at Newltown Creelt
Water Pollution Control Plant. A
representative from the Deparlment
of Environmental Protection has

bean invited to discuss public

amenity projects on the waterfront.
A community representative who
worked on Greenpoint's pending
197-a plan - the community's own
master plan - may speak. (6:30 1o
8:30 PM)

In December, Van Alen hosted a
forum devoted to the future of
Greenpmnt S Brcoklyn ne:ghhors.
tiand
{Down Under the Manhaltan
Bridge Overpass), two waterfront
communities in the throes of tran-
sition. The Brooklyn Architects
Collective presented Making
Fabric, a Runner Up in the East
River competition. Landscape

‘architect Robert Perris prasented

Williamsburg's newly proposed
197-a plan, which he
co-authored. Doreen Gallo of the
DUMBO Neighborhood Alliance
volced her group's opposition to
the proposal to develop DUMBO as
a regional retail and entertainment
destination. Allen Swerdlowe,
architect and professor at Pratt
Institute, showed visuals that
argued the merits of creating a
waterfront park instead.

Ushering in the warm
weather, on April 14 an svening
devoted to

[+ will give a voice fo those
who see the cily's waterways as
recreational venues. Cathy Drew, an
avid swimmer and director of The
River Project will defend her sport.
Architect Lynette Widder will pre-
sent East River Shoreline Pool, a
project for a floating swimming
poal, that her firm, AARDV
Architecture, entered in the East
River competition. David Gissen,
architect'and curator of “New
York's Floating Bathhouses" on
exhibition at the Tenement
Museum through April 15, will tell
how floating swimming pools have
a history in Mew York that dates
back to the turn-of-the-century.
(6:30 o 8:20 PM)

Three new members have baen
elected to the Institute's

! . Architect Manan
Starr Imperatcre joins the board
with a censiderable track record
as an Urban designerand commu-
nity feacer. Susan Rodriguez, a
partner with Polshek Partnership
Architects, will likewise lend her
professional experience to the
Institute. Andrew. Ross, director of
the Graduate Program in American
Studies at Mew York University and
author of a forthcoming book on
Celebration, FL = Disney's master-
planned community — also joins
the board,

The Institute has received several
Graham Foundation for Advanced
Studies in the Fine Arts has award-
ed the Institute a grant of $5,000
for the forthcoming book Public By
Design: Reclaiming the Waterfront
to be published as the culmination

«of the East River Project. The

Stephen A. and DRiana L. Goldberg
Foundation has generously award-
ed the Institute a $10,000 grant
for this same publication, while the
New York State Council on the Arls
has given the Institute a grant of
$8,500 to make its website a
greater resource for the design of
the public realm.

The [nstitute’s public programs
are being recognized by institutions
around the city. Last fall, Fordham
College sponsored “Public
Properties," an exhibition on the
history of the Institute featuring
selected competition entries.
Executive Director Raymond Gastil
was recently presented with two
awards in recognition of the
Institute's public programs. Gastil
received the OTTY award from
Our Town newspaper and the
President’s Award from the New
York Chapter of the American
Society of Landscape Architects.

The Institute is also proud to
recognma the following recent

: Gwathmey Siegel
& Associates; Peter T. Joseph
Foundation; Kehn Pedersen Fox
Associates; Costas Kandylis &
Assaciates; Landscape Forms, Inci
PM Contracting Company: Pesce,
Ltd,; Rice University School of
Architeclure; Elizabeth Barlow
Rogers; Studio L'Image; and The
Widder Founcation, Inc. ae
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INSTITUTE STAFF
Executive Director
Raymond Gastil

Associate Director for Programs
Casey L. Jones

Publications Associate
Bay Brown

Administration
Arif Durgkovic
Tuesday Fonville
Stacy Greene

Intern
Reuben Jackson

sasdiasn  This report is made possible with
. M public funds from the New York State
Council on the Arts, a State Agency.
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